
 
 

HOMEFRONT EVALUATION 
 
 
 
FINAL REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Written for: 
 
The HomeFront Evaluation Committee 
 
By Irene Hoffart and Michelle Clarke 
 
 
 
September 21, 2004 
Calgary, Alberta 



 
 
 
 
 

HOMEFRONT EVALUATION: FINAL REPORT 
 
 
 
 

REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE HOMEFRONT EVALUATION 
COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Completed by Irene Hoffart and Michelle Clarke 
 
 
September 21, 2004 
Calgary, Alberta 
 
 
 
 
 

Copyright  2004 by HomeFront 
 
Suggested citation: Hoffart, I. and Clarke, M. (2004).  HomeFront Evaluation: 
Final Report.  Written for the HomeFront Evaluation Committee. (Calgary, 
Alberta). 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  i 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
This evaluation could not have been completed without the extremely valuable assistance and 
support of many individuals, who provided guidance, advice, information, opinions, resources, 
and access to data, as well as assistance with data collection, entry and analysis. 
 
In particular, I would like to acknowledge the important contributions of the following 
individuals and organizations:   
 
The HomeFront Board of Directors, for providing the opportunity to become involved in this 
interesting and worthwhile project, for contributing resources and office space, and for 
facilitating access to needed information.  
 
The HomeFront Evaluation Committee members: Robbie Babins-Wagner (Calgary 
Counselling Centre), Laurie Beverly (Alberta Mental Health Board), Leslie Buckle (National 
Crime Prevention Centre), Inspector Peter Davison (Calgary Police Service), Francis Remedios 
(Alberta Justice), Sylvia Kaspar (Alberta Justice), Bonnie Knox (HomeFront), and Dr. Leslie 
Tutty (Resolve Alberta).  Thanks also to those individuals who were members of the committee 
early in the evaluation’s history  – Stacey Collins (United Way of Calgary and Area), Beth 
Hughes (Alberta Justice),  Lucie Leonard (National Crime Prevention Centre), Sue Mallon 
(HomeFront), Kendra Nixon (Resolve, Alberta), Wayne Stewart (HomeFront), and Deb 
Tomlinson (HomeFront).  Thank you all for sharing your expertise, guidance and advice. 
 
The National Crime Prevention Centre, for contributing the resources for this evaluation, and 
particularly Leslie Buckle who read every line of every report and consistently provided great 
suggestions and comments. 
 
The Alberta Law Foundation, the Anonymous Donor and Status of Women Department for 
contributing additional funds to ensure comprehensive and thorough evaluation.  
 
Resolve Alberta, for allocating financial resources to support the Crown file review activities, 
Leslie Tutty and Kendra Nixon for producing the report on women’s perceptions of HomeFront, 
and Kendra Nixon for her assistance in supervising trial court data collection. 
 
Resolve Manitoba, for sharing the data collection template which proved to be a great start for 
the development of the evaluation methodology. 
 
The research assistants, for their commitment and attention to detail and data integrity. Tracy 
Adams remained with the project for three years and, in addition to other tasks, carried out data 
entry, collected JOIN information and helped coordinate data collection activities; Kyla Noble, 
Graham Schaus, Amie Wright, and, early on in the project, Amber Barnes, reviewed thousands 
of files;  Kathy Leipciger, Brenda Naylor and, again, Amie Wright capably assisted with the 
baseline data collection in the final project stages; and  Jennifer Childerhose was extremely 
thorough in transcribing the focus group tapes. 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  ii 

All those HomeFront stakeholders who took the time to share their wisdom and knowledge 
through participation in focus groups, personal interviews and/or written surveys. Their honest, 
intelligent assessments of the project’s successes and challenges provided crucial evaluation 
data. 
  
Calgary Police Service, for providing access to much-needed data.  Special thanks to Carle 
Coate, the CPS Management Systems Analyst, who spent numerous evenings meeting with the 
evaluator to ensure that the information he gathered accurately reflected the evaluation needs; 
Terry Mikulak, a Disclosure Analyst with CPS, for ensuring that all FOIPP considerations were 
addressed; and Inspector Peter Davison who made it all possible. 
 
The treatment agency research staff, particularly Amy Caswell, Curtis Horiachka and Merry 
McGregor at Calgary Counselling Centre, Erin Blake and Jennifer Childerhose at YWCA Sheriff 
King Home, and Colleen Miller at Discovery House, for collecting and entering treatment 
information, and for being so diligent about data completeness and correctness.   
 
The Domestic Court Case Workers, Ewa Chwiecko, Laura Ducharme, Jennifer Fifield,  
Maggie Mackillop, Leanne Usselman, and, in the first year of the project, Tamara Kocyba and 
Fatima Nurmohamed-Airth, who worked with victims to collect information for the evaluation 
purposes.  Thanks are particularly due to Maggie Mackillop and Leanne Usselman for helping 
organize meetings and answering numerous questions. 
 
The Partner Support Program Coordinators, specifically Alicia Van De Sande and Cheryl 
Foulkes, for compiling and submitting quarterly Partner Support Program reports. 
 
The Central Calgary Probation Office staff, particularly Robin Bertoia for her assistance with 
the probation file review and Chester Uszacki for sharing probation information. 
 
The Calgary Crown’s office, especially Madame Justice Beth Hughes, Gord Wong (Chief 
Crown Prosecutor), Sylvia Kaspar (Assistant Chief Crown Prosecutor), Janice Darling, Edna 
Konic and others who provided office space and made the Crown files available for review. 
 
Madame Justice Beth Hughes, Inspector Peter Davison and Staff Sergeant Monty Sparrow 
of Calgary Police Service, and Karen Walroth, Co-ordinator of the Action Committee 
Against Violence, for reviewing sections of the Best Practices Report and providing excellent 
feedback and guidance on that document.   
 
Tracy Braun and other staff at the Violence Information and Education Centre, for their 
prompt and thorough assistance with locating a multitude of research articles, books and Internet 
sites for the purposes of the Best Practices Review. 
 
Basem Hage and Francis Remedios of Alberta Justice for compiling the aggregate Provincial 
Court data reports. 
 
Basem Hage of Alberta Justice and Bruce Llewellyn of the Central Probation Office for 
being so accessible and helpful and for sharing their extensive knowledge about the justice 
system with those of us who were new to the field. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  iii 

The current HomeFront senior staff, specifically Bonnie Knox (HomeFront Executive 
Director) and Kevin McNichol (Court Team Manager) for their openness and availability to 
answer numerous questions and discuss HomeFront activities, successes, and challenges.  
 
Wayne Stewart, who in his role as the HomeFront Project Director was instrumental in 
facilitating data collection and who ultimately helped create an environment within which a 
comprehensive and high-quality evaluation became possible. 
 
Avery Calhoun, who contributed much during her year of involvement with the evaluation, as 
she helped with the initiation of the evaluation, began the Best Practices Review process and 
assisted with compiling the first process evaluation report. 
  
Lindsay Guyn of Guyn Cooper Consulting, who so ably assisted with data management and 
complex multivariate analysis tasks. 
 
Dr. Kathy Cairns, from whom I learned a great deal as we worked in close collaboration in 
evaluating the treatment component. 
 
Michelle Clarke, who contributed in so many important ways, including co-writing the final 
report, compiling the Best Practices Review, facilitating several focus groups, co-writing the 
process evaluation and retrospective reports, compiling the cost-benefit analysis reports and 
providing general consultation and advice. 
 
Thank you so much, everyone. This project would not have been possible without your 
contributions. 
 
 
Irene Hoffart 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  iv 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Evaluation of the HomeFront pilot project was a huge undertaking, encompassing four years of 
data collection, utilization of a multi-faceted methodological framework, consultation with a 
wide variety of stakeholders and production of many interim reports on a number of issues.  
Summarizing so much information, while still providing enough detail and context to make the 
results meaningful, is no easy task.  This executive summary is an attempt to do just that.  It 
provides the reader with a broad overview of the evaluation results, while also explaining the key 
methodologies, decisions and academic findings which informed the research. 
 
The executive summary is divided into seven sections; this introduction; history and purpose of 
the evaluation; project description; methodology; evaluation results and recommendations; 
evaluation learnings; and a conclusion. 
 
2. HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 
 
The HomeFront project (originally called the Calgary Justice Working Project) was launched as 
a four-year demonstration project on May 29, 2000.  Funders from all levels of government, as 
well as community and private donors, supported the new initiative.    At the very beginning of 
the project, the National Crime Prevention Centre provided funding for a comprehensive project 
evaluation.  Those evaluation funds were later augmented by contributions from the Alberta Law 
Foundation, the Anonymous Donor, the federal Status of Women Committee Department, and 
Resolve Alberta. 
 
In April of 2000, Synergy Research Group was awarded the evaluation contract and the 
evaluation concluded in the spring of 2004.  This document reports on the findings of those four 
years of data collection. 
 
HomeFront works towards five goals: 
 
• To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim including advocacy, 

information and treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and facilitate their 
active involvement in the criminal justice system. 

• To hold the offender accountable for his/her behaviour through the imposition of legal 
sanctions and provision of opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation. 

• To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system. 
• To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and collaboration 

within the justice system and between the justice system and the broader community. 
• To increase public confidence in the justice system by providing a more immediate and 

appropriate response to domestic violence. 
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Early on in the project’s history, it was decided that this evaluation would focus on measuring 
HomeFront’s progress on the first four goals.  A Logic Model was developed which identified 
activities, inputs, outputs and outcomes for those four goals.  That Logic Model is described in 
more detail in Chapter Three of this report.  The fifth goal was excluded because the scope of the 
evaluation did not allow for the measurement of changes in public attitudes. 
 
3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
HomeFront is a recent innovation in Calgary’s ongoing effort to address and eliminate domestic 
violence.  A complex project, it brings together social service agencies, law enforcement and the 
criminal justice system in order to provide a coordinated, timely response to those involved in 
domestic violence.  A detailed description of HomeFront is provided in Chapter Two of this 
report.  What follows is a brief summary. 

 
HomeFront is, in some senses, an amalgamation of the new with the old.  Several of the services 
described below were in existence prior to the implementation of HomeFront and were linked to 
the project once it began, e.g., the Domestic Conflict Unit, the Partner Support Program and 
Calgary Legal Guidance.  Others, such as the First Appearance Court, specialized Probation and 
Prosecution services and the Domestic Court Case Workers, were created as part of this project.   
 
Specialized Domestic Violence First Appearance Court:  Every effort is made to ensure that all 
cases of domestic violence in Calgary appear first in this Court.  The Court uses a team of 
individuals (specialized Crown Prosecutors, Domestic Conflict Unit Police Officers, Probation 
Officers, Legal Aid Duty Counsel and Domestic Court Case Workers) in an effort to ensure 
appropriate and efficient responses to domestic violence incidents.  The Pre-Court Conference, in 
which all team members review each case prior to its appearance before the Court, is an 
important part of the Court process.   

 
Judges:  Judges in the Domestic Violence Court take on all of the traditional roles and 
responsibilities of the Judiciary.  That is, they adjudicate cases, make bail and procedural 
decisions and determine appropriate sentences and conditions. 
 
Police Service: The role of the Calgary Police Service (CPS) is to ensure that the Crown has 
access to a complete and thorough investigation.  As well, Officers from the Domestic Conflict 
Unit (DCU) provide information to the Probation Officer and the Domestic Court Case Workers, 
including case synopsis, information on risk factors, details of other court orders and history of 
police involvement.   They also conduct risk assessments on the majority of domestic offences 
reported to the CPS.    

 
Crown Prosecutor’s Office: The decision to proceed with prosecution lies with the specialized 
Prosecutors assigned to the Court, and is based upon whether or not there is sufficient evidence. 
The specialized Crown Prosecutors conduct bail hearings and communicate identified risk 
factors to the Court, verbally present information obtained during the Pre-Court Conference to 
the Court with appropriate release and/or sentencing recommendations, act as resource persons 
for other Crown Prosecutors who have been assigned to prosecute the case at trial and review 
files for trial readiness.   
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Legal Aid Duty Counsel:   The Legal Aid Duty Counsel is available at the Court to provide 
information, advice and representation for the accused.  The Duty Counsel participates in the 
Pre-Court Conference on behalf of the accused.   

 
Probation:  Probation Officers ensure that information flows between the Court and the 
community both before and after sentencing.  The Probation Officer who is assigned to the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court monitors whether any of the cases before the Court are 
already involved with the legal system.  After sentencing, the Domestic Violence Court 
Probation Officer reviews the order with the offender, instructs the offender about getting in 
touch with his/her supervising Probation Officer, matches the offender with appropriate 
treatment options, completes a written referral to the appropriate treatment agency and forwards 
information on the offender to the supervising Probation Officer.   

 
Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs): DCCWs provide support to the victims of domestic 
violence from the time the charges are laid until they move out of the specialized Court.  The 
Case Workers assist victims through the criminal justice system by helping them to understand 
the Court process, ensuring that they have the opportunity to provide information to the Crown 
Prosecutor, identifying how information can be accessed regarding the status of the offender, 
assisting with assessing risk as it relates to planning for safety, communicating information on 
the outcome of an offender’s Court appearance and providing referrals to community resources 
as required.   
 
Partner Support Program:  The Partner Support Program strives to increase the safety of 
victims while the offender is involved with the Alberta Solicitor General.  The supervising 
Probation Officer sends referral information to the Partner Support Coordinator within two 
working days of involvement with the offender.  The Coordinator is then responsible to maintain 
contact with the victim and/or new partner until conclusion of the probation period, with the 
permission of the victim.   

 
Treatment: Three agencies provide therapeutic batterer treatment services to offenders mandated 
by the specialized Domestic Violence Court.  Forensic Assessment and Outpatient Services 
(FAOS), which is a provincially funded and mandated organization, is reserved for those with 
diagnosed mental health disorders.  Two community-based agencies (Calgary Counselling 
Centre and the YWCA’s Sheriff King Home) provide a combination of group and individual 
counseling, depending on the agency.   

 
Calgary Legal Guidance:  Calgary Legal Guidance (CLG) is a community agency which 
provides legal services, advocacy, safety planning, court preparation assistance and help with 
obtaining restraining orders to victims of domestic violence.  Upon conclusion of the case in the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court, the DCCWs refer victims who need legal services and 
advocacy to CLG.    

 
HomeFront Office and Staff:  The HomeFront office is run by an Executive Director who is 
responsible for the project mission of reducing violence in Calgary through coordinated 
community action.  Other HomeFront staff members include five Domestic Court Case Workers, 
an Office Administrator, a Court Team Manager and a Court Team Assistant.   
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HomeFront Board of Directors and Committees:  The HomeFront Board of Directors oversees 
the project, providing strategic leadership and management advice, as well as assistance with 
government relations, fundraising and communications.  The various system partners and 
contracted treatment agencies sit on the Board, as do interested community members.  
HomeFront has also initiated, or is involved in, a variety of committees.   
 
HomeFront was originally envisioned as a four-year pilot project, destined to cease in March, 
2004.  In November of 2003, the HomeFront Board decided against disbanding the organization 
and voted unanimously to pursue permanent society status.   
 
4. METHODOLOGY  
 
Academic literature identifies several components which should ideally be part of any 
comprehensive evaluation of coordinated community responses such as HomeFront.  These are: 
a focus on the victim and her safety; an analysis of both the component parts of the system and 
how they work together; long follow-up periods; factorial designs in which multiple independent 
variables are analyzed for their impact on outcomes; large samples; comprehensive data 
collection systems; and a theoretical framework for the research.  Many researchers also support 
a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches, with each evaluation developed 
specifically to meet the needs of the program in question.   
 
This evaluation was designed to correspond with the considerations identified in the literature.  It 
is based on a long follow-up period, a large sample size, and a comprehensive database with 
multiple independent variables depicting the key HomeFront service components.   As well, it 
uses a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods and relies on a theoretical framework 
which incorporates Best Practices research.  The evaluation is comprised of five key 
components:  a comprehensive Best Practice Review; a Logic Model; a four-year process 
evaluation; a  large database of statistical information, which was compared to baseline data; and 
an exploration of a possible cost-benefit analysis.  Those components are briefly summarized 
below.  A more detailed discussion of the evaluation methodology, including research 
challenges, limitations and strengths, is provided in Chapter Three. 
 
4.1 Best Practices Review 
 
The Best Practices Review is intended to give the reader a broad overview of current academic 
thinking in areas relevant to the HomeFront project.  These include specialized courts, advocacy 
services, law enforcement, prosecution, probation, treatment and coordinated community 
responses.  Over the course of the evaluation, a separate Best Practices report was produced and 
is attached in the Companion Document. The Best Practices information is also incorporated into 
the final evaluation report, as debates and conclusions highlighted in the Best Practices Review 
provide a useful framework in which to study the evaluation results. 
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4.2 Logic Model 
 
A Logic Model was developed at the beginning of the research process. The purpose of a logic 
model is to ensure meaningful evaluation by identifying and linking the project components in a 
logical fashion.  The HomeFront Logic Model identified project activities, inputs, outputs and 
outcomes for the project goals. 
 
4.3 Process Evaluation 
 
Five process evaluations were conducted over the course of the evaluation – in 2000, 2001, 2002, 
2003, and 2004.  These evaluations focused on obtaining stakeholder feedback on the project in 
order to enhance understanding of a) the implementation of the project, b) its strengths and 
weaknesses from the stakeholders’ perspectives and c) how HomeFront could be strengthened.  
The first process evaluation was conducted by way of personal interviews and focus groups.  In 
the years 2001-2003, stakeholder feedback was solicited via written surveys.  In 2004, individual 
interviews and focus groups were again utilized.  A wide range of stakeholders participated in 
the process evaluation components, representing all aspects of the HomeFront project (e.g., legal 
services, victim treatment, law enforcement, HomeFront Board and committees).  Twenty-four 
stakeholders were involved in the first pilot process evaluation.  In the following four 
administrations, there were between 37 and 47 respondents. 
 
4.4 Collecting Quantitative Information 
 
Quantitative information was collected to determine the extent to which HomeFront was meeting 
its intended outcomes for victims, children and the accused, and to track HomeFront output 
information.   
 
The evaluation included two study samples which were used to collect information needed for 
output and outcome analyses. The first sample contained information on HomeFront cases, 
collected during the implementation of the specialized Domestic Violence Court.  The second 
sample served as a comparison group and contained baseline information collected prior to 
inception of the Court.  The following briefly discusses each of these samples: 
 
• HomeFront Sample:  The information in the HomeFront database described the accused who 

first appeared in the Domestic Violence Docket Court between May 1st, 2001 and December 
31, 2003 and included a total of 2,874 individuals.  The information was collected from 
multiple data sources, including Crown files, Domestic Court Case Workers’ files and the 
JOIN system.  The data described the victim and accused characteristics, docket and trial 
court processes and results, new offences and breaches, treatment and victim contact 
information. 

 
• Baseline Sample: Baseline data included information on the accused who first appeared in 

Calgary’s docket courts on domestic charges prior to the start-up of the specialized Court, 
specifically between January 1st, 1998 and April 1st 1999.  In order to allow for an adequate 
follow-up period, the baseline timeframe was selected to be two years before, instead of 
immediately preceding, the start-up of the specialized Court.  A total of 2,478 accused were 
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tracked during the baseline period.  Calgary Police Service (CPS) provided the demographic 
and incident-related information for the individuals who appeared in docket court during the 
baseline period.  CPS was not able to provide court-related information for this group of 
accused, instead the accused were tracked through probation file review and the Alberta 
Justice JOIN system.  

 
Additional sub-samples of both the HomeFront and Baseline databases were used to determine 
post-court and post-treatment recidivism rates.  The size of these samples varied in accordance 
with particular follow-up periods.   
 
Several tracking schedules were developed to document information collected for the 
HomeFront and baseline databases.  The information in the tracking schedules was entered into a 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) database and analyzed, using a variety of 
statistical techniques selected on the basis of the number of variables included in the analyses, 
the hypothesized relationship among the variables (i.e., outcome, program and background) and 
the type of measure represented by each variable (i.e., nominal, ordinal or scale). The 
multivariate analyses were implemented to ensure that any extraneous influences were controlled 
for as much as possible and included a number of comparative information sources, which 
provided a context for the relationship between outcome, program and background variables. 
 
4.5 Cost-Benefit Analysis  
 
A review of available literature was conducted to determine the feasibility of engaging in an 
economic analysis of HomeFront’s impact.  The evaluators collected multiple proxy costs of 
domestic violence and produced a paper which provided a broad introduction to the concepts, 
techniques and methodological debates within the field of economic evaluation of social 
programs.  Over the course of the evaluation, funder requirements regarding economic 
evaluations changed.  The HomeFront evaluation committee is currently considering whether to 
proceed with an economic analysis of the impact of the project. 
 
4.6 Other Evaluation Activities 
 
In addition to the evaluation described in this report, two other evaluative projects took place at 
the time of the HomeFront pilot.  Resolve Alberta is currently conducting a study comparing 
community and justice responses to domestic violence in three prairie provinces.  As part of that 
work, Resolve produced a report summarizing the feedback and viewpoints of women whose 
partners appeared in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court.  In addition, the Alberta Mental Health 
Board commissioned a separate evaluation, conducted by Dr. Kathleen Cairns, to ascertain the 
effectiveness of the batterer treatment programs linked to HomeFront.  Reports from both of 
these evaluations are referenced in this document. 
 
4.7 Evaluation Limitations and Strengths 
 
The academic literature is clear that specialized courts are extremely challenging to evaluate; 
studies report consistent barriers and problems across research sites.  The Synergy evaluation 
encountered many of the same difficulties identified in the literature.  These relate to: 
measurement of recidivism; ability to determine impacts of individual service delivery 
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components; use of experimental research methods; challenges in evaluating batterer treatment; 
ability to hold program components constant long enough to evaluate them; and problems 
associated with data access, stakeholder response rate and use of non-standardized tests.  The 
methodological challenges and limitations are discussed in detail in Chapter Three. 
 
That being said, the Best Practices Review revealed that this evaluation is one of the most 
comprehensive studies of a specialized court conducted to date.  Many court-based evaluations 
study one or two possible outcomes, e.g., improved court efficiency, decreased recidivism, 
enhanced victim safety, increased community collaboration.  Very few examine the broad range 
of outcomes highlighted in this evaluation, include as many different methodological 
components as are used here, rely upon such varied sources of information, collect data for such 
a long period of time, or include a comparative baseline group.  Given the massive amount of 
data available, rigorous statistical analysis was possible.  The fact that baseline data was 
available to compare to HomeFront’s outcomes differentiates this study from many others in the 
field and greatly enhances the reliability of the conclusions. 
 
5. EVALUATION RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This section is divided into six components which flow logically from both the research findings 
and the logic model.  They are:  offender accountability; justice system coordination; treatment 
effectiveness; victims’ services; diversity issues; and broad community functions. Each section 
summarizes the major issues and findings in that area and concludes with recommendations. 
 
5.1 Offender Accountability  
 
5.1.1 Recidivism 
 
Reduction of recidivism is one of the key HomeFront outcome variables.  As discussed in the 
previous section, however, measurement of recidivism is not a straightforward task.  Indeed, the 
academic literature is replete with discussions and debates over recidivism measurement.  
Questions about the best indicators of recidivism (e.g., self-reported offender data, new police 
charges, new convictions and/or victim information) and the most appropriate follow-up times 
challenge all researchers in this field. 
 
This evaluation defines recidivism as the proportion of HomeFront accused who came to the 
attention of the Police for domestic violence-related offences subsequent to their appearance in 
the Domestic Violence Court, in the period between May 1, 2001 and December 31, 2003.  It 
should be noted that the evaluation tracked, and included in its recidivism research, all the 
accused who appeared in the Court, even those whose cases were not resolved by guilty pleas 
and sentences.   
 
In strict legal terms, a recidivism rate can only be applied to those instances in which an accused 
person was charged and convicted in relation to a breach of supervision order or a new domestic 
violence offence, following a conviction on similar charges.  However, information about all 
cases – including those where the cases were investigated and the accused was not charged and 
where the accused was charged but not convicted of a criminal offence – is valuable, as it 
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describes the frequency with which these individuals come to the attention of law enforcement.  
Research suggests that repeated calls to the Police and repeated appearances in courts in relation 
to domestic violence charges are indicators of risk, and may reflect an escalating pattern of abuse 
(Ursel. 2001, 1998, Can.)  Accordingly, most academic research includes investigations which 
did not result in charges and charges which did not result in convictions in calculating 
recidivism.  Initial batterer samples (i.e., those individuals who are tracked to determine 
recidivism) can range from suspects who received warnings from the Police, through to those 
who volunteered for treatment, to those who were found guilty and sentenced.  Similarly, 
recidivists can be defined as those who were convicted for subsequent violence, as well as those 
who came into contact with the Police but were not arrested and/or convicted, and those who 
were never in contact with the Police but whose partners reported subsequent abuse. 
 
Consistent with the literature, this study defined recidivism in the broadest possible sense and 
included instances, in both the initial and the recidivism samples, in which the charges did not 
result in criminal convictions.  The evaluation also distinguished among five types of recidivism: 
cases that are investigated but where no charges are laid; cases where breach of recognizance 
charges are laid; cases where breach of Peace Bond charges are laid; cases where breach of 
supervision order charges are laid; and cases where charges related to new offences are laid. 
 
Comparison of the HomeFront recidivism rate to the re-offence rate of the accused in the 
baseline sample (using a 24-month follow-up period) indicates positive outcomes for the project. 
 
• HomeFront accused were much less likely to commit new offences, compared to accused in 

the baseline sample: 12% as compared to 34%.  The tracking of new offences is the least 
controversial and most accepted of the recidivism measurements and provides a strong 
indication of a program’s effectiveness.  It appears that HomeFront interventions led to fewer 
subsequent new offences, as compared to interventions delivered prior to the inception of the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court. 
 

• Proportionally fewer of the HomeFront accused breached conditions of recognizance (6.1%) 
than did the accused in the baseline time period (17.6%), suggesting that a positive impact 
has been made by the decreased period of time between the incident and first Court 
appearance.   
 

• The rates of other breaches are consistently higher for the HomeFront accused – 7.7% of 
HomeFront accused as compared to 6.3% of the baseline accused breached probation 
conditions and 4.5% of the HomeFront accused as compared to 2.1% of baseline accused 
breached Peace Bond conditions.  Although this does mean a higher breach rate for 
HomeFront, it may also be reflective of the project’s emphasis on a stronger response to non-
compliance.  

 
• The 24-month follow-up also showed that the proportion of accused in the HomeFront data 

set who were involved in no-charge incidents was lower than the same rate in the baseline 
data set (31.4% as compared to 48.9%).  However, further analysis uncovered an opposite 
finding when the 18-month follow-up was used.  Specifically, more of the accused in the 
HomeFront 18-month follow-up data set were involved in those incidents than the accused in 
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the baseline data set (26% as compared 20%).  This one recidivism category likely warrants 
continued study and analysis.   

 
In summary, the HomeFront recidivism rates are favourable.  HomeFront accused, when 
compared to baseline accused at 24 months, committed fewer new offences, were involved in 
fewer no-charge incidents and breached conditions of recognizance less often.  HomeFront 
accused did receive more charges for breaching probation and Peace Bond conditions but a valid 
argument could be made that this is another sign of success, reflecting the project’s focus on a 
more effective response to non-compliance.  The 18-month no-charge rates do not follow this 
positive trend for HomeFront and need more attention. 
 
The relationship between recidivism and the many components of a coordinated community 
response is complex, as a multitude of variables or risk factors also affect recidivism rates.  
According to many researchers, those accused who repeatedly come to the attention of law 
enforcement in relation to domestic violence offences tend to have unstable lifestyles (e.g., 
substance abuse problems, criminal history, unemployment, unstable living arrangements), to be 
younger, unmarried, less educated and poorer than the others, to have been in their relationships 
for shorter periods of time, to have fewer children, and to have inflicted more severe abuse.  
HomeFront data confirmed these results and identified certain risk factors (the presence of prior 
convictions, unemployment, common-law status and less than high school education) that are 
significantly associated with recidivism.   
 
5.1.2 Peace Bonds 
 
Peace Bonds are the most common resolution in Domestic Violence Court.  Some stakeholders 
viewed this development favourably as they see Peace Bonds as a way to quickly move the 
accused into treatment.  As the accused do not have to plead guilty and criminal records are not 
involved, the accused may be more amenable to resolving cases and accepting treatment 
conditions.  Over the course of the evaluation, however, and as discussed in Chapter Six, 
questions have been raised about the reliance on Peace Bonds in the Domestic Violence Court, 
particularly whether their use is constitutional, whether they are an appropriate resolution for 
such a serious crime and whether, given that the accused do not have to admit to the offences in 
question, they might have a negative impact on treatment outcomes.   
 
Some stakeholders expressing concern about Peace Bonds argued that conditional discharges are 
a more appropriate tool to resolve the cases before the Domestic Violence Court.  They said that 
it is not legally proper to impose conditions such as treatment under a Peace Bond but it is 
appropriate to attach such conditions to conditional discharges.  They also pointed out that, under 
a conditional discharge, the accused must take responsibility for his/her actions.  As well, if the 
conditions of the discharge are not met, the Court can intervene and the accused may end up 
convicted, with a criminal record.  However, other stakeholders argued that Peace Bonds are 
legally correct as used in the Domestic Violence Court, that the Criminal Code sanctions the 
imposition of appropriate conditions, and that the accused are required to take responsibility for 
their actions, because it is the Crown’s practice to read in the particulars of the offence and have 
the accused acknowledge their accuracy. 
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Some of the early stakeholder concerns about Peace Bonds were partially alleviated when 
evaluation information suggested that Peace Bonds might, in fact, represent an effective 
resolution for low to mid-risk accused.  Additionally, further analyses carried out for this 
evaluation suggested that Peace Bonds might result in decreased re-offence rates even for higher 
risk cases.   Evaluation data also indicated that those with Peace Bonds tend to make quicker 
linkages with treatment and are less likely to drop out than those without Peace Bonds.   
 
The issue of Peace Bonds versus conditional discharges is an important one for HomeFront, as 
the continued use of Peace Bonds may affect the project’s credibility and eventually lead to 
questions about the effectiveness and constitutionality of the Court’s resolutions.  However, 
assessing the legality and constitutionality of the various resolutions in the Domestic Violence 
Court is far beyond the scope of this evaluation.  HomeFront should consider commissioning 
legal research in this area, to determine if Peace Bonds are being used correctly in the Court and 
to address the issue of whether conditional discharges would be a more appropriate resolution for 
many of the HomeFront cases. 
 
5.1.3 Dual Charges 
 
Dual charges were laid in 9% of cases in the specialized Docket Court.  The proportion of dual 
charges laid decreased to 1.5% when the cases came back to the Docket Court on new offences.  
By comparison, in Winnipeg dual charges comprised about 7% of all cases. 
 
Primary aggressor policies are the solution most often put forward in the literature to deal with 
dual arrest.  Such policies direct Police Officers to assess who is the offender and who the 
victim, both in the relationship and in the current incident, and encourage them to use 
information about the history of abuse to assist in distinguishing between defensive and 
offensive injuries.  According to Hirschel and Buzawa (2000, U.S.), declines in dual arrests have 
been noted in some jurisdictions after the implementation of such policies and/or the institution 
of training.   
 
The Calgary Police Service is currently working on primary aggressor policies which will 
provide Officers with guidelines on the appropriate action to take when both parties are alleging 
that the other was violent.  In the meantime, Calgary Police Officers have the discretion to arrest 
just one person in a domestic violence case, even if both show signs of injury.  Such action can 
only be taken after a full investigation determines that one party has inflicted injuries while 
defending themselves.  As well, the Crown in the Domestic Violence Court can use the 
information available to the Court to drop the charges against one party in a dual charge 
situation.   
 
5.1.4 Early Case Resolution 
 
One fundamental intent of the Domestic Violence Court is to provide an opportunity for early 
case resolution.  Early case resolution refers to the ability of the Court to avoid lengthy delays, 
set Court dates as quickly as possible and to facilitate rapid referral of eligible offenders to 
intensive batterer treatment programs.  According to process evaluation respondents, 
HomeFront’s Domestic Violence Court has been able to achieve both goals of early case 
resolution: avoiding lengthy delays and linking eligible offenders with treatment options.  
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Quantitative data gathered for the HomeFront evaluation confirms the stakeholder feedback.  On 
average, the accused first appeared in the Domestic Violence Docket Court within 44 days (a 
median of eight days), and 59% appeared within two weeks from the date of the original 
incident.  About 46% of the cases were concluded within two weeks from the first appearance in 
the Domestic Violence Docket Court (an average of 37 and a median of 17 days).  About 86% of 
the HomeFront cases were resolved within two adjournments or less.  The length of time 
between first appearance and disposition in the specialized Docket Court was consistently shorter 
and required fewer adjournments than during the baseline period.  On average, the baseline cases 
were resolved in about two months (a mean of four and a median of three adjournments).  Based 
on both quantitative and qualitative data, it appears that HomeFront has successfully achieved 
the outcome of early case resolution. 
 
However, the interviews conducted with stakeholders in 2004 (after quantitative data collection 
for the evaluation had ceased) suggest that the number of adjournments has been increasing in 
the Domestic Violence Court recently, partially due to the high volume of cases.  According to 
one Court Team member, there are now anywhere from eight to 28 cases in Court per day and 
the median appears to be about 12 cases per day and increasing.   This information points to the 
need for continued monitoring of such issues as adjournments and case volume to ensure that the 
gains made by the Court in early resolution are not lost.  
 
5.1.5 Trial Court 
 
During this evaluation period, about 34% of the accused pled not guilty and proceeded to trial.  
According to the Crown Prosecutor’s office and HomeFront data, the defendants who plead not 
guilty and proceed to trial wait an average of 32 weeks for the start of their trials.  During this 
wait period, the accused may not receive treatment, even though they may require it, and the 
victims may become difficult to locate or may recant their earlier statements.  While this interval 
is comparable to trials for offences other than domestic violence, it is a concern because victim 
safety may be in jeopardy while the parties wait for the case to conclude. 
 
About 36% (or 280 out of 775) of the domestic cases that proceeded to trial were dismissed by 
the Judge, as compared to less than 1% in the Domestic Violence Court.  The top reasons for 
dismissal included victim recanting (32%), an inability to locate the victim (32%) and 
insufficient evidence (14%).  As well, 12% of victims recanted in the trial courts, as opposed to 
6% in the Domestic Violence Court.  Moreover, trial cases concluded with fewer treatment 
conditions and those accused who proceeded to trial commited new offences more often than 
those with other Domestic Violence Docket Court resolutions.  
 
Also of note are the higher proportions of supervised probation dispositions in the specialized 
Docket Court.  Specifically, 27% of charges were disposed with a supervised probation order in 
specialized Docket Court as compared to 19% at trial. The specialized Docket Court also had a 
lower proportion of fines, 4% as compared to 6% at trial.   The trial courts had a lower 
proportion of incarceration dispositions: 3% as compared to 8% in the specialized Docket Court.    
 
There was also a difference in the conditions imposed by the Domestic Violence Court and the 
trial courts.  The Docket Court more often imposed offender treatment (77%), alcohol/substance 
abuse assessment or treatment (52%), abstain from alcohol (37%) and no contact (32%) 
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conditions than the trial courts (21%, 10%, 9% and 19% respectively).  Proportionally, the 
number of conditions imposed in the trial courts was consistently lower than those in the 
specialized Docket Court. 
 
Some process evaluation respondents pointed to the need for a specialized domestic violence 
trial court, where the cases can be fast-tracked and the specialized Court Team can provide 
information which may be useful in deciding resolutions, conditions and dispositions.  However, 
not all respondents agreed with the concept of a specialized trial court.  They pointed out that the 
justice system is overloaded right now, all of the courts are backlogged and all accused are 
waiting lengthy periods of time for trial.  A specialized court for domestic violence, they said, 
would amount to queue-jumping, with the justice system providing better and more efficient 
service to some parties than to others.  The more fair solution, according to these respondents, is 
to deal with the resource issues in the entire system, so that all trials proceed more quickly. 
 
A trial court would clearly enhance HomeFront’s efforts to address domestic violence through 
the justice system.  Right now, all HomeFront’s work is concentrated on the Docket Court and 
the broad range of specialized services which exist in that Court are not available to accused and 
victims who move on to trial.  As a result, a whole segment of people who could benefit from the 
project are unable to use it.  It would seem, though, that until some of the larger resource issues 
in the criminal justice system are addressed, implementation of a specialized domestic violence 
trial court will be a challenge.  That is, as long as victims of a wide varity of crimes are waiting 
lengthy periods of time for the opportunity to have their cases heard in trial, it will seem 
inequitable to some stakeholders to develop a specialized court to deal with the issues of a 
certain group of victims.   
 
The HomeFront Board of Directors is well-connected and influential.  The issue of increased 
resources, not just for a specialized trial court, but for the entire Calgary court system may be an 
appropriate lobbying issue for that Board.  Once some progress has been made on improving the 
overall efficiency of the court system and all accused and victims have access to speedier trials, 
it may be easier to make the argument for a specialized domestic violence trial court.   
 
5.1.6 Offender Accountability:  Recommendations  

 
• Additional resources should be made available to Probation to ensure that enough 

specialized Probation Officers are in place to make appropriate referrals, provide 
adequate supervision of offenders and make consistent and appropriate breach decisions.   
In the absence of increased resources, Probation could consider increasing the frequency 
and intensity of supervision of high-risk offenders while providing less supervision to 
lower-risk offenders.  The danger in this approach, of course, is that high-risk offenders 
could slip through the risk assessment process. 

 
• HomeFront should commission legal research to determine if Peace Bonds are being used 

correctly in the Court and to address the issue of whether conditional discharges would be 
a more appropriate resolution for many of the HomeFront cases. 
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• Calgary Police Service is currently working on a primary aggressor policy.  It should 
implement that policy and provide related training to all Officers.   

 
• HomeFront should monitor the issue of early case resolution, to ensure that the project 

continues to resolve cases quickly and link eligible offenders to treatment in a timely 
manner.  

 
• The HomeFront Board of Directors should continue to make the case for the 

establishment of a dedicated trial court.  Once some progress has been made on 
improving the overall efficiency of the court system, and all accused and victims have 
access to speedier trials, HomeFront will be able to make a stronger case for a specialized 
domestic violence trial court.   

 
5.2 Justice System Coordination 
 
5.2.1 Overall Communication Among Partners 
 
The importance of developing strong communication and information-sharing processes among 
Court-related partners has been well-recognized in the academic literature.  Academics and 
activists also acknowledge, however, that creating workable mechanisms for sharing information 
and acting collaboratively across sectors can be difficult.  Indeed, the work involved in 
developing policies and protocols, facilitating networking and developing computerized 
monitoring and tracking processes has been identified as particularly challenging by researchers 
studying the well-known Domestic Abuse Intervention Project in Duluth, Minnesota.     
 
Overall, the communication among HomeFront’s Court-related partners has worked well.   A 
number of key processes have been put in place to facilitate such communication.  Early on in 
the project, HomeFront developed protocols detailing information-sharing strategies for each of 
the partners.  As well, all partners are represented on the HomeFront Board of Directors, which 
provides overall guidance to the project, the HomeFront justice committee, which makes service 
decisions, and the Court Team, which implements those decisions.  
 
A large majority of the process evaluation stakeholders contacted over the four years of this 
project consistently rated collaboration and communication among organizations represented on 
HomeFront as a key accomplishment – between 97% (2001) and 90% (2003) perceived 
collaboration among systems as a success, and between 80% (2001) and 92% (2002) said that 
communication between the systems was successful.  
 
5.2.2 Communication during Pre-Court Conference 
 
Respondents were particularly pleased with communication and information exchange among 
the Court Team members during the Pre-Court Conference.   A large majority also consistently 
agreed that the Court Team members understood each other’s roles and responsibilities, that the 
Pre-Court Conferences contributed to early and appropriate case resolution, and that Court Team 
members worked collaboratively.  Some concerns were raised about the Pre-Court Conference, 
however.  These included inconsistent inclusion of Court Team members, decreased availability 
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of information over time, inconsistent attendance of Team members, and the increasing number 
of multiple and lengthy case conferences.   
 
5.2.3 Communication between Probation and Treatment 
 
The effectiveness of probation supervision is enhanced by the linkages that the Probation Officer 
maintains with the Police (to ensure that Probation is aware of any further police involvement 
with the accused), the treatment agencies (to ensure compliance with treatment conditions) and 
the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program (to ensure that victim safety is maintained).  Over 
the course of the evaluation, concerns arose about post-Court communication and information-
sharing between Probation and the treatment agencies.   
 
HomeFront protocols call for treatment agencies to maintain regular contact with the Probation 
Officers and to advise the Officers within one working day about non-attendance at counseling 
or group programs.  There does not appear to be a consistent approach among the treatment 
agencies in providing information about offender compliance to the Probation Officers.  In some 
cases, agencies send a generic form to Probation which indicates whether the offender complied 
with treatment conditions.  In other cases, agencies give letters to the offenders that describe 
their treatment attendance.  The clients are expected to bring the letters to the Probation Officers 
in order to document their treatment attendance.   
 
The absence of consistent protocols to guide information exchange about treatment process and 
progress has been somewhat tempered by the strong relationships that exist between the 
representatives of the treatment agencies and Probation.  These solid working relationships 
facilitate speedy connections and information exchange.  Relationships alone, however, are not a 
good foundation for effective communication and coordination.  Protocols must be developed to 
improve post-Court communication and information-sharing between Probation and the 
treatment agencies. 
 
5.2.4 Linkages between the Domestic Violence Court and Other Systems 
 
Successful functioning of the Docket Court also relies on effective linkages and information 
exchange between HomeFront service-providers, others in the justice system and representatives 
of other related sectors.  This evaluation indicated improved flow of information between the 
Domestic Violence Docket Court and other Calgary docket courts, and between the Domestic 
Violence Court and the child welfare system.  There still remains a certain degree of disconnect, 
however, between the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts.   The two courts often 
deal with the same families, although the family courts only consider custody issues; Judges in 
both courts require as much information as possible so that they can make appropriate decisions.  
Unfortunately, there is no single data source that stores information from both courts.   
 
Effective connections between various courts is an issue raised in the Best Practices Review, 
with academics arguing for integrated data collection systems to collect and synthesize data from 
all system participants, including the various courts (criminal, civil and family) which may be 
involved with one family. 
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5.2.5 Balancing Victim Safety and The Rights of the Accused 
 
Many scholars working in the area of specialized domestic violence courts express concern about 
the delicate balancing act at the heart of the courts – maintaining a focus on victim support and 
safety while still protecting the rights of the accused and holding offenders accountable.  
HomeFront is encountering many of these same issues and philosophical debates, as it works to 
create the most appropriate balance between a focus on the victim, involvement of a team of 
specialists and respect for fundamental principles such as due process and judicial independence.  
Some stakeholders appreciated HomeFront’s attention to victim safety and support and thought 
that the Court offered a viable alternative to traditional interventions, decreased the number of 
delays and provided help to the accused.   Others were concerned that the team’s involvement 
jeopardized the discretion of the Court and the presumption of innocence.  Indeed, some 
questioned whether the group should be called a “Court” Team, as this implies that they are 
acting on behalf of the Court.  Those same respondents wondered whether the Crown Prosecutor 
was losing independence, or the appearance of independence, by being seen as part of the Team.  
Respondents suggested that changing the approaches used by some of the Crown Prosecutors 
and the Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs),  as well as following correct courtroom 
etiquette, might help to address the concern that due process is at risk in the specialized Court.  
HomeFront has acted on some of these suggestions by implementing Crown rotation, changing 
the place in Court where the DCCWs and Probation Officers sit and appointing a Court Team 
manager.  
 
5.2.6 Court Team Accountability 
 
Police, Probation, DCCWs and the Crown all work together in various venues: the partners 
discuss cases in Court but also exchange information before and after Court.  As they come 
together, these partners require guidance and leadership to ensure that they function as a team 
and remain accountable for their work.  Over the course of the HomeFront pilot project, two 
issues emerged in connection with accountability and leadership among the Court partners.  
First, although the DCCWs reported to the Project Director, they did not have a direct supervisor 
to guide their work.  Since the inception of the project, the DCCWs have mostly worked outside 
the HomeFront office – either at the courthouse or, more recently, at the Domestic Conflict Unit.  
It is difficult to supervise staff who are not on-site, especially when there are no procedures or 
protocols that they are expected to follow and when there is no formal supervisor assigned.   
According to the process evaluation respondents, the lack of a clear, effective supervision system 
for the DCCWs resulted in a number of problems.  These included DCCW turn-over, particularly 
in the beginning of the project, lack of clarity with regards to roles and responsibilities, and 
challenges in file management.   
 
Second, the Court Team did not have a formal leader or procedures to help the Team remain 
accountable.  Specifically, while protocols have been developed to guide service delivery, there 
are no formal mechanisms in place to determine whether services are provided in accordance 
with those protocols.  In the past, HomeFront has relied on evaluation reports to assist in the 
identification of potential gaps in the delivery of services associated with the Domestic Violence 
Court.  The project has also attempted to implement a case review, but with limited success.  The 
process evaluation respondents suggested developing an ongoing protocol review process, 
including death reviews, case reviews and protocol checks.   They recommended that these 
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reviews be led by experienced facilitators, address potential barriers such as privacy issues, build 
commitment to the process and serve as an education opportunity that will ultimately help 
partners better understand each other’s systems and appreciate each other’s limitations and 
strengths. 
  
HomeFront has recently addressed the gaps associated with partner accountability and DCCW 
supervision by creating the position of Court Team Manager.  The Court Team Manager is a 
senior leader who is responsible for ensuring the day-to-day and long-term success of the 
organization and the Court Team, and will be directly supervising the DCCWs.  HomeFront has 
also hired a Court Team Assistant to help with file management and data entry.  However, the 
project still lacks a good computer system for the completion of intake forms, as well as 
information tracking and storage.   
 
5.2.7 Cultural Shifts Among Partners 
 
Canadian academic Jane Ursel has aptly described the attitudinal and cultural shifts which can 
take place in the criminal justice system as a result of a specialized domestic violence court.  
These include redefinitions of success, from arrest and conviction to engagement of victims in 
the process.  Ursel found that both Prosecutors and Police involved in the Winnipeg Family 
Violence Court began to understand that breaking the cycle of violence is a long, circuitous 
process and that it may take victims many attempts before they can actually follow through on 
criminal proceedings.  Keeping the victim engaged and involved, as opposed to immediate 
conviction, became a priority for the system.  At the same time, domestic violence cases became 
higher priorities and were no longer viewed as troublesome, junior cases, with little chances of 
success.  
 
This evaluation also found some cultural and attitudinal shifts among the partners involved in 
Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court.  In particular, Crown responsiveness to victims’ wishes has 
improved.  The information now provided to Prosecutors allows them to better understand the 
victims’ perspective, especially in relation to recants and testifying in Court.  At the law 
enforcement level, even before the advent of HomeFront, Calgary had made strides in improving 
its response to domestic violence with the creation of the Domestic Conflict Unit (DCU) of the 
Calgary Police Service.  Together, the DCU and HomeFront have helped to change attitudes 
among law enforcement officers and have acted as a catalyst for improvements in evidence-
gathering processes.   Workload and resource issues have likely limited the possibility of cultural 
and attitudinal changes within Probation services but the project has served to strengthen the 
linkages between Probation and treatment agencies and both partners are more accessible to each 
other than they were in the past.  And finally, the Domestic Violence Court required significant 
adjustment on the part of the Defence Bar.  Lawyers had to bring all of the domestic violence 
cases to one Court, work with the specialized Court staff and engage in team-based case 
conferencing which took the victim’s wishes into consideration.  While some members of the 
Defence Bar still raise questions about the Court, particularly in relation to due process and the 
rights of the accused, others have embraced the changes and view the Court as a worthwhile 
innovation. 
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5.2.8 Justice System Coordination:  Recommendations 
 
• Protocols should be developed to guide post-Court communication and information-sharing 

about treatment progress and process between Probation and the treatment agencies 
 
• Linkages between the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts should be improved.  

Consideration should be given to an integrated data collection system to collect and 
synthesize information from all system participants, including the various courts (criminal, 
civil and family) which may be involved with one family. 

 
• The creation of a Court Team Manager is a positive development.  Among other things, the 

Manager should continue to monitor the effectiveness of the Court Team and the Pre-Court 
Conference.  In particular, issues raised in the evaluation, such as inconsistent inclusion of 
Court Team members, decreased availability of information, inconsistent attendance of Team 
members, and the increasing need for multiple and lengthy case conferences, should be 
tracked to ensure that they do not interfere with the Team’s work.  As well, the Manager 
should institute a clear, effective supervision system for the DCCWs, ensuring that roles, 
responsibilities and expectations are clearly delineated.   

 
• HomeFront should institute an ongoing protocol review process, including death reviews, 

case reviews and protocol checks.   This would not only improve the accountability of the 
various members of the Court Team, but it might also address some of the concerns raised 
during the evaluation regarding due process, Court independence and discretion, and 
courtroom etiquette. 

 
4.3 Treatment Effectiveness 
 
5.3.1 Treatment Outcomes 
 
This evaluation used three key measures of treatment outcomes: offender recidivism, scales 
measuring pre- to post-treatment change (provided by the AMHB evaluation) and victim safety.   
 
• Twelve-month post-treatment re-offence rates were highest among drop-outs (13.2%), 

compared with 8.6% for no-shows and 5.7% for completers.  A similar pattern was seen at 
18-month follow-up (21.4%, 11.0% and 9.4% respectively).  These were higher than some 
rates reported in the literature, and lower than others.   

 
• The AMHB evaluation administered a battery of offender self-report scales before treatment 

and at treatment completion. The evaluation showed that, over the period of treatment, 
physical and non-physical abuse decreased and offenders exhibited fewer clinical issues, such 
as anxiety, depression and stress, and an increased readiness to change their behaviours.   

 
• Over the period of treatment, 10% of partners reported that their overall safety decreased, 

69% reported that their safety stayed the same, and 21% reported enhanced safety at last 
partner check.  
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5.3.2 Linkages to Treatment 
 
Most offenders seem to move to treatment in a timely fashion.  The evaluation data indicated 
that, of the offenders who had not yet engaged with an agency when Court conditions were 
imposed, 12% made the contact within two days of the referral, more than half of the offenders 
contacted the agency within one week and 85% did so within one month.  A small proportion of 
the offenders did not connect with the agency for as long as 100 days after the referral (3%).  
Further analysis also shows that individuals with a prior offence tended to have a longer duration 
between Court resolution and treatment, suggesting that clients in higher risk groups are likely to 
take longer to connect with treatment. 
 
However, tracking and understanding the Probation-treatment referral system is difficult for 
several reasons: 
 
• Many offenders may be referred first to AADAC or FAOS and then on to treatment.  This 

evaluation did not have access to information about those referrals.  Therefore, it was 
impossible to determine in all cases if offenders were merely delaying their connection to 
treatment or whether they were dealing with other issues and referrals before beginning 
treatment.    

• Some offenders were in treatment prior to case resolution in the Domestic Violence Court.  In 
these cases, the Probation Officer simply directed the accused to continue with that treatment 
program, which could be at AADAC, FAOS or any other treatment agency.   

• The trial courts also make referrals to treatment agencies, although not necessarily to the two 
programs linked to HomeFront.  There is no Trial Court Team which can inform selection of 
treatment options, and no dedicated Probation Officers who can make referrals to treatment 
agencies on the day of case resolution.  At present, treatment agencies do no have 
mechanisms in place which help distinquish referrals made by the Domestic Violence Court 
or by the trial courts. 

 
Under the present system, it is difficult to determine how quickly offenders are moving from 
Court to treatment.  This is important information, as research indicates that treatment is more 
effective if offenders begin the process as quickly as possible after the offence. To address this 
confusion, HomeFront partners should implement a thorough review of the referral process, 
including all the batterer treatment programs, AADAC, and FAOS.  Based on that review, a 
clear, unambiguous protocol should be developed to track referrals to agencies. 
 
5.3.3 Attrition in Treatment 
 
A total of 10% of the HomeFront accused did not show to treatment, 33% dropped out of group 
treatment and 36% dropped out of individual treatment.  In total, the HomeFront treatment 
attrition rate is between 43 and 46 percent, which is similar to rates cited elsewhere, where the 
numbers range from 20 to 60 percent.  The most frequently cited reason for clients’ dropping out 
was “started treatment but disappeared,” at 20% for group treatment and 13% for individual 
treatment. 
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Although HomeFront’s attrition rate is comparable to rates cited elsewhere, these results are still 
a cause for concern, as many of the risk factors for non-completion of treatment are also the 
same for continued abuse, as confirmed by our analyses.  Individuals who did not show up for, or 
dropped out of, treatment tended to be higher risk than those who did not.  Increased risk was 
seen for those with prior offences, those who were unemployed and those who had less than high 
school education.  New offence rates were slightly higher among persons who failed to appear 
for treatment and almost twice as high for drop-outs as compared to those who completed 
treatment.   
 
In response to the concern about treatment drop-out, Daly and Pelowski, (2000, U.S.) call for 
increased, and improved, research in program attrition and recommend several strategies for 
improving program retention.  These include providing additional psychosocial treatment to men 
who need it, careful preparation of men for their own reactions to group intervention and the use 
of motivational enhancement strategies to facilitate men’s movement through the various stages 
of change. 
 
5.3.4 Partner Checks 
 
Both of the community batterer treatment programs involved in this project had difficulties 
conducting partner checks, as the victims were often difficult to locate.  As a result, partner 
checks, although an important part of batterer treatment, represent a significant drain on the 
programs’ resources.  Simply hiring more people to do the checks may not be the answer, 
however, as it doesn’t solve the difficulties around victim location.   
 
HomeFront is currently considering an early intervention program, in which workers would 
make contact with victims on cases where no charges were laid.   These linkages may be useful 
in later partner checks, if HomeFront and the treatment agencies can reach an agreement about 
sharing the information and tracking the victims. 
 
As mentioned in Chapter Eight of this report, and discussed in the next section of this chapter, 
many organizations and services are involved with victims.  Perhaps these organizations could 
establish a common pool of victim names, including their contact information, safety 
circumstances and partners, in order to assist with the partner check process.   Such a system 
could also assist the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program volunteers, who also have 
difficulty contacting clients.  Of course, privacy issues would come into play here, but those 
might be dealt with through client consent forms.   
 
As well, if HomeFront continues to track offenders for recidivism rates using Calgary Police 
Service (CPS) or JOIN data, it could, if given permission from CPS and Alberta Justice, provide 
re-offence information to the treatment agencies, to ensure that they know whether treatment 
clients are re-offending.   
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5.3.5 Judicial Monitoring 
 
The connection between judicial monitoring and treatment compliance has been raised several 
times in the academic literature, as some scholars report that treatment attrition rates are lower in 
areas where the Judiciary is supportive of treatment programs and meaningful sanctions are 
imposed for non-compliance. 
 
HomeFront protocols require that the treatment agencies advise the Chief Probation Officer, 
through their assigned Probation Officer, of any offender who fails to make contact or schedule 
an appointment within a week of their referral; fails to make the first two appointments; misses 
two scheduled appointments in a row; or who drops out of treatment without a reasonable 
explanation such as illness, relocation or referral elsewhere. 
 
This evaluation identified both positive and negative developments associated with ensuring 
treatment compliance.  On the one hand, the breach rates were higher during the HomeFront 
implementation period than they were during the baseline period.  However, evaluation data also 
suggests that a certain degree of inconsistency exists in how treatment compliance is enforced - 
HomeFront breach rates remain relatively low.  Specifically, at 12-month follow up, 19.4% of 
drop-outs breached probation, with 17.7% breaching a Peace Bond (compared with 5.1% and 
5.4% of non-drop-outs).  Moreover, those offenders who delay linkages with treatment, who do 
not show and who drop out of treatment are at greater risk for re-offence than those who make 
quick linkages and complete treatment.  Imposition of sanctions is important to ensure that those 
at higher risk for re-offence are closely monitored and are made accountable for non-compliance.   
 
HomeFront partners are currently considering two options to improve judicial monitoring of 
treatment compliance, namely having the Court set a specific period of time within which the 
offender must enter treatment and establishing a Court-based review date to enhance supervision. 
 
5.3.6 High-risk Offenders 
 
For high-risk offenders, many of the issues raised above (e.g., risk assessment, strong links 
between treatment agencies and Probation) are particularly important.  Indeed, communication 
and connections between treatment and Probation need to be strengthened considerably to deal 
effectively with high-risk offenders.  Protocols should be developed to deal specifically with this 
population sub-group.  Those protocols should describe the process by which an offender is 
determined to be high-risk, establish increased reporting requirements between treatment and 
Probation, and mandate more intensive probation supervision.   
 
The recommendations provided by Daly and Pelowski, (2000, U.S.), described above in the 
section on program attrition, also come into play here.  High-risk offenders are most likely to 
drop out, so treatment programs must consider methods for decreasing program attrition.  The 
research also indicates, however, that there may be a group of offenders who will not benefit 
from current treatment methods.  It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to determine the type 
of treatment or other response which would be most appropriate for this group.  
 
5.3.7 Treatment Effectiveness:  Recommendations 
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• Probation, Crown and AMHB should continue their work on a risk assessment tool and 
process, to be implemented consistently in the Domestic Violence Court.  This tool could be 
used to identify high-risk offenders and guide probation supervision as well as to determine 
appropriate treatment options.   

 
• HomeFront should implement a thorough review of the treatment referral process, including 

both batterer treatment programs, AADAC and FAOS.  Based on that review, a clear, 
unambiguous protocol should be developed to guide referrals to agencies, tracking of those 
referrals, and reporting by agencies of non-compliance.  

 
• Protocols should also be developed to deal specifically with high-risk offenders in treatment.  

Those protocols would describe the process by which an offender is determined to be high-
risk, establish increased reporting requirements between treatment and Probation, and 
mandate more intensive probation supervision.  Also, more research is needed to identify 
optimal treatment methods for higher and lower risk offenders.   
 

• There is a need for increased, and improved, research in the area of program attrition.  
Treatment agencies should consider some of the recommendations put forward in the 
academic literature, including providing additional psychosocial treatment to men who need 
it, careful preparation of men for their own reactions to group intervention and the use of 
motivational enhancement strategies to facilitate men’s movement through the various stages 
of change. 

 
• Discussions need to be initiated with all the organizations and services involved with victims 

to determine if information-sharing agreements could be developed which would assist the 
treatment agencies with the partner check process.  As well, HomeFront should explore the 
possibility of sharing any victim information gained through the proposed early intervention 
program or future offender tracking with the treatment agencies.  

 
• HomeFront partners should implement the two initiatives they are considering to improve 

judicial monitoring of treatment compliance, namely having the Court set a specific period of 
time within which the offender must enter treatment and establishing a Court-based review 
date to enhance supervision. 

 
5.4 Victims’ Services 
 
5.4.1 Improved Victim Support 
 
The Best Practices Review indicates that comprehensive victim services and advocacy programs 
are considered by many writers to be essential to the success of a specialized court program.  
Indeed, research suggests that court-based programs that do not employ advocates may fail to 
meet women’s needs, even when those women are resourceful in seeking out help and 
information.   Some researchers conclude that victims are unlikely to participate in the justice 
system if their basic safety, support and survival needs remain unmet.   
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Inclusion of the victim’s voice in the Court proceedings and the support provided by the DCCWs 
represent key methods by which HomeFront has changed the way domestic violence is addressed 
in Calgary.  Prior to HomeFront, victims did not have access to a worker who would seek them 
out, who could speak for them in Court and support them, on a consistent basis, throughout the 
Court proceedings.  Process evaluation respondents indicated that services provided by 
HomeFront to victims were instrumental in improving the ability of the community to address 
the issue of domestic violence.  Over time, in 2001, 2002 and 2003, 88.5%, 100% and 82.7% of 
respondents saw provision of individual support to victims as a success.  Specifically, 
respondents commented on the DCCWs’ abilities to personalize the system for victims, to 
connect with victims prior to and during Court, and to provide support.  Resolve Alberta’s 
interviews with HomeFront victims also indicated that the DCCWs are filling a need.  Over half 
of the women who responded to questions about DCCWs said they found them helpful (57%), 
with many pointing to the usefulness of the information provided, and almost 90% said that the 
DCCWs were supportive.  The stakeholder and Resolve information pointing to the positive 
impact of advocates’ services is supported to some degree by the quantitative data.  HomeFront 
victims are more likely to report subsequent offences, and are less likely to recant than those 
victims whose partners’ cases are withdrawn or proceed to trial court. 
 
5.4.2 Victim Contact 
 
In cases where victims could be reached, DCCWs contacted 96% of them prior to the date of 
disposition and 20% prior to the accused’s first appearance in the Domestic Violence Docket 
Court.  DCCWs often contacted the victims more than once, either by phone, in Court or both.  
For example, among the 1,948 victims who were contacted, 62% received multiple telephone 
and/or in-person contacts. 
 
DCCWs were not able to contact 29% of victims. The absence of victim contact information (in 
20% of the cases) and difficulties in reaching victims when contact information was available 
likely contributed to HomeFront’s victim contact rates.  In fact, further analyses showed a 
statistically significant association between availability of victim information and victim contact 
rates (p =.000).   
 
A median of 16 days elapsed between incident and the first contact with the victim by DCCWs 
(on average 46 days) and these rates improved over time.   The improvement in contact rates can 
likely be explained by two factors: enhanced availability of victim information which, as 
discussed elsewhere in this report, can be attributed to the recent co-location of the DCCWs with 
the Domestic Conflict Unit of Calgary Police Service; and increases in the DCCW staffing 
contingent.  
 
DCCWs, Partner Support volunteers and treatment agency staff all experience significant 
challenges reaching victims – their no-contact rates range from 29% to 36% to 58%.  In 
particular, the DCCWs’ inability to contact victims prior to Court (which happens for 80% of the 
victims who are contacted) leaves some victims without support and may affect Court 
proceedings and, ultimately, the ability to achieve early case resolution.  
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This evaluation identified several reasons for the difficulties in reaching victims, including lack 
of available information, service-provider workload (particularly for the Partner Support 
Program), victims’ reluctance to engage with service-providers and the transient nature of some 
victims.  Some of the recommendations made in the previous section about the sharing of 
information among victim support programs may help to address these difficulties.  As 
mentioned in an earlier section, HomeFront is currently exploring the possibility of 
implementing an early intervention program in which case workers would make contact with 
victims in cases where no charges were laid.   
 
5.4.3 Contact by Multiple Service Providers 
 
There are multiple service-providers, both within and outside of the project, who work with 
victims whose partners appear in Domestic Violence Court, i.e., the DCCWs, the Victim 
Assistance Unit, the Partner Support Program, Calgary Legal Guidance and the batterer 
treatment programs.  Stakeholder opinion was divided as to whether so much contact 
overwhelmed the victims or contributed to positive outcomes, such as increased empowerment 
and safety.  Some stakeholders suggested that a certain degree of service duplication exists, 
particularly among the Victim Assistance Unit, the DCCWs and Calgary Legal Guidance.  
Resolve Alberta’s interviews with victims involved in the Domestic Violence Court indicated 
that some duplication does exist and that some victims are confused by the many services 
working in this area. 
 
5.4.4 Victims’ Linkages to Community Resources 
 
While HomeFront information suggests that the number of referrals made by DCCWs has 
increased, no information is available that would help determine the precise number of victims 
who followed through on referrals and contacted the agencies.  There are no formalized methods 
in place to track referrals or share information among the agencies.   
 
5.4.5 Linkages with Services for Children 
 
HomeFront stakeholders, as well as domestic violence researchers, place an emphasis on victim 
choice and self-determination.  That is, most believe that the victim’s wishes about engagement 
with services should be respected.  On the other hand, there is concern that the victim’s choice 
not to engage with community supports may have a detrimental impact on children who are 
exposed to family violence.  Stakeholders identified a number of barriers associated with linking 
children to community services, including parents’ fear of the child welfare system, confusion 
about available treatment services, and victims’ difficulties negotiating the systems by 
themselves. 
 
HomeFront has struck a Children’s Treatment Committee in order to improve the process of 
linking children to treatment options.  The Committee developed an inventory of all specialized 
domestic violence treatment programs for children in Calgary and guidelines for children’s 
treatment, contributed to the development of a Safe Visitation Program which provides 
monitored exchange and supervised visitation for families affected by domestic violence, and 
obtained funding to support services to children whose parent(s) have appeared in the specialized 
Domestic Violence Court.   
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Although, on the one hand, service-providers indicated that better linkages of victims and 
children to community services was necessary, they were also concerned that an increased 
number of referrals would not be accompanied with additional resources, particularly because 
the victims often have no money to pay for services.  
 
5.4.6 Victim Notification 
 
HomeFront partners also work to enhance victim safety and participation in the criminal justice 
system by notifying victims of the partner’s status in the system.  In the early stages of the 
HomeFront project, stakeholders identified some gaps in victim notification protocols. To 
address these concerns, HomeFront and the Public Assistance Unit developed a victim 
notification procedure which allows them to release information to victims.   
 
5.4.7 HomeFront’s Future Role in Providing Services to Victims and Children 
 
Stakeholders called on HomeFront to clarify its role in the provision of services to victims and 
children.  In looking to the future, they suggested that HomeFront enhance the linkages of 
victims and children to community services; broaden its current case work by assisting victims in 
cases where charges have not been laid, as well as at trial; and engage in systemic advocacy. 
 
5.4.8 Victims’ Services:  Recommendations 
 
• Many service-providers are involved with victims – the DCCWS, the Victim Assistance Unit, 

the Partner Support Program, Calgary Legal Guidance and the batterer treatment programs.  
This evaluation indicated that information-sharing and coordination among the various 
services is not always effective, there is some confusion in the community about what each 
program does and it is unclear whether so much victim contact is beneficial or detrimental to 
the victims.  HomeFront should initiate a meeting of all the victim services programs, with 
the aim of clarifying the roles and functions of each program.  It may be that, based on these 
discussions, programs will make some modifications in their service activities to ensure that 
they are not duplicating each other’s efforts but rather are  working together to provide a 
continuum of support to victims.  As part of this process, protocols should be developed to 
determine who contacts the victims at various points in their journey through the legal 
system, as well as to improve information exchange and referrals among the various 
programs.   

 
• Before HomeFront develops its new early intervention program, it should engage in 

discussions with all the victim service programs to determine if there is any overlap with the 
work that they are doing and to clarify the roles the various programs will play in the new 
service.  HomeFront should consider developing this program in partnership with one or 
more of the victim support programs.  The Victim Assistance Unit (VAU) would be a logical 
choice as a partner, given that it is already involved in early outreach to victims.  
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• Although many of the victim programs provide referrals to other services, no tracking system 
is in place to determine if victims actually make those connections.  All agencies need to put 
processes in place to track both the referrals they make and those they receive.  HomeFront 
might be able to play a coordinating role in developing those tracking mechanisms and 
maintaining a centralized database, so that the information can be easily accessed and used by 
all victim support agencies.   

 
• Except for the protocol governing referrals between the VAU and CLG, there seem to be few 

examples where the victim support programs actually link the victims to the services they 
need, rather than simply making referrals.  HomeFront should consider expanding the role of 
the DCCWS to provide those practical linkages, e.g., making the calls for victims and 
ensuring the connection has been made.  This would be especially crucial in the early 
intervention program, so that victims could be connected much earlier to needed services.   

 
• HomeFront should continue to clarify and develop its work in linking children to treatment 

services.  In addition to its current activities, the Children’s Treatment Committee should 
develop protocols to guide the identification of children at risk and their connections to 
treatment.  This is a sensitive area for HomeFront, and the DCCWS, as they attempt to 
respect the wishes of the victims while at the same time ensuring that the best interests of the 
children are met.  HomeFront should engage in discussions with child welfare authorities, 
with the goal of developing a team approach which would focus on protecting the needs of 
the children while, where appropriate, keeping adult victims and children together. 

 
5.5 Diversity Issues 
 
5.5.1 Diverse Groups in the Domestic Violence Court 
 
The demographic distribution in the Domestic Violence Court is, in part, similar to that reported 
in the literature:  Aboriginal accused and victims are over-represented compared to the general 
population and the representation of other visible minorities is comparable to that in the general 
population.  On the other hand, contrary to research and stakeholder feedback, disabled and 
gay/lesbian/ bisexual clients do not appear to be under-represented in Court.  Under-reporting 
and lack of information specifically describing rates of various disabilities in the general 
population may account for these discrepancies.   
 
Comparisons of resolutions, dispositions and conditions in the Domestic Violence Court, in trial 
court and during the baseline period revealed consistent differences for Aboriginal accused, 
which were supported by other research.  Specifically,  Aboriginal offenders sentenced in the 
Domestic Violence and trial courts tended to receive dispositions that were more severe than 
those received by other groups, i.e., more Aboriginal accused were placed on supervised 
probation or were incarcerated.  Statistical analyses which controlled for various risk factors still 
showed a significant difference in dispositions received by Aboriginal offenders, as compared to 
other accused.  The conditions received by the Aboriginal accused were also different from those 
received by other groups – significantly fewer Aboriginal accused proceeded to batterer 
treatment and more were mandated to alcohol counselling or assessment. 
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5.5.2 Victim Support 
 
Analysis of HomeFront data shows the following differences in contact and refusal rates among 
Aboriginal, White/European, other visible minority and disabled victims.  
 
• White/European victims were contacted more often than Aboriginal victims or victims 

representing other visible minority groups – 93 as compared to 78 and 87 percent 
respectively.  These results may reflect the uncertain housing situations of many Aboriginal 
women.  As both Green (1997, Can.) and Ursel (2001, Can.) have noted, Aboriginal victims 
of violence are often economically disadvantaged.  They are likely, therefore, to find 
themselves struggling with a range of related economic issues, such as affordable and reliable 
housing.  

• White/European victims were more likely to refuse services (45%), followed by victims of 
colour (40%), with Aboriginal victims being least likely to refuse services (30%), reflecting, 
perhaps, the benefits of recruiting an Aboriginal DCCW.  

• The median length of time to contact by DCCW was the highest and the average number of 
contacts the lowest for those who needed interpreters, suggesting that there is a group of 
clients who experienced a delay in contact or were contacted less due to their language 
requirements. 

 
Analysis of HomeFront data also showed that Aboriginal victims could not be located to testify 
(16% as compared to 7% and 5% of White/European and other visible minority victims), and 
more chose not to testify in trial court.  Aboriginal victims were also less likely than the other 
victims to report the incident.  
 
5.5.3 Diverse Groups in Treatment 
 
HomeFront stakeholders indicated that treatment programs continue to experience challenges in 
delivering barrier-free services.  Quantitative data collected for this evaluation confirmed that 
barriers exist in the delivery of treatment services to diverse communities.  
 
• The average length of time between Domestic Violence Court disposition and treatment start-

up was higher for Aboriginal and disabled accused. On the other hand, those accused who 
needed interpreters were able to connect faster with treatment agencies than those who did 
not need interpreters.  

• Visible minority accused were more likely to receive individual treatment than Aboriginal or 
White/European accused.  Aboriginal accused were more likely to participate in group 
treatment than White/European or other accused. 

• Aboriginal accused were least likely to complete both group and individual treatment  
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5.5.4 Successes in Addressing Diversity Issues  
 
Stakeholders identified several HomeFront successes in reaching out to diverse populations.  In 
particular, they acknowledged the following initiatives as important accomplishments:  
 
• The work of the Multicultural Treatment Working Group, the First Nations Strengthening the 

Spirit Committee and the Persons with Disabilities Committee, e.g., development of an 
Aboriginal-specific domestic violence 24-hour help card, organization of a conference on 
domestic violence in the Aboriginal community, delivery of two community awareness 
workshops on domestic violence and the disabled. 

• Hiring of an Aboriginal DCCW 
• Implementation of an Aboriginal men’s treatment program 
 
Over the course of the evaluation, stakeholders also became increasingly satisfied with 
HomeFront’s diversity training.  There were progressively fewer respondents over time who 
identified diversity training for HomeFront members as a concern (62% in 2001, 44% in 2002 
and 35% in 2003).  Moreover, many (40%) thought that HomeFront should take a lead role, or at 
least advise (34%), in the delivery of diversity training. 
 
5.5.5 Interpretation Issues 
 
Most of the HomeFront partners do not have easy access to interpretation services, although the 
problem is less serious for the treatment agencies, the Police and the Court.  Treatment agencies 
have made some progress as they now employ or share staff members who speak languages 
other than English.  Calgary Police Service uses the AT&T Language Services and the Crown’s 
office has access to a pool of interpreters through Witness Central.  However, others, such as 
HomeFront victim services and Probation, continue to experience significant difficulties in this 
area.  Issues include confidentiality, cost and immediate access to interpretation volunteers. 
 
Over the course of the project, HomeFront has worked to improve access to interpretation.  
HomeFront formalized a contract with Calgary Immigrant Aid Society to provide services to 
DCCWs and attempted to negotiate streamlining of interpretation services with the 
representatives of other systems, including Police, Crown, RCMP and Calgary Health Region.  
However, this multi-system effort encountered significant problems developing agreements 
related to consistent professional qualifications and cost of services.  As well, challenges 
continue to exist in the use of interpretation volunteers. 
 
In response to these issues, HomeFront has just recently purchased the AT&T Language Line 
services, so that the DCCWs can have access to immediate interpretation in 140 different 
languages.   HomeFront is also developing brochures and Court-related forms which will 
ultimately be translated into six to eight languages.  The brochures will provide explanations 
about treatment and justice services, as well as describing the Canadian criminal justice system.    
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5.5.6 Diversity Issues: Recommendations 
 
• Although HomeFront has experienced some success in providing assistance to diverse 

groups, the data collected for this evaluation indicates continued challenges in reaching out to 
certain population groups, e.g., people of colour, the disabled, gay and lesbian couples.  The 
success of the Aboriginal DCCW is instructive in this regard.  HomeFront, and its partners, 
should consider increasing staff diversity in order to enhance connections with diverse 
populations.  Continued diversity and cultural competency training should be provided to all 
system partners in order to augment and support this hiring policy.   

 
• HomeFront should engage in discussions with Probation to determine how interpretation 

services in that department can be improved and to advocate for those improvements. 
 
• HomeFront should continue to enhance its linkages with ethno-cultural and Aboriginal 

communities and expand this work to include services which work with mental health clients, 
the disabled, gays and lesbians, the economically disadvantaged and the homeless. 

 
• HomeFront should work to address the inequities which still exist for Aboriginal people 

within the justice system.  The Aboriginal Men’s Treatment group is a positive step in this 
direction, but more needs to be done.  HomeFront should continue making linkages with the 
Aboriginal communities in order to solicit their advice in how best to meet the needs of the 
Aboriginal accused and victims. 

 
5.6 Broad Community Functions 
 
5.6.1 Successful Community Collaboration  
 
Academic literature on specialized courts and coordinated community responses provides an 
excellent context for understanding HomeFront’s broad community functions.  According to the 
literature, it is crucial that HomeFront grow out of a community already united around the issue 
of domestic violence and immersed in a collaborative culture, that it involve a broad range of 
system and community partners in its work, that it build comprehensive and inclusive networks 
based on established protocols and policies, and that it make victim safety the paramount 
consideration for the project.  Even with these factors in place, however, the literature is clear 
that a project of this size and nature will face daunting challenges, most of them linked to the 
difficulties of coordinating so many huge systems and so many diverse community groups.  The 
clash of cultures, expectations and objectives among the numerous players is inevitable.  
Understanding and addressing this challenge will determine the success of any coordinated 
community response. 
 
HomeFront did grow out of a strong collaborative community which had been working together 
for many years before the project’s inception.  Evaluation of the project’s development indicates 
that it was almost a textbook case of successful community collaboration around justice issues.  
All of the factors identified in the literature were in place, providing the project with a solid 
collaborative foundation. 
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HomeFront was also successful in involving a broad range of stakeholders in its work and in 
keeping them satisfied with its collaborative process.  Over 90% of stakeholders surveyed 
annually over three years consistently identified improved collaboration and coordination of 
services as a continued area of success for HomeFront.  Stakeholders also expressed satisfaction 
with HomeFront’s community representation and connections and with the project’s efforts at 
inclusion and open discussion at meetings.  They pointed to protocol development, community 
consultations, direct discussions with HomeFront staff, outreach to appropriate community 
experts and focused small group meetings as effective collaboration techniques employed by 
HomeFront.  Almost all of the stakeholders surveyed expressed a desire to continue their 
involvement with the project. 
 
5.6.2 Collaborative Challenges 
 
A. Concerns About Mandate and Vision 
 
Just as the literature predicts, HomeFront did face sizeable challenges in its collaborative work.  
According to some stakeholders, there were times during the pilot project when HomeFront lost 
its focus and strayed from its mandate, causing confusion and concern amongst some of its 
community partners.  These respondents pointed to a “proliferation of committees and committee 
meetings” and talked about HomeFront trying to do too much, moving into issues and activities 
better left to other members of the domestic violence sector and placing a heavy burden on the 
community with its many activities and initiatives.  Some respondents remained concerned about 
this issue even at the end of the pilot period, noting that HomeFront is at an important crossroads 
as it moves into permanent society status and it must clearly define its role and vision for the 
future. 
 
B. Issues of Committee and Board Structure 
 
HomeFront’s committee and Board structures were also raised by stakeholders as collaborative 
challenges.  Confusion around the mandates and purposes of the committees, as well as concern 
about the increased workloads for committee members, surfaced during the evaluation.  As the 
organization moved to permanence, questions were also raised about the structure of the Board 
of Directors and whether having treatment agencies which receive funds through HomeFront on 
the Board constitutes a conflict of interest.   
 
C. Impact of Project Director Turnover 
 
The high turnover in Project Directors had a notable impact on HomeFront’s collaborative work.  
Stakeholders pointed out that the turnover contributed to confusion in project vision and scope, 
delayed some needed infrastructure work (e.g., development of vision statement, job 
descriptions, board manual and terms of reference) which might have stabilized the mandate of 
the organization and helped clarify its work for the community, impeded Board development and 
growth, and interfered with the building of strong community relationships. 
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5.6.3 Communication Successes and Challenges 
 
A majority of stakeholders over the four years of data collection expressed satisfaction with 
HomeFront’s communication efforts and praised the project for sharing information about its 
own work and activities.  Many agreed that HomeFront kept its committee members and other 
community agencies well informed and that it regularly shared information with the public, 
including diverse communities.  However, ratings in this area were lower than those for other 
HomeFront processes and fluctuated greatly over the course of the project, decreasing 
considerably in some areas by the end of the pilot project.  Stakeholders offered several possible 
explanations for the communications difficulties.  In particular, they pointed out that the turnover 
in Project Directors meant the organization was often focused on internal issues, to the detriment 
of external communication, and that HomeFront’s involvement in many different community 
initiatives complicated the communications work and confused the community.  Respondents 
also noted, however, that HomeFront faces a huge communications challenge.  It can be a 
delicate balancing act to provide the appropriate level of information and communication to so 
many partners and interested parties, while not raising unrealistic expectations about how much 
the project can act based on community feedback.  At least one respondent suggested that 
HomeFront could address some of its communication problems by clarifying why it is engaging 
the community in consultations, what it will do with information and how decisions will be 
made, thereby managing expectations around community input and decision-making. 
 
5.6.4 Public Awareness Successes and Challenges 
 
Increasing public awareness was consistently rated by stakeholders as one of HomeFront’s 
greatest successes.  Indeed, respondents identified several positive developments in this area and 
few challenges.   There was consistent agreement that HomeFront has an important part to play 
in raising public awareness.  Few stakeholders questioned HomeFront’s role in this work and 
many called on the organization to engage in increased and ongoing public education around 
domestic violence.  Stakeholders also identified that HomeFront is beginning to contribute to a 
cultural shift by placing domestic violence in a more prominent place on the political agenda.  
The only public awareness difficulty identified by respondents was the television ads, with 
stakeholders divided as to whether the ads were appropriate or not. 
 
5.6.5 Training Successes and Challenges 
 
HomeFront’s training activities were also rated as successful by respondents; stakeholder 
satisfaction in this area increased consistently over the course of the evaluation.  Several 
respondents noted HomeFront’s important work in training justice system partners and described 
training as a means of building relationships with various organizations and reaching out to a 
broad range of partners.  Many stakeholders identified groups needing ongoing training and 
recommended the expansion of HomeFront’s training work.  Again, the multitude of partners 
involved in the project proved challenging for HomeFront as the levels of interest and 
commitment to training varied among the key stakeholders.  Engaging the many partner groups 
and components and dealing with the varying levels of interest amongst them was a large part of 
the Project Trainer’s job.  Project Director turnover also impacted this work, as each one brought 
his or her own priorities to the job.  Perhaps as a result of that turnover, a clear training plan was 
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never developed and therefore the emphasis on training shifted somewhat with each new 
Director.   
 
5.6.6 Broad Community Functions:  Recommendations 
 
• HomeFront must clearly define its mandate and vision, outlining the scope and focus of its 

work and communicating those decisions to the community.  There are many routes that 
HomeFront could take in the future. It could confine itself to Court-related activities, 
specifically the Court Team, the DCCWs, and coordination between the current system 
partners.  It could also take on a collaborative, coordinating role within the domestic violence 
community or it could assume a cross-sectoral coordinating role, focused particularly on the 
responses of larger systems such as child welfare, justice, health and education to domestic 
violence issues.  Feedback from the stakeholders over the course of the evaluation indicates a 
great deal of support for HomeFront’s Court-related activities. The project’s forays into other 
coordinating initiatives in the domestic violence community met with less support and 
appeared to confuse stakeholders.  There may, however, be a role for the organization in 
larger sectoral coordination, as there are clearly gaps in the way the larger systems address 
domestic violence and HomeFront has a proven track record in inter-sectoral collaboration 
around domestic violence.  

 
• The HomeFront Board of Directors, and its committees, need to develop terms of reference to 

guide their work.  HomeFront should create a clear description of its committee structure, 
determine which committees are still necessary and clarify the issue of whether the 
committees report to HomeFront or the Calgary Domestic Violence Committee.   As well, the 
organization needs to address the community’s concern about the potential conflict of interest 
of having agencies which receive funds from HomeFront sitting on its Board of Directors.  
HomeFront may want to contract with a governance expert to examine that issue, ascertain 
whether the current structure contravenes any of the legislation governing non-profit 
organizations and suggest alternative structures. 

 
• HomeFront should develop clear, consistent communication processes, building on the tools 

which it already utilizes, e.g., newsletter, website, community consultations.  In order to 
manage community expectations around input and decision-making, HomeFront should 
clarify why it is informing the community, what it will do with any information or advice it 
receives and how decisions will be made. 

 
• HomeFront should assume a leadership role in public awareness around domestic violence.  

It should revisit and rebuild its ad campaign and engage in increased and ongoing public 
education.  

 
• HomeFront should develop a comprehensive training plan and decide which sectors and 

organizations to target in its training activities.   Decision about training should flow logically 
from the organization’s mandate and focus.  That is, if HomeFront decides to confine itself to 
Court-related activities, it should focus its training activities on those partners; it if takes on a 
broader coordinating role in the domestic violence community, it should continue to offer 
training to those organizations; if it moves to a larger cross-sectoral mandate, it should focus 
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its training on the larger sectors.  Any decisions made in this regard should be based on 
conversations and consultations with other organizations involved in training around 
domestic violence issues, to prevent overlap and duplication of services.  The vacant position 
of Communications Officer/Trainer should be filled to assist HomeFront with this work. 

 
6. EVALUATION LEARNINGS 
 
Over the last four years, the evaluators involved in this work have learned a great deal about 
designing and implementing a research project of this complexity.  One of the objectives of the 
National Crime Prevention Centre, the major funder of this research, is to make such learnings 
available to others across the country who are embarking on similar initiatives.  It is hoped that 
the following discussion will prove useful to evaluation teams engaged in designing and 
implementing court-based research initiatives. 
 
6.1 Data Collection Issues 
 
Data collection was by far the biggest challenge in the evaluation.  It was imperative that a wide 
range of data be collected to ensure the validity and success of the research, but it was difficult to 
obtain that data.  Gaining access to the Calgary Police Service (CPS) information was a long and 
time-consuming process.  In fact, CPS data was not made available until towards the end of the 
project.  As a result, for most of the project, data was collected through the laborious process of 
reviewing thousands of Crown files.   Research assistants were crucial for the completion of that 
task.   
 
In many cases, the evaluators had to work with the individuals and organizations collecting the 
data to develop the data collection forms. This was not a simple process.  For example, a form 
had to be designed which all three treatment agencies could use.  That form had to be sensitive to 
the differences in program design among the agencies yet general enough to be able to collect the 
necessary information.  As well, even after tools were created, a lot of follow-up work was 
involved in tracking down missing and/or inconsistent data.  Staff turnover at some of the 
agencies was a definite factor in this process, as it affected both the development of the data 
collection forms and the data collection itself.   
 
Confidentiality issues also impacted data collection.  In some cases, this was relatively easy to 
address, as the evaluators simply wrote ethics proposals to various organizations, e.g. Probation, 
Solicitor General, the Police.  Other cases were more difficult to resolve.  For example, 
collecting partner check information from the treatment agencies was complicated by the fact 
that the victims were not the agencies’ clients and therefore the usual client release of 
information processes did not apply to them.  As well, the treatment agencies were anxious about 
the possibility of being subpoenaed to appear in court.  Eventually, after much discussion and 
assurances that the confidentiality of the victims will be maintained, these issues with the 
treatment agencies were resolved.  In other cases, the confidentiality questions were never 
answered to the organizations’ satisfaction; those agencies did not release discrete client data to 
the evaluators.  The solution in those cases was to request the aggregate client data which most 
agencies provide to their funders.  
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6.1.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Make data collection arrangements a first priority.   Attempt to make the necessary 

arrangements with the organization holding the data (likely the local Police Department) at 
the very beginning of the process.  Use all possible connections and sources of influence to 
ensure data-sharing agreements are in place as early as possible. Use computerized 
information whenever possible. 

 
• Be prepared to spend time with agencies creating specific data collection forms, tracking 

down missing/inconsistent information and dealing with confidentiality issues. 
 
• Keep in mind that data collection is a complicated and time-consuming process and build 

work plans accordingly.   Allot more time than you initially think is necessary to creating and 
supporting data collection processes. 

 
6.2 Accountability Issues 
 
For this project, HomeFront created an evaluation committee which provided guidance and 
advice to the evaluators.  As described earlier in this report, that committee involved various 
stakeholders, including the evaluation funder and HomeFront staff, and reported to the 
HomeFront Board of Directors.  There were positive and negative aspects to this arrangement. 
 
From a positive point of view, this structure allowed the evaluators to build relationships with the 
key HomeFront stakeholders.  This enhanced HomeFront’s support for the research work, 
increased access to data, helped the evaluators make key contacts in the community and provided 
a forum in which evaluation difficulties and challenges could be addressed in a timely manner.  
It also meant that HomeFront had early access to evaluation findings and could refine and 
improve service delivery based on interim evaluation results. 
 
On the negative side, this close working relationship meant that the objectivity and neutrality of 
the research consultants could be called into question.  As well, the potential existed for 
members of the committee to attempt to influence the evaluation findings or the way in which 
those findings were presented.  The evaluators and the committee members had to keep these 
issues in mind at all times and worked to ensure that the lines between evaluator and HomeFront 
staff did not become blurred. 
 
Similar issues arose with the work of the research assistants.  The assistants worked on-site at the 
HomeFront office, where they had access to the equipment and space needed to work with and 
store thousands of files.  This arrangement made it possible for the research assistants to gain a 
thorough understanding of the project and to quickly get answers to their questions.   It did, 
however, lead to the impression that the research assistants were HomeFront staff and created 
some reporting and supervision problems.  This situation was further complicated by the fact that 
funding for the research assistants was channeled through HomeFront, rather than through the 
evaluation company. 
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6.2.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Think carefully about the evaluation reporting structure.  Is it better to report directly and 

solely to the evaluation funder or to a committee of stakeholders?  There are pros and cons to 
each approach.  If the evaluators are reporting to a committee, which includes representatives 
of the project being evaluated, they must define expectations, roles and responsibilities early 
in the project and ensure that there is no confusion about the independence and neutrality of 
the evaluation team.  

 
6.3 Research Team 
 
Several consultants are needed to do this kind of work.  The required skill set is very diverse, as 
the team must include people who can develop effective methodologies, amass and work with 
large data sets, perform complicated statistical analyses, work effectively with a variety of 
stakeholders, conduct focus groups and personal interviews, write clear and coherent reports, 
present research results, supervise research staff and administer a research project of this size.  
The work also requires an understanding of domestic violence and some legal knowledge.   
 
In addition to the paid staff involved in this evaluation, the researchers were fortunate to be able 
to draw upon the support and assistance of knowledgeable stakeholders who could provide 
feedback and guidance in their areas of expertise, e.g. legal issues, diversity, treatment.  These 
relationships, which were often facilitated by the evaluation committee, were invaluable. 
 
6.3.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Put a strong, professional team in place which includes a wide range of diverse skills. 
• Develop solid working relationships with key stakeholders knowledgeable in the areas under 

study. 
 
6.4 Importance of a Variety of Components 
 
This evaluation integrated many components:  a thorough and comprehensive Best Practices 
Review; a Logic Model; a four-year process evaluation process; a large database of HomeFront 
statistics; and a comparative database of baseline statistics.   All demanded large amounts of time 
and resources but each contributed immeasurably to the success of the research. 
 
The Best Practices Review (BPR) provided important context for the evaluation findings.  In 
many cases, the evaluators were able to compare the evaluation findings to information garnered 
through the BPR and determine if the issues and challenges faced by the project were unique to 
Calgary or standard for an initiative of this nature.  This was very important information, as it 
helped the evaluators to put the findings in perspective and determine which results, if any, 
indicated serious problems for HomeFront and which were the inevitable result of undertaking 
such a large and complex project.  The BPR developed for this project took over two years to 
complete.  It was 79 pages in length; with a 35-page bibliography.   
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The Logic Model was developed based on the goals which HomeFront put in place at the 
beginning of the project.  Linking outcomes statements to some of those goals was challenging 
and, in retrospect, it would have been useful for the evaluators and stakeholders to spend more 
time at the beginning of the project reflecting on those goals and ensuring that they provided 
useful guidance for the evaluation.   
 
The process evaluation component, which involved four years of data collection through annual 
surveys, focus groups and personal interviews, was extremely important.  Not only did it provide 
a huge amount of data which could be compared across four years but it also helped the 
evaluators build relationships with the stakeholders.  The survey forms themselves worked quite 
well.  The evaluators took standard client satisfaction questions about collaborative projects and 
modified them to fit this project.  Those forms, with some revisions, might prove useful to others 
conducting similar research.  The open-ended questions on the forms, although time-consuming 
to analyse, provided the evaluators with important contextual information.  Creating a smaller, 
more specific, survey for the Defence Bar was also useful, although the response rate from the 
Bar remained small throughout the evaluation.  It might also have been helpful to develop a 
shorter version of the process evaluation survey for those stakeholders who were not as involved 
in the project, with the objective of increasing the response rate.   
 
Over a thousand variables were tracked throughout the evaluation.  Again, this was time-
consuming but it led to a rich database of information from which to draw and made it possible 
to run numerous useful analyses, exploring a variety of questions.  This information only became 
really meaningful, however, when it could be set up against a comparison group.  Finding and 
using a comparison group is crucial to this research. 
 
And finally, settling on a definition of recidivism was a challenging process.  In making the 
decision, we paid close attention to the academic research in this area and considered the 
available information and data.  Eventually, we chose a broad approach which measured 
different kinds of recidivism (e.g., new offences, breaches etc.).  We were not able to include 
victim information, which undoubtedly limited the results. 
 
6.4.1 Advice for other evaluators 

 
• Develop a multi-layered evaluation strategy, including as many components as possible.  

This helps provide context, perspective and depth to the evaluation. 
• Make sure that the evaluators and stakeholders spend sufficient time at the beginning of the 

project reflecting on the project goals and ensuring that they provide useful guidance for the 
evaluation.   

• Ensure that survey instruments include both closed and open-ended questions.  Consider 
developing different instruments for different audiences.  For example, it might be useful to 
develop a shorter version of the process evaluation survey for those who were not directly 
involved in the project.   

• Ensure that a comparison group is in place, using either baseline information or information 
on a group of comparable accused who did not go through a specialized court.  If those aren’t 
available, it might be possible to use information from other jurisdictions but that raises many 
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questions about comparability and access to data.   Multivariate statistical analysis can help 
with this process. 

• Ensure that you are using sophisticated statistical analysis software and that your team 
includes a statistics and software expert.   

• Define recidivism carefully and in minute detail.  Consider issues discussed throughout this 
report related to victim feedback, selection of the initial offender sample, and types of re-
offences and breaches to be tracked.  It is important to be familiar with the academic debates 
about this issue and to be able to defend your approach. 

 
6.5 Resources 
 
A large, complex evaluation of this nature is expensive.  Integrating numerous evaluative 
components, tracking thousands of variables and comparing the information collected to a 
baseline sample requires vast resources.   In fact, this work proved to more expensive than 
originally anticipated, especially given the data collection challenges, and additional funding had 
to be obtained.  
 
6.5.1. Advice for other evaluators: 
 
• Do not under-estimate the cost of this work.   
• Consider devising a methodology that is based on a selection of a random sample of Project 

participants. 
• Work to reduce requirements for manual file reviews. 
 
8. CONCLUSION  
 
Overall, HomeFront’s evaluations results are favourable.  The project appears to be having a 
positive impact on recidivism and early case resolution, has succeeded in reaching out to and 
supporting victims, has improved collaboration and coordination among the Court partners, and 
has scored high marks from the community for its broader collaborative efforts.  It has made 
solid progress towards the four goals outlined earlier in this report and has achieved numerous 
successes throughout it first four years of operation. 
 
As with any project of this size and scope, HomeFront has also encountered challenges during 
these early years.  The recommendations put forward throughout this report are aimed at helping 
HomeFront address and overcome some of those challenges.  The following list highlights some 
of the issues which have emerged over the course of the evaluation and which require 
HomeFront’s attention over the coming years.  Taken together, these items constitute an 
overwhelming to-do list.  However, the issues raised during the evaluation must be placed in 
context.  HomeFront is a large, complex, ambitious project.  It is to be expected that the 
challenges it faces will also be large and ambitious. 
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The evaluation indicates that HomeFront needs to turn its attention to the following:  
 
• the use of Peace Bonds in the Court 
• the need for a trial court  
• communication, information-sharing and referral protocols between Probation and treatment 

agencies  
• linkages between the Domestic Violence Court and family courts 
• continued monitoring of the effectiveness of the Court Team and the Pre-Court Conference 
• a Probation workload review 
• protocols to deal with high-risk offenders in treatment 
• research on treatment program attrition 
• improved judicial monitoring of treatment compliance 
• information-sharing, co-ordination and referral procedures among victim support programs 
• expansion of the DCCWs’ roles to include enhanced referral assistance 
• clarification and development of HomeFront’s role in linking children to treatment 
• enhanced connections with diverse communities, e.g. people of colour, the disabled, gay and 

lesbian couples 
• increased staff diversity 
• increased focus on the inequities faced by Aboriginal people in the justice system 
• clarification of mandate, vision, Board and committee structure 
• increased focus on communication, public awareness and training 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1. HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 
 
HomeFront is a recent innovation in Calgary’s ongoing effort to address and eliminate domestic 
violence.  A complex project, it brings together social service agencies, law enforcement and the 
criminal justice system in order to provide a coordinated, timely response to those involved in 
domestic violence.  At the heart of the project lies the specialized Domestic Violence Docket 
Court.  A detailed description of HomeFront is provided in Chapter Two of this report. 
 
The HomeFront project (originally called the Calgary Justice Working Project) was launched as 
a four-year demonstration project on May 29, 2000.  Funders from all levels of government, as 
well as community and private donors, supported the new initiative.    At the very beginning of 
the project, the National Crime Prevention Centre provided funding for a comprehensive project 
evaluation.  Those evaluation funds were later augmented by contributions from the Alberta Law 
Foundation, the Anonymous Donor, the Status of Women Department, and Resolve Alberta. 
 
In April of 2000, Synergy Research Group was awarded the evaluation contract and the 
evaluation concluded in the spring of 2004.  This document reports on the findings of those four 
years of data collection. 
 
HomeFront works towards five goals: 
 
• To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim including advocacy, 

information and treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and facilitate their 
active involvement in the criminal justice system. 

• To hold the offender accountable for his/her behaviour through the imposition of legal 
sanctions and provision of opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation. 

• To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system. 
• To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and collaboration 

within the justice system and between the justice system and the broader community. 
• To increase public confidence in the justice system by providing a more immediate and 

appropriate response to domestic violence. 
 
Early on in the project’s history, it was decided that this evaluation would focus on measuring 
HomeFront’s progress on the first four goals.  A Logic Model was developed which identified 
activities, inputs, outputs and outcomes for those four goals.  That Logic Model is described in 
more detail in Chapter Three of this report.  The fifth goal was excluded because the scope of the 
evaluation did not allow for the measurement of changes in public attitudes. 
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2. EVALUATION COMPONENTS 
 
The evaluation is comprised of five key components, briefly summarized below.  For more 
information on the evaluation methodology, please consult Chapter Three of this report.  
 
• The Best Practices Review is a broad overview of current academic thinking in areas relevant 

to the HomeFront project.  These include specialized courts, advocacy services, law 
enforcement, prosecution, probation, treatment and coordinated community responses.  The 
Best Practices Report is reproduced in full in the companion document to this report.  Best 
Practices information is also incorporated throughout this final report, in order to provide 
context for the evaluation findings.   
 

• A Logic Model was developed at the beginning of the research process. The purpose of a 
logic model is to ensure meaningful evaluation by identifying and linking the project 
components in a logical fashion.  As mentioned above, the HomeFront Logic Model 
identified project activities, inputs, outputs and outcomes for four of the five project goals. 

 
• Five process evaluations were conducted over the course of the evaluation  -- in 2000, 2001, 

2002, 2003, and 2004.  These evaluations focused on obtaining stakeholder feedback on the 
project in order to enhance understanding of a) the implementation of the project, b) its 
strengths and weaknesses from the stakeholders’ perspectives and c) how HomeFront could 
be strengthened.  The first process evaluation was conducted by way of personal interviews 
and focus groups.  In the years 2001-2003, stakeholder feedback was solicited via written 
surveys.  In 2004, individual interviews and focus groups were again utilized. 

 
• An extensive database, which pulled together information from a variety of sources, 

including court files and database, police records, case worker and partner support files, and 
batterer treatment files, was developed, in order to measure and track project outcomes and 
outputs.  This process allowed statistical analysis of a range of pertinent variables, including 
offender and victim demographics, characteristics of the initial domestic violence incidents, 
speed and type of Court resolutions, victim involvement in the process, and recidivism.   
Baseline data, involving cases which went before Calgary’s docket courts before the 
inception of HomeFront, was also analyzed for comparative purposes, as was information 
from Calgary’s trial courts. 

 
• A review of available literature was conducted to determine the feasibility of engaging in an 

economic analysis of HomeFront’s impact.  The evaluators collected multiple proxy costs of 
domestic violence and produced a paper which provided a broad introduction to the concepts, 
techniques and methodological debates within the field of economic evaluation of social 
programs.   

 
Over the course of the evaluation, funder requirements regarding economic evaluations changed.  
The HomeFront evaluation committee is currently considering whether to proceed with an 
economic analysis of the impact of the project. 
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In addition to the evaluation described in this report, two other evaluative projects took place at 
the time of the HomeFront pilot.  Resolve Alberta is currently conducting a study comparing 
community and justice responses to domestic violence in three prairie provinces.  As part of that 
work, Resolve produced a report summarizing the feedback and viewpoints of women whose 
partners appeared in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court.  In addition, the Alberta Mental Health 
Board commissioned a separate evaluation, conducted by Dr. Kathleen Cairns, to ascertain the 
effectiveness of the batterer treatment programs linked to HomeFront.  Reports from both of 
these evaluations are referenced in this document. 
 
3. EVALUATION COMMITTEE 
 
The Synergy evaluation is an independent research study.  It does, however, adhere to many of 
the principles of participatory research, including a belief in working in partnership with those 
being evaluated.  To facilitate that process, an evaluation committee was struck to provide 
support and assistance to the research efforts.  Current members of the committee include: 
 
Robbie Babins-Wager, CEO, Calgary Counselling Centre 
Laurie Beverly, Administrative Leader, Alberta Mental Health Board 
Leslie Buckle, National Crime Prevention Centre 
Peter Davison, Inspector, Calgary Police Service 
Sylvia Kasper, Assistant Chief Crown Prosecutor, Alberta Justice 
Bonnie Knox, Executive Director, HomeFront   
Francis Remedios, Court Services, Alberta Justice 
Dr. Leslie Tutty, Faculty of Social Work, University of Calgary, Resolve Alberta 
 
Over the course of the evaluation, this working relationship proved beneficial to the project, as 
HomeFront was able to respond quickly to interim evaluation findings by modifying and 
improving the project. 
 
4. DELIVERABLES 
 
During the four years of the evaluation, many reports were produced.  These included: 
 
• A comprehensive Best Practices Review 
• Four process evaluation reports (the fifth process evaluation was used to confirm and support 

the findings presented in this final report) 
• A report on the retrospective focus group held to determine the factors which led to the 

successful development of the project 
• Five reports and three up-dates analyzing the statistical data collected for the evaluation 
• A report on economic evaluations of social programs 
• The final report 
 
As well, the evaluation results were presented at a HomeFront community consultation, the 
Selinger Breakfast, the Alberta Roundtable on Family Violence and Bullying.  Also the 
consultant attended the 2001 National Crime Prevention Consultation in Ottawa to discuss the 
evaluation approaches.    
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5. FINAL REPORT 
 
This final report analyses the findings from the data collection undertaken for the Synergy 
evaluation and provides recommendations to guide HomeFront’s future efforts.  The report is 
divided into 11 chapters: 
 
Chapter One:  This introduction. 
 
Chapter Two:  A detailed description of the HomeFront project 
 
Chapter Three: A discussion of the evaluation methodology, including an explanation of 

methodological challenges and limitations 
 
Chapter Four: A description of the study sample, including demographic data on the 

accused and the victims, as well as information about the incidents which 
brought the cases to the Court. 

 
Chapter Five: An explanation of HomeFront’s recidivism rate, including a discussion of 

the recidivism measurement techniques employed in this study 
 
Chapter Six: A discussion of the workings of the specialized Court, focusing on court 

processes, early case resolution, communication and information 
exchange, and a variety of practical and philosophical issues 

 
Chapter Seven: An examination of HomeFront’s work in increasing access to treatment, 

with a limited analysis of the impact of that treatment 
 
Chapter Eight: A discussion of HomeFront’s services to victims of domestic violence 
 
Chapter Nine: An analysis of HomeFront’s efforts in the area of diversity 
 
Chapter Ten: An examination of HomeFront’s broader community-based functions, e.g., 

collaboration, communication, public awareness, and training and 
education 

 
Chapter Eleven: Summary of findings and recommendations 
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CHAPTER TWO 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
HomeFront is a comprehensive and complex project which brings together social service 
agencies, law enforcement and the criminal justice system with the objective of providing an 
immediate, seamless response to those involved in domestic violence.   
 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe this large, multi-faceted initiative. The chapter does not 
include evaluative analysis; it does not comment on whether the structure and components of the 
project have proven to be effective or not.  That information will come later in the report.  
Rather, this chapter is intended to provide the reader with a broad description of the project, both 
as it was originally envisioned and as it exists today, in order to offer context for the evaluative 
data which follows.  As such, the chapter is divided into seven sections:  this introduction; 
project history; mission and goals; original project structure; current project structure; project 
finances; and plans for the future.   
 
2. PROJECT HISTORY 
 
The genesis of HomeFront lies in the many years of collaborative work undertaken by Calgary’s 
domestic violence community in the late 1980s and throughout the 1990s.  Two key events in 
1998 built on that collaborative foundation and served as the catalyst for HomeFront.  In 
February 1998, Dr. Stephen Toope, Dean of Law at McGill University, was invited by the 
Cathedral Church of the Holy Redeemer1 to speak at The Friends of the Cathedral’s Connection 
Series.  Over 200 people attended.  Dr. Toope’s speech was followed, the next day, by an 
invitation-only workshop, which involved the Judiciary, Crown Prosecutors, Probation Officers, 
Defence counsel, treatment agencies and the faith community.  The workshop focused on the 
need for improvement in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence, for special 
education for all members of the justice system and for increased coordination and integration of 
community resources in support of the justice system. 
 
Immediately after that workshop, the Calgary Justice Working Committee (CJWC) was formed 
to capitalize on the momentum created by Dean Toope’s visit.  Members of that committee 
included the Action Committee Against Violence, Calgary Women’s Emergency Shelter, The 
YWCA’s Sheriff King Home, Calgary Police Service, Alberta Justice, Calgary Counselling 
Centre, The Cathedral Church of the Redeemer, United Way of Calgary and two prominent local 
attorneys.  CJWC organized a follow-up conference, held in April, 1998, which focused on 
developing a framework for a coordinated justice project.   
 

                                                 
1 The Cathedral is designated as the "seat" of the Anglican Diocese of Calgary.  In addition to its denominational 
jurisdiction, the Cathedral fulfills a broader role of public outreach.   The Cathedral's mission is characterized by 
partnerships and it describes itself as “a convener of integrated/communal approaches to the critical issues and 
opportunities of the urban centre.”  (http://www.nucleus.com/~cathedral). 
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Various coordinated justice projects in Canada and the United States were researched in advance 
of the event and presenters from some of those initiatives spoke at the conference.  Individuals 
and organizations who could play a role in developing a coordinated justice project were invited 
to the conference. 
 
It was clear from the success of the follow-up conference that the potential existed to implement 
major changes in the way domestic violence was addressed in Calgary.  Within a week of the 
conference, the first framework implementation group convened and developed a Business Plan 
and Technical Working Paper, under the auspices of the Calgary Justice Working Committee and 
the Action Committee Against Violence.  These were submitted to various funders in 1998 and 
garnered the funding support of all three levels of government, as well as community and private 
donors, with United Way of Calgary agreeing to act as the project’s fiscal agent.  On May 29, 
2000, HomeFront (originally called the Calgary Justice Working Project) was launched as a four-
year demonstration project.   
 
3. MISSION AND GOALS 
 
HomeFront’s mission is to reduce domestic violence in Calgary through coordinated community 
action.  It works towards the following goals: 
 
• To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim, including 

advocacy, information and treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and 
facilitate their active involvement in the criminal justice process; 

• To hold the offender accountable for his/her behaviour through the imposition of legal 
sanctions and provision of opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation; 

• To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system;  
• To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and collaboration 

within the justice system and between the justice system and the broader community; and, 
• To increase public confidence in the justice system by providing a more immediate and 

appropriate response to domestic violence. 
 
4. ORIGINAL PROJECT STRUCTURE 
 
The Technical Working Paper outlined the core elements of the model envisioned back in 1998.  
They were:  
 

• Specialized Screening Unit and Docket Court with assigned Prosecutors trained in the 
issues and dynamics associated with domestic violence cases;   

• Expansion of the Domestic Conflict Unit within the Calgary Police Service to further 
ensure compliance with policies related to domestic violence, including completion of 
risk assessments and systematic connection to relevant community services; 

• Criminal Justice Coordination Unit, comprised of representatives of Probation, Police, 
Crown and Victim Advocates, to enhance victim safety, service coordination and 
effectiveness of the criminal justice system response to domestic violence; 

• Advocacy services to foster full and informed participation of abused persons throughout 
the process; 
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• Specialized Community Corrections Probation Officers to focus on victim safety and 
ensure the accountability of the offender;  

• Culturally appropriate, accessible and affordable treatment services for offenders, placing 
victim safety as the priority and meeting established professional standards; 

• Increased accessibility and availability of services to all victims; 
• Establishment of coordinating protocols and cross-sector training to ensure 

implementation and compliance; 
• Thorough and ongoing evaluation of the pilot project and broad dissemination of findings 

on a national level; and, 
• Sustained commitment by all levels of government and community partners through new 

and reallocated funding. 
 
As the following section makes clear, many of the envisioned components did come into being 
as part of the HomeFront project. 
 
5. CURRENT PROJECT STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS 

 
HomeFront is, in some senses, an amalgamation of the new with the old.  Several of the services 
described below were in existence prior to the implementation of HomeFront and were linked to 
the project once it began, e.g., the Domestic Conflict Unit, the Partner Support Program and 
Calgary Legal Guidance.  Others, such as the First Appearance Court, specialized Probation and 
Prosecution services and the Domestic Court Case Workers, were created as part of this project.   
 
Early in the project’s history, protocols were developed to link the various project partners and 
clarify their roles and interactions.  A paper was developed, called Roles and Responsibilities in 
a Specialized Domestic Violence Court, which documented those protocols.  That paper, as well 
as various HomeFront publications and information provided by the system partners, were used 
as sources for the following project description. 
 
5.1 Specialized Domestic Violence First Appearance Court 
 
Every effort is made to ensure that all cases of domestic violence in Calgary appear first in this 
Court.  The Court uses a team of experts (specialized Crown Prosecutors, Domestic Conflict Unit 
Police Officers, Probation Officers, Legal Aid Duty Counsel and Domestic Court Case Workers) 
in order to ensure appropriate and efficient responses to domestic violence incidents.  The Pre-
Court Conference, in which all team members review each case prior to its appearance before the 
Court, is an important part of the Court process.  The Pre-Court Conference focuses on inter-
agency and inter-sectoral collaboration, open information exchange and early case resolution 
designed to assist all family members.   
 
In appropriate cases, treatment-focused sentences or dispositions are strongly considered by the 
Court. The specialized Domestic Violence Court has a full range of sentencing options available 
to it.  This court is for first appearance matters only; there is no specialized domestic violence 
trial court. 
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5.2 Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCW)  
 
DCCWs provide support to the victims of domestic violence from the date of the incident until 
the cases move out of the Domestic Violence Court.  The Case Workers assist victims through 
the criminal justice system by helping them to understand the Court process, ensuring that they 
have the opportunity to provide information to the Crown Prosecutor, identifying how 
information can be accessed regarding the status of the accused, assisting with assessing risk as it 
relates to planning for safety, communicating information on the outcome of an accused’s Court 
appearance and providing referrals to community resources as required.  DCCWs are expected to 
attend Court and be prepared to respond to questions from the Judge.  When the victim chooses 
to attend Court, the Case Workers ensure that the victim is offered accompaniment.   
 
When HomeFront began, the DCCWs were called Victim Advocates but their titles were 
changed for several reasons.  As the project evolved, it became clear that the staff were doing 
“case work” as opposed to “court work.”  That is, they were providing a wide range of supports 
and assistance to victims, moving beyond a focus on Court-based issues and pure advocacy.  The 
name change was also made in response to Defence lawyers’ concerns that the term “victim” 
implied a presumption of guilt and that the workers were not legal advocates.   
 
Originally housed at the HomeFront offices, DCCWs are now located at the Domestic Conflict 
Unit (DCU) of the Calgary Police Service.  The purpose of this move was to develop stronger 
links between the DCCWs and the DCU, leading to earlier access by the DCCWs to victims of 
domestic violence.  An information-sharing agreement has been developed between HomeFront 
and the Calgary Police Service so that the DCCWs are able to access victims’ names and contact 
information from the 24-hour police reports that list all the domestic cases where charges were 
laid during the previous day. 
 
The project began with two DCCWs.  An additional person was hired in 2002 to focus on 
Aboriginal families involved with the Court.  When this report was written, the number of 
DCCWs had increased to five. 
 
5.3  Police Services 
 
The Calgary Police Service (CPS) receives about 11,000 domestic calls for service per year.  
These usually result in the dispatch of a police car to the scene of the call.  If charges are laid, 
then the Police ensure that the Crown has access to a complete and thorough investigation.   
 
The Calgary Police Service’s Domestic Conflict Unit (DCU) provides information to the 
Crown’s office, Probation and the Domestic Court Case Workers.  The information includes case 
synopsis, information on risk factors, details of other court orders and history of police 
involvement.  The DCU also conducts risk assessments on the majority of domestic offences 
reported to the CPS.   The DCU’s employees review every incident reported to Police involving 
domestic violence. They look for chronic cases or ones where the victim is considered to be at a 
high risk of serious injury or death. Upon completion of a thorough risk assessment to determine 
if the investigation fits within the scope of the Domestic Conflict Unit's mandate, the file is 
assigned to one of the two-person teams. This team is then responsible for following up the 
incident, interviewing the complainant and assessing the person's level of risk. At any given 
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time, there are between six and nine Officers working in the Domestic Conflict Unit (depending 
on injuries, leaves and vacant staff positions).  One of those Officers is on permanent assignment 
to the Court and does not conduct investigations.    
 
The Calgary Police Service operates under a pro-charge policy in domestic violence cases.  That 
is, if Officers are called to a domestic violence incident, and there are reasonable and probable 
grounds to believe that a Criminal Code offence has been committed, they must lay charges.  If a 
charge is laid, the Police may arrest the accused and take him or her into custody.  On average, 
Police complete about 4,000 domestic occurrence reports a year and annually clear an average of 
2,120 reports by charge.2  Often the Police lay multiple charges.  
 
 The Calgary Police Service, along with many other Alberta jurisdictions, is working on primary 
aggressor policies which will provide Police Officers with guidelines on the appropriate action to 
take when both parties are alleging that the other was violent.  Calgary Police Officers currently 
have the discretion to arrest just one person in a domestic violence incident, even if both show 
signs of injury.  Such action can only be taken after a full investigation determines that one party 
has inflicted injuries while defending themselves.   
 
The Victim Assistance Unit (VAU) of CPS attempts to contact all victims of domestic violence 
as soon as possible after a police report is filed.  Programs available through the VAU include: 
24-hour victim assistance support teams, help with victim impact statements and restitution 
requests, and court accompaniment.  Although VAU does not directly work with HomeFront, its 
volunteers provide information, support and referral to all victims of crime, including those 
whose partners appear in the Specialized Docket Court.  VAU volunteers refer victims to many 
community agencies, and VAU has established a referral protocol with Calgary Legal Guidance, 
which, as described below, works with HomeFront to provide support to victims whose partners 
proceed to trial.  
 
Both the DCU and the VAU were in operation before the HomeFront Project began.  While 
VAU services have not changed as a result of HomeFront, DCU has undergone several 
significant changes.  DCU staff contingent has increased by 5 Officers, an Officer has been 
assigned to a specialized court and DCU office space is now shared with the DCCWs. 
 
5.4 Crown Prosecutors’ Office  
 
Two specialized Crown Prosecutors work in the Domestic Violence Court.  The decision to 
proceed with prosecution lies with those Prosecutors, and is based upon whether or not there is 
sufficient evidence.  The victim cannot withdraw charges.   
 
The specialized Crown Prosecutors conduct bail hearings and communicate identified risk 
factors to the Court, verbally present information obtained during the Pre-Court Conference to 
the Court with appropriate release and/or sentencing recommendations, act as resource persons 
for other Crown Prosecutors who have been assigned to prosecute the cases at trial and review 
files for trial readiness. 
 
                                                 
2 Information provided by Calgary Police Service, Research and Development Section. 
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The specialized Crown Prosecutors are expected to make every effort not to allow breaches of 
court orders to be continually remanded.  Whenever possible, the Crown Prosecutor consults 
with the Probation Officer, the DCU and the DCCW prior to consideration of withdrawing no 
contact orders.   
 
During the course of the project, the Crown’s office instituted an unofficial staff rotation system 
whereby Prosecutors in the Domestic Violence Court change every one to two years.  The 
reasons for this decision include the stressful nature of the Domestic Violence Court, the need for 
occasional change in the courtroom, and the provision of opportunities for lawyers to obtain a 
wide range of experience.  Over the course of the project, a total of eight Crown Prosecutors 
worked in the Specialized Domestic Violence Court.  At any one time, two F.T.E. positions and 
one support staff are assigned to the Court.   
 
5.5 Legal Aid Duty Counsel 
 
The Legal Aid Duty Counsel is available in Court to provide information, advice and 
representation for the accused.  The Duty Counsel participates in the Pre-Court Conference on 
behalf of those accused who do not have representation.  If the case goes to trial, the accused can 
apply for Legal Aid, in which case Calgary Legal Aid will make a determination, within two 
days of the application, as to whether it will cover the costs of the trial. 
 
5.6 Judges  
 
Judges in the Domestic Violence Court take on all of the traditional roles and responsibilities of 
the Judiciary.  That is, they adjudicate cases, make bail and procedural decisions and determine 
appropriate sentences and conditions.  When the Domestic Violence Court was first 
implemented, dedicated Judges were assigned to the Court.  The Court later moved to a system 
of rotating Judges.  This decision was made for several reasons, including scheduling issues, 
interest by other Judges in the Court and the desire to avoid any possible appearance of judicial 
bias. 
5.7 Probation 
 
Probation Officers are key players in ensuring that information flows between the Court and the 
community.  The Probation Officer who is assigned to the specialized Domestic Violence Court 
monitors whether any of the cases before the Court are already involved with the legal system 
(e.g. bail, probation, etc.) and may be called upon to provide a verbal summary on each offender 
currently under supervision to the Court.  In cases where there is a guilty plea, the Probation 
Officer may be required to complete a pre-sentence report.  After sentencing, the Domestic Court 
Probation Officer reviews the order with the offender, instructs the offender about getting in 
touch with his/her supervising Probation Officer, matches the offender with appropriate 
treatment options, completes a written referral to the appropriate treatment agency and forwards 
information on the offender to the supervising Probation Officer.   
 
The offender is required to establish telephone contact with treatment within two working days 
and have a scheduled appointment within five working days.  Offenders who miss two 
consecutive appointments at the designated treatment agency are subject to criminal sanctions, 
such as a breach of probation or a court order, unless there are mitigating circumstances. 
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If the offender reappears in Court for a breach of a Domestic Violence Court order, the Probation 
Officer in the Domestic Violence Court initiates contact with the Crown Prosecutor, DCCWs and 
the offender’s Probation Officer, tracks the progress of the breach and provides the information 
necessary for prosecution.  To the degree possible, all domestic violence breaches make their 
first appearance in the dedicated Domestic Violence Court.  The supervising Probation Officer 
endeavours to ensure that the victim and appropriate agencies working with the victim or 
offender have been notified of risks identified by the treatment agency.   
 
At the beginning of the project, five Probation staff were assigned in each of the three city 
Probation offices (Central, North and South).  The project later designated the Central location as 
the specialized office but the caseload proved too great to sustain that system.  At the time this 
report was written, about 74% of all domestic violence cases were going to the ten Probation 
Officers at the Central office, with the three staff in the North and South offices taking about 
13% of the cases each. 
 
5.8 Partner Support Program 
 
The Partner Support Program strives to increase the safety of victims of domestic violence while 
the offender is under probation supervision.  The supervising Probation Officer sends referral 
information to the Partner Support Coordinator within two working days of involvement with the 
offender.  The Coordinator is then responsible to maintain contact with the victim and/or new 
partner from the date of disposition in the Specialized Domestic Violence Court to conclusion of 
probation, with the permission of the victim.  Volunteers are used to assist with this work; 
usually between 12 and 14 work in the program per year.  When the Partner Support 
Coordinator/volunteer identifies an escalating risk of violence, both the victim and the 
supervising Probation Officer are notified.   This program and position were in existence prior to 
the HomeFront implementation and no changes to this program were made as a result of 
HomeFront. 
 
5.9 Treatment  
 
Three agencies provide therapeutic batterer treatment services to offenders mandated by the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court.  Forensic Assessment and Outpatient Services (FAOS), 
which is a provincially funded and mandated organization, is reserved for the more dangerous 
offenders and those with diagnosed mental health disorders.  Two community-based agencies 
(Calgary Counselling Centre and the YWCA’s Sheriff King Home) provide a combination of 
group and individual counseling, depending on the agency.  Although their approaches are not 
identical, the agencies all focus on power and control issues, healthy conflict resolution and the 
cessation of violent behaviour.  Partner checks to monitor victim safety are also part of the 
programs at Calgary Counselling Centre and the YWCA Sheriff King Home.  All three 
organizations provided these treatment services prior to the beginning of HomeFront.  A fourth 
community agency was involved in HomeFront at the beginning of the project; referrals to that 
agency were discontinued in 2002.  Implementation of HomeFront resulted in a significant 
expansion of treatment services in the remaining two community agencies, both in terms of the 
referrals and resources to support these referrals. 
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The protocols direct the treatment agencies to advise the Chief Probation Officer, through the 
offender’s assigned Probation Officer, of any offender who fails to make contact or schedule an 
appointment within a week of their referral or fails to make the first two appointments or who 
misses two scheduled appointments in a row.  It is intended by the protocols that the treatment 
agencies also provide a short report to the Chief Probation Officer on each offender each month, 
noting appointment dates attended/missed.  The supervising Probation Officer is notified by 
treatment agencies when escalating risk factors are identified. 
 
5.10 Calgary Legal Guidance  
 
Calgary Legal Guidance (CLG) is a community agency which provides legal services and 
advocacy to all victims of crime. It’s Court Preparation and Restraining Order Program provides 
help with obtaining restraining and emergency protection orders to victims of domestic violence.  
CLG was in existence and providing such services prior to the establishment of HomeFront.  The 
DCCWs refer victims whose partners proceed to the trial court and who need legal services and 
advocacy to CLG.   HomeFront provided funding for additional social worker and lawyer 
positions at CLG to support increased client services; client numbers increased from about 240 to 
480 annually after HomeFront’s inception. 
 
5.11 HomeFront Office and Staff 
 
The HomeFront office acts as the “Criminal Justice Coordination Unit” originally envisioned in 
the Technical Working Paper to help coordinate the various elements of the project.  The office 
is run by a Project Director who is responsible for the project mission of reducing violence in 
Calgary through coordinated community action.  The Project Director’s job description lists 
many duties, including “ensure collaboration and lack of duplication of effort amongst 
community service agencies and between them and the justice system by establishing and 
maintaining excellent relationships with all partners.” Over the past four years, there has been 
much turnover in this position, and the project is now employing its fifth Project Director. 
 
Other HomeFront staff include five Domestic Court Case Workers and a project administrator.  
From project inception until April of 2004, HomeFront also employed a Trainer/ 
Communications Officer who was responsible for the development of community awareness 
regarding domestic violence and the education and training of the general community, treatment 
and victim services and justice and law enforcement agencies about domestic violence and the 
project protocols.   In April of 2004, HomeFront created the new position of Court Team 
Manager – responsible for ensuring the day-to-day and long-term success of the Court Team – 
and the current Trainer/Communications Officer moved into that position.  It was unclear at the 
time of writing whether another Trainer/Communications Officer would be hired or whether the 
work would be contracted out.   
 
All HomeFront staff report to the Project Director, who reports to the HomeFront Board of 
Directors.  Aside from the Trainer/Communications position, which has been filled by the same 
individual since project inception, there has been significant turnover in all staff positions.  For 
example, there have been four administrators in four years and both of the original DCCWs have 
left the project. 
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In addition to supporting the specialized Domestic Violence Court and its attendant services, the 
HomeFront organization plays an active role in Calgary’s domestic violence sector, participating 
in many community activities and, in certain cases, initiating or leading new ideas and initiatives, 
e.g., exploration of a possible coordinated crisis line in the city.   
 
HomeFront has also done a great deal of work to increase public awareness of domestic violence 
issues.  In 2003, the organization, in collaboration with an advertising firm, created a series of 
public service announcements intended for late night television.  The PSAs depicted scenes of 
violence in non-domestic situations (i.e., at the office and in a restaurant), in an attempt to 
underline the inappropriateness of violence and the serious nature of domestic violence.  The 
Television Viewership Board (TVB) declined to approve the PSAs because they were deemed to 
be too graphic and local television stations decided not to run them.  HomeFront’s public 
awareness campaign has therefore been put on hold until the creative work can be revised or the 
TVB decision reversed. 
 
HomeFront is also responsible for distributing funding to the community treatment agencies for 
the mandated treatment services described above.  The provincial government provides money to 
HomeFront for this purpose, which it then passes on to the agencies.   
 
5.12  HomeFront Board of Directors and Committees 
 
The HomeFront Board of Directors oversees the project, providing strategic leadership and 
management advice, as well as assistance with government relations, fundraising and 
communications.  The various system partners and contracted treatment agencies sit on the 
Board, as do interested community members.  Organizations represented on the Board include 
the Action Committee Against Violence, Calgary Counselling Centre, Calgary Police Service, 
Calgary Women’s Emergency Shelter, the Crown Prosecutors’ Office, the Probation department, 
the YWCA and the United Way.  There are 17 Board members. 
 
Throughout the first four years of the project, the Board did not operate under written terms of 
reference.  The project is currently developing terms of reference, with the assistance of the 
Centre for Non-Profit Management.3  There is no formal recruitment procedure; current board 
members are invited to propose new members.  The Board operates mostly by the consensus 
model. 
 
HomeFront has also initiated, or is involved in, a variety of committees.  Some of these 
committees report solely to the HomeFront Board of Directors, others have joint accountability 
to HomeFront and the Calgary Domestic Violence Committee (CDVC).   (CDVC is a committee 
of the Action Committee Against Violence, one of the organizations which played a key role in 
HomeFront’s inception.)  Many of the project partners are involved in the committees and use 
them as a forum for both giving feedback to HomeFront and receiving guidance about project 
activities. 

                                                 
3 The Calgary Centre for Non-Profit Management is a registered charitable non-profit organization with a mission to 
advance optimal performance in the non-profit sector through consulting, mentoring, training and collaboration. The 
Centre’s Volunteer Management Consultants provide a wide range of services, with a focus on planning, board 
development, leadership, technology, fund development and restructuring, among others. 
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The following table describes the committees and indicates if sub-committees have emerged 
from their activities.   Please note that the table lists only those committees and sub-committees 
active in the spring of 2004.  Over the course of the project, many committees, sub-committees 
and working groups formed and disbanded as their tasks were completed.   A list of all of those 
activities would likely prove confusing and contribute little to the reader’s understanding of the 
project.  The following table is presented as a snapshot of the types of activities in which the 
organization is currently involved.   
 
Table 1.  HomeFront Committees – May, 2004 

 
Name Membership Purpose Sub-committees 

Executive HF Board Members 
Discusses emerging issues affecting the 

organization and assists the Project Director 
in setting direction for her activities. 

None 

Justice  

HF staff and various 
system partners, e.g., 
police, prosecution, 

probation 

Began meeting prior to the opening of the 
Court to address implementation issues.  

Works to identify and address problems and 
gaps in the provision of services within and 
between all segments of the justice system. 

Court Team Sub-
committee 

focuses on issues 
specific to the 
functioning of 

the Court Team. 

Selinger4 HF staff, Board 
members 

Oversees the Jerry P. Selinger Fundraising 
Golf Tourney and the Selinger Awards 

Breakfast. 
None 

Evaluation 
HF Board members, 

evaluation funders and 
community members 

Provides advice and guidance related to the 
various evaluative activities linked to the 

project. 
None 

Victim Services 
HF staff and a variety 

of system and 
community partners 

Works to increase communication and 
coordination of services for victims and 

their families in cases where the criminal 
justice system has become involved. 

None 

Treatment Issues 
(accountable to 
both HF & CDVC) 

HF staff and a variety 
of community partners 

Advocacy for, and the development and 
enhancement of, treatment and community 

interventions for families affected by 
domestic violence. 

1) multicultural 
treatment; 

2) children’s 
treatment 

Disabilities 
(accountable to 
both HF & CDVC) 

HF staff and a variety 
of community partners 

Educates the general public, works to 
increase accessibility of the justice system 

for persons with disabilities. 
 

None 

The First Nations 
Strengthening the 
Spirit (accountable 
to both HF & 
CDVC) 

HF staff and a variety 
of community partners 

Addresses issues specific to Aboriginal 
peoples. None 

 
                                                 
4 Jerry P. Selinger was a former Chief Crown Prosecutor in Calgary who was actively involved in the development 
of HomeFront. Unfortunately, he passed away a few short weeks before the Court opened. After his death, a 
memorial fund was established to assist victims of domestic violence. As well, a portion of the fund is directed to 
the Annual Jerry P. Selinger Awards designed to honour and celebrate front-line workers who have shown courage 
and dedication in their fight against domestic violence. The annual Jerry P. Selinger Invitational Golf Tournament 
(www.selingertrust.ca) raises money for the fund. 
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5.13 Project Summary 
 
As the description above makes clear, HomeFront has changed and evolved over the course of 
the last four years.  Indeed, the very name of the project, originally Justice Working, has been 
replaced by HomeFront.  Victim Advocates are now called Domestic Court Case Workers and 
are located in the Domestic Conflict Unit of the Calgary Police Service.  The project moved from 
a system of specialized Judges to rotating Judges.  A number of committees were created and 
then disbanded as their tasks were completed.  Staff came and went.  To a certain extent, this is 
all part of the ebb and flow of any project.  Nevertheless, HomeFront remains very similar to the 
project envisioned in 1998’s Business Plan.  The following table is reprinted from that Business 
Plan, with a column added to indicate the status of the project today. 
 
Table 2.  Changes Planned in 2000 and Project Status To Date 
 

Function/Organization Status in 2000 Changes Planned in 2000 Status To Date 
Policing/ Calgary Police 
Service 5 officers. 

 Increase by 4 officers. 
10, including a supervisor, a 
Court Team member and 8 

officers 

Prosecution/ Crown 
Prosecutors’ Office 

Domestic violence 
cases shared among 2 
prosecutors. Also have 

1 clerical staff. 

Reorganize into specialized 
work unit. 

2 specialized prosecutors, 1 
clerical staff 

Probation/Community 
Corrections and Release 
Programs Branch 

5 existing staff 
 

Reorganize into specialized 
work unit. Re-deploy 1.5 staff to 

specialized unit if needed 

10 specialized staff, 3 non-
specialized staff 

Partner Support 
Coordinator/Justice 
Working Project5 

Part-time Program 
Coordinator 

 

Create 1 full-time Coordinator 
position to provide on-going 

support to victims during 
sentence. 

1 FTE Program Coordinator 
and 49 volunteers total (12-14 

volunteers per year) 

Victim 
Advocates/Justice 
Working Project 

No unit exists 
 

Create 2 positions in the Justice 
Coordination Unit 

5 (name changed to Domestic 
Court Case Workers) 

Court Preparation 
Program/Calgary Legal 
Guidance 

1 social worker and 
0.5 lawyer. 

Increase work unit by 0.5 lawyer 
and 1 social worker 

1.3 social workers and .9 
lawyer 

Program 
Management/Justice 
Working Project 

No project 

Create new positions including: 
Program Manager, 

Administrator, F.T.E. Trainer, 
P.T. Alta. Justice Trainer 

1 Program Director, 1 
Program Administrators and 1 

F.T.E. Trainer.6  

Treatment/Various 
Agencies 

No financial support 
provided by 
HomeFront 

Increase treatment financial 
support for adult, aboriginal and 

children 

HF Treatment Costs Fiscal 
2000/2003 = $ 1,162,388 

Communication/Justice 
Working Project No project 

Develop and maintain 
communications with media, 
community & criminal justice 
system partners.  Community 

education programs, i.e., 
ecumenical, cultural, social 

Annual community 
consultations, newsletters, 
website, Selinger Awards, 

Public Service 
Announcements, training 

activities 

                                                 
5 Justice Working Project was renamed to HomeFront.  Partner Support Program is a collaboration between Alberta 
Solicitor General and community agencies 
6 At the time this report was written, the Trainer position was replaced with a court team manager position. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  16 

Table 2 – continued 
 

Function/Organization Status in 2000 Changes Planned in 2000 Status To Date 

Language 
Interpretation/Justice 
Working Project 

No HomeFront 
support for language 

interpretation services 

Increase language interpretation 
financial support 

Contract with CIAS7 to 
provide services to DCCWs; 

interpretation services to 
contracted batterer treatment 

agencies; multi-language 
brochures and Court-related 
forms under development8 

Evaluation and data 
base support/Justice 
Working Project 

No data base 
Improve existing data base and 

conduct annual program 
evaluation 

Project evaluation conducted, 
comprehensive data base 

developed to collect 
evaluation information, 
database developed for 
DCCWs to track victim 

information 

Office Costs/Justice 
Working Project 

No office at the outset, 
office shared with 

probation in the first 
three years of project 

Create 3,000 SF office for 
Justice Working Group 

HomeFront moved to Suite 
501, 620 – 7th Avenue SW on 

January 21st, 2004 
Worker Recognition 
Program/Justice 
Working Project 

No recognition 
program in place 

Acknowledge and support 
contributions by line workers 

Three annual Selinger Award 
presentations 

 
6. PROJECT FINANCES 
 
HomeFront has an annual operating budget of approximately $1.1 million.  The audited financial 
statement for 2002-03, showed the major funders to be: 
 
Government of Alberta:      $460,498   
Government of Canada (National Crime Prevention Strategy)9: $250,000 
Anonymous Donor:       $294,204 
Jerry Selinger Memorial Fund:     $98,788 
Alberta Government Community Initiatives Program:   $74,408 
United Way of Calgary and area:       $55,448 
 
Smaller amounts were also received from the federal Status of Women Department, Faithlink 
Outreach, the Alberta Foundation and community donations.   
 
The bulk of the HomeFront funds go to treatment ($531,279 in 2002-03).  Salaries and benefits 
account for an additional $375,639.  Office expenses, professional fees, program expenses, 
promotion and research are the remaining budget items. 
 

                                                 
7 Calgary Immigrant Aid Society  is a local immigrant-serving organization. The multi-lingual staff and volunteers 
provide services that help immigrants and refugees make the transition to a new culture and home. 
8 At the time this report was written, HomeFront was just beginning to use the Language Line services provided by 
AT&T. 
9 National Crime Prevention Strategy is part of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada, and was 
formerly in Justice Canada. 
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7. PLANS FOR THE FUTURE 
 
HomeFront was originally envisioned as a four-year pilot project, destined to cease in March, 
2004.  According to the 1998 Business Plan, all project management activities (essentially the 
broader work of the HomeFront staff and Board of Directors) would come to an end at that point.  
The Domestic Violence Docket Court, with all its specialized functions (including the Domestic 
Court Case Workers), would continue, with the support of the provincial and municipal 
governments and the community. 
 
In November of 2003, the HomeFront Board decided against disbanding the organization and 
voted unanimously to pursue permanent society status.  This decision was made after the Board 
of Directors reviewed the successes and challenges of the organization over the past four years.  
The decision was based on the Board’s conclusion that HomeFront’s work was incomplete and 
that the organization was best suited for the ongoing effort of improving Calgary’s coordinated 
justice response to domestic violence and raising public awareness around this issue. 
 
A new business plan has been developed, to guide the organization through 2004-2008.  
Recommendations presented in that plan include the creation of a specialized trial court, the 
provision of increased treatment for victims and their children, the development of an early 
intervention project in which the DCCWs would work with victims in cases where charges were 
not laid, and continued efforts to launch a public awareness campaign. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Academic literature identifies several components which should ideally be part of any 
comprehensive evaluation of coordinated community responses.  These are: a focus on the victim 
and her safety; an analysis of both the component parts of the system and how they work 
together; long follow-up periods; factorial designs in which multiple independent variables are 
analyzed for their impact on outcomes; large samples; comprehensive data collection systems and 
a theoretical framework for the research.  Many researchers also support a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative approaches, with each evaluation designed specifically to meet the 
needs of the program in question. (Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group, 2003, 
Can.; Shepard and Pence, 1999, U.S.; Gamache and Asmus, 1999, U.S.;  Mederos et al. 1999; 
U.S.;  Hart, 1990, U.S.) 
 
This evaluation was designed to correspond with the considerations identified in the literature.  It 
is based on a long follow-up period, a large sample size, and a comprehensive database with 
multiple independent variables depicting the key HomeFront service components.   As well, it 
uses a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods and relies on a theoretical framework 
which incorporates Best Practices research.   
 
The evaluation is comprised of five key components. First, the Best Practices Review helped 
contextualize the results of the evaluation and was used by HomeFront stakeholders to inform 
on-going program improvement.  Second, the Logic Model was developed to guide all 
evaluation activities.  Third, the stakeholder satisfaction component collected qualitative 
feedback from key HomeFront stakeholders, who represented domestic violence service-
providers and the justice system.  The evaluation also collected quantitative information 
describing the accused who appeared in the specialized Domestic Violence Court and the docket 
courts which heard domestic violence cases prior to inception of HomeFront, as well as the 
Domestic Violence and trial court processes and numerous other variables which will be 
described later in this section.  Finally, the evaluation explored the possibility of implementing a 
cost-benefit analysis. 
 
In addition to the evaluation conducted by Synergy Research Group, two other evaluative efforts 
took place at the time of the HomeFront pilot.  Resolve Alberta is currently undertaking a study 
sponsored by the Canadian Universities Research Association (CURA).  One of the components 
of that study will compare community and justice responses to domestic violence in major cities 
in three prairie provinces.  The data collected for the Synergy evaluation will be shared with 
Resolve Alberta to be included in the tri-provincial comparisons. Also, as part of this study, 
Resolve Alberta produced a report summarizing the feedback and viewpoints of women whose 
partners appeared in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court. 
 
 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  19 

Although the Synergy evaluation collected some data about the batterer treatment component of 
the project, such as treatment dosage and length and related recidivism information, it did not 
include a pre-post intervention comparison of batterer treatment outcomes.  This was not 
necessary, as the Alberta Mental Health Board funded a separate evaluation to ascertain the 
effectiveness of the treatment delivered by the three HomeFront treatment agencies.  The AMHB 
evaluation included pre- and post-measures of attitudinal and behavior change for a selected sub-
sample of cases.  The results of both the AMHB and Resolve research are fully documented 
elsewhere (Cairns, 2002, Can. and 2003; Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.).  This chapter discusses 
in detail each of the components of the Synergy evaluation, identifies the evaluation questions, 
outlines the project methodology and discusses methodological challenges and limitations. 
 
2. BEST PRACTICES REVIEW  
 
The Best Practices Review is intended to give the reader a broad overview of current academic 
thinking in areas relevant to the HomeFront project.  These include specialized courts, advocacy 
services, law enforcement, prosecution, probation, treatment and coordinated community 
responses.  The best practices literature identifies and debates a number of issues which have 
emerged as academics, researchers and community practitioners have grappled with the 
implementation of complex domestic violence projects such as HomeFront.   
 
Over the course of the evaluation, a separate Best Practices Report was produced and is attached 
in the Companion Document. The best practices information is also incorporated into this final 
evaluation report, as debates and conclusions highlighted in the Best Practices Review offer a 
useful framework in which to study the evaluation results. 
 
In addition to providing a general overview for the evaluation, some of the research presented in 
the Best Practices Review is used for comparative purposes.  Specifically, in this report, 
HomeFront information is compared to the data gathered during evaluations of other similar 
courts in Canada and the United States.  In order to provide the reader with some context for 
those comparisons, brief descriptions of the courts are presented below.  For more detailed 
information, please consult the full Best Practice Review.  
 
2.1 Specialized Courts in Canada 
 
2.1.1  Winnipeg 
 
The Winnipeg Family Violence Court (FVC) handles first appearances, remands, guilty pleas 
and trials for spousal abuse, child abuse and elder abuse cases. FVC components include a 
special unit of  Crown attorneys who exclusively prosecute family violence matters, Judges 
assigned to sit in the Court on the basis of their interest and experience in presiding over family 
violence cases and two victim support programs – the Women’s Advocacy Program and the 
Child Abuse Victim Witness Program.  As well, specific court rooms are designated to hear only 
family violence cases. In 1992, in response to the greater number of offenders mandated for 
treatment by the FVC, the Department of Justice created a special unit of correctional officers to 
deliver treatment to convicted family violence offenders. (Ursel, 1994, 1997, Can.) 
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2.1.2 Ontario 
 
In 1997, two specialized domestic violence courts models were implemented in Ontario.  Those 
models are described below but it should be noted that Ontario has since moved to a system in 
which all domestic violence courts use both the early intervention and vigorous prosecution 
approaches. The 1997 models are described in this report, as they are the programs for which 
evaluation data is available. 
 
The two 1997 courts used two different models.  One (North York) involved early intervention 
for low risk offenders who pled guilty; the other (Toronto) focused on vigorous prosecution for 
offenders at higher risk.   
 
The North York model was designed to break the cycle of abuse by promoting early referral of 
eligible offenders to intensive batterers’ treatment programs.  In cases where the victim did not 
suffer serious harm and no weapon was used in the assault, first offenders could enter a 16-20 
week batterer treatment program as a condition of bail.   The victim was consulted about the 
accused’s involvement in the project.  If the offender successfully completed treatment, the 
Crown recommended a conditional discharge so that the offender avoided a criminal record. 
 
The Toronto model involved a pro-arrest policy and efforts to reduce the incidence of victim 
recanting and improve the ability to prosecute the case if the victim does recant.  A specialized 
team of Police, Crown attorney and victim advocates worked together to provide victims with 
more support and information, gather all necessary evidence and prepare a strong prosecution. 
(Family Violence Initiative, Canada; Moyer et al., 2000, Can.) 

2.2 Specialized Courts in the United States 
 
2.2.1.  San Diego   
 
The San Diego Domestic Violence Courts have undergone much re-organization in the last five 
years, impacted by a larger merger of the Municipal and Superior Courts in that system.  This 
description focuses on the Courts in the periods just after unification, as that is the period for 
which evaluation data is available.  
 
Subsequent to unification, the Domestic Violence Court in the San Diego Municipal Court was 
renamed the Family Violence Solutions Center (FVSC).  Three of the four Municipal Courts also 
contain Domestic Violence Courts.  Criminal matters, ranging from arraignments through review 
hearings, are dealt with at the Downtown Domestic Violence Court.  Domestic restraining orders 
and family law cases are handled at the FVSC.  Victim advocates and related services are 
available in the Courts.  (Peterson and Thunberg, 2000, U.S.) 
 
2.2.2  Brooklyn 
 
The Brooklyn Felony Domestic Violence Court adjudicates all indicted domestic violence 
felonies in the borough of Brooklyn.   This includes arraignment, hearings, motions, trials, 
disposition, and sentencing.  A dedicated Court team – Judges, attorneys, victim advocates and a 
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resource coordinator – ensures that defendants are carefully monitored, victims have access to 
comprehensive services and the Judges have the information needed to make quick and effective 
decisions.  Each case is handled by the same Judge and Prosecutor/advocate team throughout the 
legal process (with occasional exceptions for cases that go to trial).  Protection orders and court 
orders to batterer intervention and treatment programs during the pre-disposition phase are 
routine practice.  Defendants and probationers appear regularly in Court for monitoring purposes, 
so the Court can review their compliance with Court orders and sanction non-compliance.  A 
new automated system has been implemented to make communication and information-sharing 
faster and more efficient.  (Center for Court Innovation, 2000, U.S; Newmark et al., 2001, U.S.) 
 
3. HOMEFRONT LOGIC MODEL 
 
Logic models represent commonly accepted methods for structuring evaluations in the not-for-
profit sector.  The purpose of a logic model is to ensure meaningful evaluation by identifying and 
linking in a logical fashion project components. Drawing primarily on the Technical Working 
Paper produced by the HomeFront leaders, the evaluators developed a preliminary Logic Model 
identifying activities, inputs, outputs, and outcomes.  The Logic Model was presented to the 
HomeFront Framework and Implementation Committee on October 16th, 2000. Stakeholder 
feedback resulted in model adjustments which were reflected in the final version.  Data 
collection strategies that assisted in the compilation of the Logic Model included a review of 
HomeFront documentation, stakeholder consultations and best practices research.   
 
The HomeFront Logic Model is reproduced on the following page.  The model is based on four 
goals which were developed by those who conceptualized the project in 2000.  The model does 
not include a fifth goal which was present at the inception of HomeFront:  to increase public 
confidence in the justice system by providing a more immediate and appropriate response to 
domestic violence.  The scope of the evaluation did not allow for measurement of changes in 
public attitudes.  This report does, however, briefly discuss some of HomeFront’s broader public 
awareness activities. 
 
The goals are followed by long and short-term outcome statements, which identify the intended 
HomeFront achievements for the victims, the accused, the diverse community and the service 
delivery system.  Outputs quantify project activities or products delivered, including types of 
resolutions in courts and referrals by Domestic Court Case Workers, and also describe the 
accused and the victims, specifically their demographics and history.  The inputs quantify the 
resources which supported HomeFront during the period of the pilot implementation and the 
activities describe the services that are actually delivered by individual HomeFront components.  
Both the inputs and activities are described in detail in Chapter Two.  
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Figure 1.  HomeFront Logic Model – Goals 1 & 2  

Intermediate 
Outcomes 

Long-Term 
Outcomes 

Victims & their children 
experience improved quality of 

life as a result of their 
involvement with criminal 

justice and treatment 
i

Goals 
Goal 1 

 
To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim including 

advocacy, information and treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and 
facilitate their active involvement in the criminal justice process. 

Victims & their 
children are safer.
 

Victims are more 
confident in the 
criminal justice 

process. 

Victims 
experience less 
violence. 
 
Children 
experience less 
violence. 
 
Victims 
experience service 
providers as 
considering their 
safety a priority. 

Victims have 
increased 
understanding of 
court system, 
victim’s legal rights, 
the Court sentencing 
alternatives and the 
options that may be 
available to victims 
and the offender.  
 
Victims are satisfied 
with the response of 
the justice system. 
 
Victims would use 
justice system in 
future incidents of 
domestic violence. 

Victims experience increased 
sense of support, for themselves 
and their children, regarding 
their experience of domestic 
violence.  
 
Victims experience increased 
sense of empowerment 
regarding their experience of 
domestic violence.  
 
Victims feel able to access 
treatment services when their 
and their children’s needs 
require. 
 

Goal 2 
To hold the offender accountable for his/her 

behavior through the imposition of legal sanctions 
and provision of opportunities for treatment and 

rehabilitation. 

Offenders are held 
accountable for their 

violence 
 

Offenders have 
non-violent 

relationships 

Offenders are charged 
in a timely manner 
when a court order has 
been violated. 
 
Dispositions hold the 
offenders accountable 
for their actions. 

Offender dispositions 
and treatment services 
occur in a timely 
manner. 

Offender’s use of 
violence is 
reduced. 
 
Offender 
maintains reduced 
level of violence. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  23 

HomeFront Logic Model – Intermediate & Long-Term Outcomes, Goals 3 & 4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Goal 3  
To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice 

system. 

Intermediate 
Outcomes 

Long-Term 
Outcomes 

Diverse groups have access to 
services provided through HF 

Goals 

Victims representing diverse 
communities are satisfied with 
the accessibility of HF 
services. 
 
 
Victims representing diverse 
communities are satisfied with 
the services of HF. 
 

HF service providers have increased 
knowledge of the issues experienced 

and resources required by the 
diverse groups’ representatives 

The service providers are 
adequately knowledgeable about 
the issues experienced by diverse 
communities and individuals. 
 
The service providers are 
adequately knowledgeable about 
resources available to the 
representatives of diverse 
communities. 

Goal 4 
To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services 
through coordination and collaboration within the 
justice system and between the justice system and 

the broader community. 

The response to domestic violence in Calgary is 
coordinated and cooperative 

HF components are cooperative & coordinated.  
 
HF services are provided in a seamless fashion. 
 
There is no unnecessary duplication of HF services. 
 
There are no gaps in HF services. 
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HomeFront Logic Model – Outputs and Activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Outputs 

Activities/ 
Inputs 

General: Number of accused in court; accused, victim, child demographics 

History: Incident information; prior criminal history of the accused 

Court: Charges, dispositions, resolutions & conditions in specialized docket court and trial court 

Diversity: Language/Disability assistance in court 

Treatment: Batterer treatment attendance 

Victims: Victim/Child referral to treatment; victim court attendance, recants, impact statements; 
contact with victims by DCCWs; contact with victims by treatment agencies 

Domestic Conflict Unit: 9 officers, 1 supervisor 

Crown Prosecutors Office: 2 Crown Prosecutors, 1 clerical staff 

Legal Aid: 1 Specialized Duty Council, 1 Legal Aid Officer 2 hours per day 

Probation:  13 officers 

Partner Support Program: 1 Partner Support Coordinator, Volunteers 

Offender Treatment: Calgary Counseling Center, Discovery House, Sheriff King, FAOS, 
AADAC 

Domestic Court Case Workers: 5  

Legal Guidance: 1.3 social workers, .9 lawyer, 1 staff  

Project Office:  Executive Director, Office Administrator, Trainer and committees  
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3.1 HomeFront Logic Model - Questions and Indicators 
 
As depicted in Figure 2, measurement of outcome achievement requires identification of 
indicators or questions which specify the relationship between the outcomes and interventions.  
For each of the intermediate outcomes we outline indicators which describe what will be 
counted, tracked and measured to demonstrate that change has occurred.  The information in the 
“Measures” column specifies the source of the data which will be collected to measure these 
specific indicators. Key controls depict information which will be included in analyses to ensure 
that all potential influencing factors are taken into account.  Key comparisons provide context for 
the results and include best practices, comparisons with the interventions in the trial courts, and 
baseline information.   
 
For example, changes in recidivism rates over time would serve as an indicator for the outcome 
which seeks to reduce offenders’ use of violence.  This indicator would be measured by 
comparing recidivism rates obtained during the baseline and during the HomeFront project.  The 
calculation of difference would take into account the risk factors that are associated with 
recidivism such as previous criminal convictions.  The results would be compared to information 
cited in other research.  The remainder of this section uses the model depicted in Figure 2 to 
specifically delineate indicators/questions, measures, key controls and comparisons which were 
used to measure intended outcomes. 
 
Figure 2. Logic Model and Evaluation Framework 
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Measurement 
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specify  the 
relationship 

between desired 
outcomes and 

program variables 
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Measurement 
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Key controls 
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intervening/      
background 
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hypothesized to 
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Goals 
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Short-term Outcomes 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  26 

Figure 3.  HomeFront Evaluation Framework   
 
Goal One: To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim including advocacy, information and 
treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and facilitate their active involvement in the criminal justice system. 
 

Intermediate outcomes Indicators Measures Key controls Key comparisons 
Long-Term Outcome: Victims and their children are safer10 
Victims and children experience less 
violence 

Victims’ perception of personal 
and children’s safety after the 
accused appears in Domestic 
Violence Docket Court. 

! Resolve report 
! Safety ratings 

collected during 
batterer treatment  

! DCCW intake form 

! Victim demographics 
! Victim treatment at first 

appearance 
! Victim use of HF 

services 

! Changes over time 
! Best Practices 

Victims experience service-providers as 
considering their safety a priority  

Victims report that HF services 
assist in maximizing victim and 
child safety. 

Resolve report N/A  N/A 

Long-Term Outcome: Victims are more confident in the criminal justice process  
Victims experience increased 
understanding of court system, victim’s 
legal rights, the Court sentencing 
alternatives and the options that may be 
available to victims and offenders 

What do victims 
understand/need to learn with 
regards to court and legal 
system?  

Resolve report N/A Best Practices 

Victims are satisfied with the response of 
the justice system 

What is the level of victims’ 
satisfaction with interventions 
undertaken by the 
representatives of the HF 
components? 

Resolve report N/A Best Practices 

Victims would use justice system in 
future incidents of domestic violence  

! What do victims say about 
their past, current and 
likelihood of future use of the 
justice system, including the 
police, the courts and other 
legal services? 

! Who reports the domestic 
violence incidents? 

! Resolve report 
! Frequency of victims’ 

and others reporting 
the incident of 
domestic violence - 
both in original and 
subsequent offences.  

Victim demographics 
 

! Best Practices  
! Changes over time 

 
 
                                                 
10 Typically, long-term outcomes are not directly measured and literature provides the link between long-term and intermediate/short-term outcomes. 
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Goal 1 - continued 
Int. outcomes Indicators Measures Key controls Key comparisons 

Victims utilize available HF 
services 

! Victims work with the 
representatives of the Justice 
system. 

! Victim’s use of court preparation 
services, DCCWs, Partner 
Support  

! Presence of recanting 
statements 

! Number of contacts by 
DCCWs, use of DCCWs 
and partner support 
services.  

! Recidivism rates by degree 
of victim cooperation and 
services received by 
victim.  

! Victim demographics 
! Victim treatment at first 

appearance 

! Best Practices  
! Trial court 

 
Long-Term Outcome: Victims and their children experience improved quality of life as a result of their involvement with 
criminal justice and treatment agencies  

Intermediate 
outcomes 

Indicators Measures Key controls Key comparisons 

Victims experience 
increased sense of support, 
for themselves and their 
children, regarding their 
experience of domestic 
violence 

What do victims say about support 
they receive from the 
representatives of HF components?  

Resolve report N/A Best Practices 

Victims experience 
increased sense of 
empowerment regarding 
their experience of domestic 
violence 

How does the experience with 
various HF service providers affect 
victim’s sense of empowerment? 

Resolve report N/A Best Practices 

Victims feel able to access 
treatment services when 
their and their children’s 
needs require 

What services do victims access? 
How does HF assist in service 
access? How helpful are the services 
that the victims access? 

Resolve report N/A Best Practices 

Victims receive information 
they need to access 
necessary services 

! What do victims say about 
service-related information they 
receive from HF service 
providers? 

! HF service providers refer victims 
to a variety of sources. 

! Resolve report 
! Number and names of 

agencies to which victims 
are referred. 

! Victim demographics 
! Victim treatment at first 

appearance 
! Victim use of HF 

services 

Best Practices  
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Goal Two: To hold the offender accountable for his/her behavior through the imposition of legal sanctions and provision of 
opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation 
 
Long-Term Outcome:  Offenders are held accountable for their violence and offenders have non-violent relationships11 

 
Int. outcomes Indicators Measures Key controls Key comparisons 

Offender 
dispositions  and 
treatment services 
occur in a timely 
manner 

! How long does it take to 
process a case in docket? 

! How long does it take to 
connect offenders with 
treatment options? 

! What is the impact of time 
considerations on offender 
recidivism? 

! Time between incident and first appearance in 
docket court. 

! Number of adjournments in docket court.  
! Time between first appearance and disposition in 

docket. 
! Time between disposition and trial date. 
! Time between disposition and first treatment 

session. 
! Time between first agency contact by offender and 

first treatment session. 
! Recidivism rate by length of time as above. 

! Demographics  
! Seriousness of 

offence 
! Number of 

referrals to 
different treatment 
agencies  

! Length of processing 
during baseline  

! AMHB evaluation 
 

Offenders are 
charged in a timely 
manner when a court 
order has been 
violated 

! Time between incident and 
breach. 

! What is the impact of time 
considerations on offender 
recidivism? 

! Length of time between treatment no show and/or 
drop-out and date of breach charges laid. 

! Length of time between other court order breaches 
and breach charges laid. 

! Recidivism rate by length of time as above. 

! Seriousness of 
offence 

! Prior criminal 
convictions 

! AMHB evaluation 
 

Offender’s use of 
violence is reduced,  
 
and  
 
Dispositions hold 
the offenders 
accountable for their 
actions 

! How does HF recidivism rate 
compare to baseline? 

! Specific HF interventions are 
associated with reduced 
recidivism.  

! What is the relationship 
between severity/type of 
sanctions and recidivism? 

! Offenders attend treatment as 
per court order. 

! Offenders are charged when 
they breach court orders. 

! Subsequent offences are linked 
with stronger sanctions. 

! Recidivism rate subsequent to appearance in docket. 
! Recidivism rate by docket court resolutions, 

dispositions, and conditions.  
! Treatment drop-out and no-show rates. 
! Recidivism rate by offender participation in 

treatment (no-show, drop-out, completion, dosage). 
! Proportion of offenders breached when they don’t  

show to or drop-out of treatment. 
! Proportion of offenders charged when they breach 

other court orders. 
! Differences between resolutions/conditions/ 

dispositions related to breaches/new offences and 
resolutions/conditions/dispositions related to the 
original offence.  

! Demographics  
! Prior criminal 

convictions 
! Seriousness of 

offence 
! Victim treatment 

at first appearance 
! Type of treatment 

(DV, AADAC, 
FAOS; 
individual/group) 

 
 

! Follow-up: 3, 6, 8, 
12, 18, 24 months 

! Baseline  
! Best Practices 
! Victim perception of 

safety obtained 
during partner 
checks 

! AMHB evaluation 
 

                                                 
11 These two long-term outcomes have been combined and reorganized for greater clarity and reduced repetition 
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Goal Three: To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system 
 
Long-Term Outcome:  Diverse groups have access to services provided through HomeFront  (restated in report: To enhance 
sensitivity of responding agencies to the issues of diverse populations) 

 
Intermediate outcomes Indicators Measures Key controls Key 

comparisons 
Services equitable for the 
diverse accused  and victims 
 
 

! The accused from various 
demographic groups are reflective of 
those in Calgary. 

! The accused from diverse groups 
experience equitable justice 
response. 

! Diverse groups have equal access to 
treatment. 

! Victims representing diverse groups 
work with the court/HF services. 

! Interpretation requirements of 
victims and accused are met. 

! The demographic characteristics of 
accused in 412 and their partners. 

! Demographic differences related to 
court resolutions, conditions and 
dispositions. 

! Demographic differences related to 
treatment completion and attendance. 

! Demographic differences related to 
victim participation, i.e., in reporting 
the incidents, recants, impact 
statements, refusals to receive 
services. 

! Requests for and use of interpreters 
by accused in court and treatment and 
by victims with DCCWs. 

! Seriousness of 
offence 

! Prior criminal 
convictions 

 

! Calgary 
population 
statistics 

! Demographic 
distribution during 
baseline  

! Best Practices 

HF processes enhance 
equitable access to services by 
diverse populations  

! What were the HF processes for 
ensuring equitable access for diverse 
populations?   

! How does HomeFront work with 
other organizations serving diverse 
populations?   

! What HomeFront activities and 
processes facilitate collaboration 
with organizations serving diverse 
populations? 

! Stakeholder satisfaction surveys and 
interviews 

! N/A ! Changes over 
time 

! Best Practices 
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Goal 4: To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and collaboration within the justice system and 
between the justice system and the broader community. 
 
Long-Term Outcome:  The response to domestic violence in Calgary is coordinated and cooperative 

 
Intermediate outcomes Key Questions Measures Key controls Key 

comparisons 
! HomeFront components are 

cooperative and coordinated 
! HomeFront services are 

provided in a seamless 
fashion. 

! There is no unnecessary 
duplication of HomeFront 
services. 

! There are no gaps in 
HomeFront services. 

 

! What were the expectations around 
this issue as outlined in the business 
and technical plans and 
roles/responsibilities document? 

! Has the work evolved as described?  
If not, what were the reasons for the 
changes? 

! What have been the successes and 
challenges related to this issue? 

! What has been stakeholder 
satisfaction related to this subject?  

! What issues have stakeholders raised 
and were they resolved during the 
course of the evaluation?  

! Did stakeholder satisfaction change 
over the course of the project?   

! What might be some reasons for any 
satisfaction changes? 

! What does the literature say about 
this issue?  Are HomeFront’s 
successes and challenges in this area 
mirrored in the literature?  Does the 
literature provide guidance in 
improving HomeFront processes? 

 

! Stakeholder satisfaction surveys and 
interviews  

N/A ! Changes over 
time 

! Best Practices 
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4. COLLECTING STAKEHOLDER SATISFACTION INFORMATION 
 
The overall purpose of the stakeholder satisfaction component of the evaluation was to enhance 
understanding of a) the implementation of HomeFront, b) its strengths and weaknesses from 
stakeholders’ perspectives, and c) how HomeFront could be strengthened.  
Specifically, the stakeholder satisfaction component addressed the question: What are 
HomeFront stakeholders saying about the project, its processes and its challenges and successes?   
 
To allow for tracking of changes in opinions and viewpoints over time, stakeholder feedback was 
solicited annually over the course of the evaluation – in 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004.  The 
stakeholders shared their opinions in face-to-face interviews, focus groups and surveys.  All of 
the data collection strategies in the stakeholder satisfaction component followed the requisite 
ethical considerations.12  
 
4.1 Project Start-up Interviews and Focus Groups 
 
Data collection began in the first year of the project, in the fall of 2000. The evaluation team and 
the evaluation committee jointly developed the list of respondents, including the Crown’s office, 
law enforcement, the project working team, and the treatment agencies. The questions posed to 
the participants focused on issues related to coordinated community responses as identified in the 
Best Practices research, as well as their viewpoints regarding any emerging HomeFront 
challenges and successes (see the consent form and the interview schedule enclosed in the 
Companion Document).   
 
The evaluators met with the respondents individually or in small focus groups. A total of 24 
participants were interviewed. The interview and group information was supplemented by 
HomeFront committee minutes and lists of concerns identified by the Project Trainer.  A report 
summarizing the research results was produced and contained discussion of eight themes. 
 
The primary question for all those interested in the development of innovative models such as 
HomeFront is:  how did various factors combine to lead to the successful implementation of the 
project?  On July 16, 2001 a retrospective focus group, made up of five key players in the 
development of HomeFront, was held to explore just that question.  The focus group highlighted 
several issues associated with the project’s early development stages.  Specifically, the 
respondents identified enabling conditions that existed in Calgary prior to project start-up, 
important forces that allowed the project to move forward, events that gave rise to the project, 
crucial steps that followed those events, process hurdles and future activities for HomeFront. 
A report summarizing the retrospective focus group findings is available in the Companion 
Document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
12 Consent forms, surveys and the interview schedules are reproduced in full in the Companion Document. 
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4.2 Annual Surveys  
 
The initial interviews and focus groups were intended to elicit themes which could then be used 
to develop subsequent stakeholder feedback collection methods.  These themes, as well as the 
instruments used in similar process evaluations, helped to construct a survey.  The initial version 
of the survey was piloted with 15 HomeFront stakeholders to ensure clarity and relevance of the 
survey questions. The original version of the survey was slightly revised for the subsequent 
administrations, again, with feedback from key HomeFront stakeholders.  The final survey was 
nine pages long, took about 35 minutes to complete and contained the following five sections.  
(The complete survey as administered in 2003, along with the introductory page, is reproduced in 
the Companion Document.) 
 

1. About your organization and HomeFront membership; 
2. Satisfaction with HomeFront processes (2001 version included a question about most and 

least effective processes); 
3. Satisfaction with the Court Team and Pre-Court Conference; 
4. HomeFront issues; 
5. HomeFront success; and  
6. Overall comments (2002 version included a question about HomeFront’s role in new 

initiatives).  
 
The evaluation team and the HomeFront office jointly developed the list of respondents who 
would receive the surveys.  These respondents represented members of HomeFront committees, 
staff at the HomeFront office, partner organizations and other interested parties.  In total, three 
annual surveys were administered. The first survey was emailed, faxed and mailed to 
respondents on June 11th, 2001.  In order to address the disadvantage of the low response rate 
commonly associated with mailed-out surveys, we followed up on the survey by distributing 
reminders by email, fax and during HomeFront committee meetings.  A total of 42 or 24% of the 
173 questionnaires distributed in 2001 were completed and returned.   
 
During the second survey administration in 2002 we implemented additional strategies to address 
the low response rate. First, we distributed the survey during a HomeFront community 
consultation which was attended by about 90 people (on June 11th, 2002); second, we re-
distributed the survey to the stakeholders by e-mail and fax in August, 2002; third, during 
HomeFront committee meetings which took place in September, 2002 the Project Trainer and 
committee chairpersons requested again that the stakeholders complete the survey; and, finally, 
we produced a separate short survey for the members of the Defence Bar (that survey and the 
introductory letter are reproduced in the Companion Document).  In total, 152 individuals 
received the 2002 survey - 118 general HomeFront stakeholders and 34 Defence lawyers. (We 
consulted representatives of the Defence Bar to assist in identifying members who had 
experience with the Domestic Violence Court.)  Forty-one individuals (35 general stakeholders 
and six Defence lawyers) completed the survey, resulting in a 27% response rate, which is 
similar to that in 2001.   
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The third annual survey was distributed to 29 stakeholders on July 15, 2003 at the HomeFront 
community consultation.  In order to ensure that all key stakeholders were able to comment on 
HomeFront operations, copies of the survey were also distributed to several local organizations, 
such as shelters, treatment agencies, Police, Probation and the Crown’s office. Domestic Court 
Case Workers also distributed a specialized survey to the Defence lawyers in Court.  A total of 
49 surveys, including eight from the Defence Bar, were completed and returned.  Three separate 
reports documented the results of each annual survey administration. 
 
4.3 End of Project Interviews  
 
The end of project interviews took place in the last year of the pilot - in the winter of 2004.  As 
before, the evaluation team and the evaluation committee jointly developed the list of 
respondents, representing the Crown’s office, the Judiciary, the Police, Probation, the project 
working team, the HomeFront Board of Directors, and treatment agencies (see respondent list, 
the consent form and the interview schedule enclosed in the Companion Document).  The 
evaluators met with the respondents individually or in small focus groups. A total of 37 
individuals were interviewed or participated in the focus groups. The focus group discussions 
were audio-taped and all information transcribed and analyzed in order to contextualize the 
results discussed in this final report.   
 
4.4 Stakeholder Satisfaction - Respondents 
 
It appears that, despite the relatively small response rate, the interviews and surveys reached the 
intended stakeholder group (see Table 3).  The sectors which were particularly well-represented 
included legal services (Judges, Defence lawyers, and other organizations delivering legal 
services), victim treatment and advocacy, batterer treatment, HomeFront Board and office, 
Corrections, and Crown Prosecutor’s office.  
 
4.5 Stakeholder Satisfaction - Data Analyses 
 
Qualitative analysis methods were used to identify and describe the themes emerging from the 
interviews and the focus groups.  Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to 
enter and analyze quantitative survey data. The survey respondents were also given an 
opportunity to make qualitative comments. Content analyses of these comments helped provide 
context for the quantitative information.   
 
Several additional information sources enhanced the analysis of the stakeholder satisfaction data, 
including interviews with the Project Trainer, project documentation (such as minutes of the 
community consultations and forums) and meetings with Defence lawyers and the victim-serving 
agencies.   
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Table 3.  Process Respondents by Service Sector13  
 

 

Start of 
project 

interviews 
2000 
N=24 

Retrospec
tive focus 

group 
 

N=5 

2001 
survey 
N=42 

2002 
survey 
N=41 

2003 
survey 
N=47 

End of 
project 

interviews 
2004 
N=37 

Service Sector N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Legal Services 4 17 -- -- 4 10 7 17 14 29 11 30
14 

Victim Treatment & Advocacy 3 13 -- -- 8 19 9 22 13 27 8 22 
Batterer Treatment 9 38 -- -- 10 24 7 17 8 16 4 11 
HomeFront Board & Office 6 25 5 100 10 24 6 15 7 14 13 35 
Crown Prosecutor's Office, 
Court Managers, Administrators 2 8 -- -- 2 5 3 7 7 14 6 16 

Child Treatment & Advocacy -- -- -- -- 3 7 3 7 7 14 -- -- 
Corrections 1 4 -- -- 11 26 5 12 5 10 2 5 
Law Enforcement 1 4 -- -- 3 7 1 2 5 10 3 8 
Community Coalition 2 8 -- -- 9 21 4 10 5 10 2 5 
Diversity Related Services 3 13 -- -- 7 17 4 10 4 8 1 3 
Funding Organization -- -- -- -- 1 2 1 2 2 4 -- -- 
Addictions Treatment -- -- -- -- -- -- 2 5 2 4 -- -- 
Educational Institution -- -- -- -- 1 2 -- -- 2 4 -- -- 
Other15 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4 14 1 2 -- -- 

 
 
5. COLLECTING QUANTITATIVE INFORMATION  
 
Quantitative information was collected to determine the extent to which HomeFront was meeting 
its intended outcomes for victims, children and the accused, and to track HomeFront output 
information.  As noted earlier in the Logic Model, output information described the accused and 
the victims and quantified HomeFront activities.  
 
This section describes the sources, timeframes and approaches to collecting HomeFront 
information, discusses the comparison groups which were used to provide context for the 
HomeFront results, and concludes with the data analyses approaches.  File reviews, 
computerized data collection systems and reports submitted by project partners were all used to 
provide information for both the HomeFront and comparison group databases.  Several research 
assistants were instrumental in gathering this information.  The evaluators compiled and 
submitted requests for access to information when required.   
 
 
 
 
                                                 
13 many respondents represented more than one sector 
14 increase in proportion is due to inclusion of 2 focus groups with judges 
15 includes child welfare, housing, faith group representatives 
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5.1. HomeFront Sample 
 
An extensive database was compiled to collect information about those accused who appeared in 
the HomeFront Domestic Violence Court.  The collection of these data spanned a period of two 
and a half years. The information in the HomeFront database described the accused who first 
appeared in the Domestic Violence Docket Court between May 1st, 2001 and December 31, 2003 
and included a total of 2,874 individuals.16  Multiple data sources were accessed for the purposes 
of compiling this database and included the Crown’s files, Alberta Justice database, DCCW files, 
batterer treatment files, Partner Support Program files and Calgary Police Service information.  
These sources are described below.   
 
• Crown File Review 
 

The evaluators received permission to review the offender files maintained by the Crown’s 
office.  These files provided information about the accused and the victims, the incident to 
which Police were called, offender and victim demographics, charges, court processes, 
resolutions, dispositions and conditions in the Domestic Violence Courts, as well as 
information about breaches and new offences.  The information in Crown files was collected 
by the Police Officers who attended the incident as well as by the Crown’s office.  The initial 
list of variables was modeled after the information collected for the evaluation of the 
Winnipeg Family Violence Court, but it was subsequently expanded and adjusted to reflect 
the requirements of the HomeFront stakeholders (see Companion Document for the list of 
variables included in the pilot database).   
 

• Calgary Police Service Information 
 

The Crown files provided a wealth of information, but they did not contain data on cases 
where Police were called but no charges were laid.  The evaluators worked with the Calgary 
Police Service programmer to obtain this information as it pertained to the pilot database 
cases.  The information included dates and circumstances associated with incidents where 
charges were not laid. 

 
• DCCW File Review 
 

The evaluators worked with the Domestic Court Case Workers to develop an instrument to 
collect victim information. The evaluation information included victim demographics and 
contact and safety information (see Companion Document for the intake form). 

 
• Batterer Program Information 
 

The Synergy evaluators, the AMHB evaluator and the representatives of the participating 
treatment agencies worked together to develop a treatment information spreadsheet.  The 
participating agencies used this spreadsheet to collect information about batterers who were 
mandated to treatment by the Domestic Violence Court.   
 

                                                 
16 HomeFront was launched on May 29, 2000 
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The spreadsheet included data about length and type of treatment, dates of treatment start-up 
and completion, and information gathered by the representatives of the treatment agencies in 
telephone discussions with the partners.  The treatment agency staff gave the batterers a 
consent form, which explained the purpose of the project and included other considerations 
associated with seeking informed voluntary consent.  The agency representatives submitted 
the spreadsheet on a quarterly basis to allow for on-going tracking of information (see 
Companion Document for treatment spreadsheet and a treatment consent form).  The 
treatment information, together with other pilot data, was shared with the AMHB evaluator, 
as specific to her sub-sample of cases.   

 
• Partner Support Program Information 

 
The Probation Partner Support Coordinator provided information related to the victims that 
the volunteers were able to contact, specifically the number of contacts made with specific 
victims. 

 
5.1.1 HomeFront Follow-up Samples 
 
Additional sub-samples of the HomeFront database were used to determine post-court and post-
treatment recidivism rates.  The size of these samples varied in accordance with particular 
follow-up periods.   
 
A. Post-Court Samples 
 
There were two post-court sub-samples.  The first sub-sample was limited to those HomeFront 
accused with a 24-month follow-up period between conclusion of their initial case in the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court and conclusion of the evaluation data collection on 
December 31, 2003.  This sub-sample contained a total of 757 accused.  The sub-sample was 
used to determine and compare HomeFront’s recidivism rate to that obtained from the baseline 
group (discussed later on) and to those obtained by other researchers.   The second sub-sample 
was limited to those HomeFront accused with an 18-month follow-up period.  This sub-sample 
was used for comparison purposes as well.   Its size (n=1,412) was large enough to accommodate 
multivariate analyses which took into account both the different types of re-offences and risk 
factors associated with recidivism.   
 
B. Post-Treatment Samples 
 
As with the post-court samples, there were two post-treatment samples.  These were limited to 
those HomeFront accused with 18-month and 12-month follow-up periods between conclusion 
of their treatment at any of the three participating batterer treatment agencies and conclusion of 
the evaluation data collection on December 31, 2003.  These samples were used to determine and 
compare HomeFront’s post-treatment recidivism rate to those obtained by other researchers and 
to accommodate multivariate analyses which took into account both the different types of re-
offences and risk factors associated with post-treatment recidivism.  The 18-month post-
treatment sub-sample contained 227 accused and the 12-month post-treatment sub-sample 
contained 356 accused. 
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5.2. Comparison Groups 
 
Some researchers see experimental research, and particularly, use of a control group, as the “gold 
standard.”  Generally, a control group is created by randomly assigning participants to different 
intervention and/or no-intervention conditions.  If this were to be applied to HomeFront, then we 
would have had to randomly assign some accused to appear in the specialized Domestic 
Violence Court and others in non-specialized docket courts.   
 
The use of control groups was not possible in the HomeFront evaluation due to the ethical and 
practical issues involved in dividing batterers and/or their partners into experimental and control 
groups.  Instead, we used a quasi-experimental design.  Quasi-experimental designs use naturally 
occurring, non-randomly assigned groups to serve as comparisons.  Two such comparison groups 
were used in the Synergy HomeFront evaluation: those accused who appeared in Calgary’s non-
specialized docket courts prior to the start of HomeFront, and those accused who pled not guilty 
in the Domestic Violence Court and proceeded to the non-specialized trial courts.  Limitations 
associated with both of these approaches are discussed in Section Seven  below. 
 
5.2.1 Baseline Sample 
 
Baseline database included information on the accused who first appeared in Calgary’s docket 
courts on domestic charges prior to the start-up of the specialized court, specifically between 
January 1st, 1998 and April 1st of 1999.  In order to allow for an adequate follow-up period, the 
baseline timeframe was selected to be two years before, instead of immediately preceding, the 
start-up of the specialized Court.  A total of 2,874 accused were tracked during the baseline 
period.   
 
The baseline database contained information similar to that which was gathered from the Crown 
files and included data about the accused and the victims, the incident to which Police were 
called, offender and victim demographics, charges, court processes, resolutions, dispositions and 
conditions in docket courts and breaches and new offences. Two sources of information were 
used to compile this data base.   
 
• Calgary Police Service Information 
 

The Calgary Police Service (CPS) provided the demographic and incident-related 
information for the individuals who appeared in docket court on domestic violence charges 
during the baseline period.  The incident-related information was collected by the Police 
Officers who attended the scene of the incident and included the charges which were laid and 
the circumstances under which these charges were laid.   
 
 
 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  38 

• JOIN System17 
 
The CPS was not able to provide court-related information for this group of accused. Instead, 
we accessed the Alberta Justice JOIN system to collect court-related information about the 
accused identified by the CPS.  Unfortunately, the complexity of the JOIN database 
precluded collection of this information for the full baseline sample.  Therefore, to facilitate 
timely and effective court data collection, 1,133 acccused were randomly selected from the 
total baseline sample of 2,874. The court information included court processes, resolutions 
and dispositions in the docket and trial courts, as well as information about breaches and new 
offences. 
 

• Probation File Review  
 

Neither of the two data sources described above contained information about probation 
conditions which were mandated by the provincial courts during the baseline time period.  
Probation file review was used to collect this information for those 1,133 accused in the court 
baseline sample.   

 
A. Baseline Post-Court Follow-up Sample 
 
As with the HomeFront database, an additional sub-sample was used to determine post-court 
recidivism rates during the baseline and compare these rates with those obtained for the 
HomeFront 24-month follow-up sample.  This sub-sample was limited to those accused with a 
24-month follow-up period between conclusion of their initial case in a docket court and May 29, 
2000, when the specialized Domestic Violence Court started hearing cases.  The comparable 
baseline cases were selected so that the follow-up period was exactly the same as the HomeFront 
sample.  Moreover, the baseline follow-up sample was limited only to those cases which could 
not have appeared in the specialized Domestic Violence Court, so that it comprised only those 
accused which were not impacted by HomeFront in any way.  This sample contained a total of 
820 accused. 
 
5.2.2 Trial Sample 
 
The specialized Domestic Violence Court has a full range of sentencing options available to it 
but it does not conduct trials.  About 34% of all those appearing in the Domestic Violence 
Docket Court, or 779 accused, pled guilty and proceeded to provincial trial courts.   
 

                                                 
17 The Justice Online Information Network (JOIN) system is an automated, file management system that 
supports the criminal litigation activities of the Criminal Justice and Court Services Divisions of Alberta 
Justice as well as those in federal, provincial and municipal enforcement and correctional agencies 
throughout the province.  It offers criminal case management for the Provincial Courts, Courts of Queen's 
Bench and Courts of Appeal; file tracking and inquiry, witness management and police scheduling for all of 
the Crown Prosecutor Offices within the province; and management information for the Department's head 
office and partners. On February 5, 2001, JOIN replaced the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) 
and the Court Automation Project (CAP) system. 
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There are no specialized domestic violence trial courts in Calgary.  The trial courts hear all cases, 
including those related to domestic violence incidents and do not use a team of individuals 
representing Crown, Police, Probation, Legal Aid and court workers to review and collect case 
information.  Given the lack of specialization in the trial courts, this evaluation chose to use 
those HomeFront accused who proceeded to trial court as another comparison group.  Crown file 
review served as the single data source for collecting trial data.  These files provided information 
about the trial court processes, resolutions, dispositions and conditions. 
 
5.3 Study Sample Summary 
 
Table 4 on the following page summarizes the information pertaining to all databases and 
samples utilized to collect and compare quantitative information. 
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Table 4.  Study Samples 

Study Samples Number Criteria for inclusion 
Data 

Collection 
Period 

Data Sources Type of Information 

HomeFront 2,874 
 

All accused who appeared in the specialized 
Docket Court 

May 1/01 
to Dec 31/03 

Crown files, DCCW files, 
JOIN review, Partner 

Support Program 
information, Treatment 

agency spreadsheets 

Accused/victim demographics, 
incident information, docket 

court information, new 
offence/breach information, 
victim contact information, 

treatment information 
 HomeFront follow-up sub-samples 

Post court 18-
month follow-up 

 

1,412  
 

Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court and were followed for a period of 18 months As above As above Breach or new offence 

information 

Post court 24-
month follow-up   

 

757 
 

Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court and were followed for a period of 24 months 
after case resolution in Domestic Violence Court 

As above As above Breach or new offence 
information 

Post Treatment 
12-month follow-

up  
 

356 

Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court, were directed to attend treatment and were 
followed for a period of 12 months post treatment 

completion 

As above As above Breach or new offence 
information 

Post Treatment 
18-month follow-

up  
 

227 

Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court, were directed to attend treatment and were 
followed for a period of 18 months post treatment 

completion 

As above As above Breach or new offence 
information 

Comparison Groups 

Baseline 

2,478 
(1,133 for 
Baseline 

Court sub-
sample) 

All accused whose cases were heard in Calgary 
docket courts in the specified data collection 

period and flagged as domestic by CPS 

Jan 1/98 to 
Apr 1/99 

Reports compiled by a 
CPS programmer; JOIN 
review, Probation files 

Demographics, incident 
information, new 

offence/breach information, 
Docket and Trial Court 

information 
18-month follow-

up 1,741 Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court and were followed for a period of 24 months 

Jan 1/98 to 
May 29/2000 As above Breach or new offence 

information 
24-month follow-

up 
 

820 Accused who appeared in the specialized Docket 
Court and were followed for a period of 24 months 

Jan 1/98 to 
May 29/2000 As above Breach or new offence 

information 

Trial Court  779 All accused who pled not guilty in Domestic 
Violence court and proceeded to trial 

May 1/01 
to Dec 31/03 Crown files Trial court information 
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5.2 Quantitative Data Collection, Entry and Analysis 
 
Several tracking schedules were developed to document information collected for the pilot, trial 
and baseline databases (the full variable list is reproduced in the Companion Document).  The 
information in the tracking schedules was entered into a Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) database. 
 
5.2.2 Quantitative Data Analyses 
 
SPSS was used to analyze the information.  Several types of analyses were produced and 
included descriptive or univariate analyses, comparative or bi-variate analyses and multivariate 
analyses.  All these are discussed below. 
 
• Descriptive analyses included frequency distributions and central tendency statistics such as 

mean, median and mode.  These types of analyses were generally used to describe sample 
demographics, court resolutions, conditions and dispositions, treatment attendance and 
dosage, victim participation and contact and offender recidivism. 

 
• Bivariate or comparative analyses compared demographic information obtained from the 

different databases and follow-up samples, as well as other baseline, HomeFront and trial 
data such as recidivism, court resolutions, conditions and dispositions. 

 
• Multivariate analyses were used with HomeFront and treatment samples, to determine their 

interaction with offender recidivism and risk factors associated with recidivism.  Figure 4 
reproduces the evaluation measurement framework, which pictorially represents the 
relationship between desired outcomes, program or independent variables and intervening or 
background variables.  Specifically, it is expected that HomeFront interventions or program 
variables will create a positive change or improvement in the desired outcomes.  It might be 
hypothesized, for example, that various probation conditions received by the accused in court 
will result in decreased recidivism and increased victim safety.  However, this relationship is 
not linear, as other background variables might also have an affect on the desired outcome.  
For example, the accused’s previous history of domestic violence (alone or together with 
HomeFront interventions) might play a significant role in recidivism and must be taken into 
account when analyzing evaluation results.  The analyses of data included all three types of 
variables in order to ensure that the extraneous influences were controlled for as much as 
possible.  Typically, the evaluator would determine first if there was a significant relationship 
between the intervention and recidivism and then run a series of multivariate analyses to 
determine the impact of various risk factors on the outcome.  As shown in the framework, the 
analyses also included a number of comparative information sources, which provided a 
context for the relationship between outcome, program and background variables.   
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A variety of statistical tests were selected on the basis of the number of variables included in the 
analyses, the hypothesized relationship among the variables (i.e., dependent, independent and 
intervening) and the type of measure represented by each variable (i.e., nominal, ordinal or 
scale).  These tests included Chi-square, Fisher Exact test, Mann-Whitney U test, T-test, 
Kruskal-Wallis test and analysis of variance.  Specific tests which were used are identified 
throughout the report where appropriate. 
 
Figure 4.  HomeFront Outcome Measurement Framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. IMPLEMENTING A COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
 
The Synergy evaluation included multiple components that measure program outputs, outcomes, 
and processes but it did not focus on measuring the financial costs and benefits of the program. 
There are at least two important reasons for conducting an economic evaluation of HomeFront: 
first, this approach might be useful in increasing public support and understanding of the 
program and, second, some of HomeFront’s funders require that some type of economic 
evaluation be conducted.  It was for these reasons that the National Crime Prevention Centre, 

Background 
Variables 

 
• Demographics 
• Substance use 
• Prior criminal 

convictions 
(accused) 

• Seriousness of 
offence 

• Victim treatment 
at first 
appearance 

 

Program Variables 
 

Accused 
• Court 
• Probation 
• Treatment 
• Police 

 
Victims 

• DCCWs 
• Partner Support 
• Offender Treatment 
• CLG 

Outcome Variables 
 

• Recidivism 
• Victim safety 
• Victim involvement  
 

Comparative 
Information 

 
• Best Practices 
• Baseline 
• Trial court 
• AMHB evaluation
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which partially funded this evaluation, initially requested that the evaluations include a cost-
benefit analysis component.   
 
The evaluators reviewed available literature to determine the feasibility of engaging in an 
economic evaluation. Specifically, we collected multiple proxy costs of domestic violence and 
produced a paper which provided a broad introduction to the concepts, techniques and 
methodological debates within the field of economic evaluation of social programs.  The paper 
concluded that a short-term economic evaluation, if done properly, could provide a strong 
argument for the benefits of HomeFront.  Subsequent to completion of this report, however, 
NCPC changed its requirement regarding cost-benefit analyses, and instead, requested estimates 
of the project costs as well as documentation of project outputs and outcomes, as provided in this 
report.  The HomeFront Board of Directors is still considering the possibility of commissioning 
an economic analysis of the project at some point in the future. 
 
7. RESEARCH LIMITATIONS AND ISSUES 
 
This section discusses the various methodological issues and limitations which emerged in the 
course of the evaluation. These issues include: measurement of recidivism; ability to determine 
impacts of individual service delivery components; use of experimental research methods; 
comprehensive evaluation of batterer treatment; ability to hold program components constant 
long enough to evaluate them; and challenges associated with data access, stakeholder response 
rate and use of non-standardized tests. 
 
7.1 Measuring Recidivism 
  
• Recidivism, that is the rate of re-offence subsequent to the conclusion of the initial 

appearance in the Domestic Violence Court, represented one of the key outcome measures in 
this evaluation.  However, it is important to note that domestic violence is often under-
reported.  When the crime is reported, the perpetrators may not be arrested and they are not 
necessarily charged when threats and emotional and/or verbal abuse are involved.  The 
Synergy evaluation partially addressed these issues by collecting information about incidents 
where Police were called but charges were not laid.  However, we did not obtain information 
from victims and are therefore not able to report the true rate of re-occurrence of violence in 
all its forms.  On the other hand, it is important to note that victim reports are also subject to a 
variety of limitations, including problems locating sufficient number of respondents, 
difficulties associated with recollecting historical information, fear of reporting and 
unwillingness to report.  

 
• The definition of recidivism is subject to debate. In strict legal terms, a recidivism rate can 

only be applied to those instances in which an accused person was charged and convicted in 
relation to a breach of supervision order or a new domestic violence offence, following a 
conviction on similar charges.  However, information about all cases – including those where 
the cases were investigated and the accused was not charged and where the accused was 
charged but not convicted of a criminal offence – is valuable, as it describes the frequency 
with which these individuals come to the attention of law enforcement.  Research suggests 
that repeated calls to the Police and repeated appearances in courts in relation to the domestic 
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violence charges are indicators of risk, and may reflect an escalating pattern of abuse (Ursel. 
2001, 1998, Can.) Accordingly, most academic research includes investigations which did 
not result in charges and charges which did not result in convictions in calculating 
recidivism.  For these reasons, the Synergy evaluation defined recidivism in the broadest 
possible sense and included instances in which the charge does not result in a criminal 
conviction.  However, to ensure clarity, the evaluation distinguished recidivism rates among 
those cases which did and did not result in criminal convictions.   

 
• As with all other research related to measuring recidivism, follow-up period is also subject to 

considerable debate.  The follow-up rates discussed in the literature vary widely and range 
from six months to five years, although it appears that most researchers choose a follow-up 
period of between 12 and 24 months.  This evaluation reported the recidivism rates for eight 
follow-up periods, ranging from 3 to 24 months, and used the 18-months rate to 
accommodate multivariate analyses which take into account both the different types of re-
offences and risk factors. 

 
• The evaluation also tracked recidivism rates of those who completed treatment.  The length 

of time in treatment reduced the length of the follow-up period for which data was available.  
Therefore, a post-treatment follow-up of 12 to 18 months was chosen, again to accommodate 
multivariate analyses. 

 
7.2 Data Access Issues 
 
• As noted earlier, this evaluation required access to a variety of data sources.  Although we 

were ultimately able to obtain needed information, the process proved to be lengthy and 
complex.  The factors that were particularly challenging included: absence of a computerized, 
single entry source for justice information; databases which were complex and not 
necessarily user friendly; and lengthy delays before receiving access to needed information.  
In particular, access to the Calgary Police Service (CPS) data earlier in the project would 
have negated the need to collect information through file review.  Also, in some cases, and 
due to varying agency policies regarding confidentiality, we were unable to collect client-
specific information from agencies involved with HomeFront.  They included Forensic 
Assessment Outpatient Services (FAOS), Alberta Alcohol and Drug Abuse Commission 
(AADAC), and Calgary Legal Guidance (CLG). 

 
• This evaluation relied on a review of Crown Prosecutors’ files in order to collect much of its 

information.  Information about the accused whose files were still open (i.e., whose cases 
were not concluded either in the Domestic Violence Court or in the trial courts) was not 
available.  As a result, those accused who appeared in the Domestic Violence Court during 
the last few months of data collection would not have been included in the HomeFront 
sample.  It is not possible to estimate the exact number of these accused nor to understand the 
full impact of their absence on the study results. 

 
• The Synergy evaluation compared the information gathered during the HomeFront pilot 

period with baseline information.  Such comparisons proved challenging for several reasons, 
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including changes in data collection methods used by CPS over time and limited or missing 
information required for the baseline data collection. 

 
7.3 Survey Response Rate 
 
• Stakeholder satisfaction results were based on the feedback of, at most, 47 individuals.  This 

is a small proportion of the entire group of HomeFront stakeholders (originally estimated at 
just under 200).   Initial analysis would suggest that the views of the respondents do not 
represent the opinions of all individuals involved in HomeFront operations.  However, 
discussions with HomeFront staff indicate that there is a small group of individuals (between 
30 and 40) who consistently attend committee meetings and who are closely involved with 
HomeFront operations.  It is possible that these are the individuals who chose to complete the 
surveys, given the fact that the instrument requires a fairly solid knowledge of HomeFront 
activities.   Therefore, although the survey respondents may not be completely representative, 
they are likely well-informed and can offer a knowledgeable perspective on the project. 

 
• As in most similar studies, the stakeholder satisfaction survey was developed on the basis of 

other similar instruments, and was subsequently adjusted to track stakeholder opinions as 
they specifically pertained to HomeFront issues, successes and activities.  Ultimately, and as 
often occurs in such studies, the validity and reliability of measures used to collect 
HomeFront stakeholder satisfaction are not known. 

 
7.4 Methodological Issues 
 
• Domestic violence researchers are concerned that most evaluations do not adequately capture 

or acknowledge the complex nature of the problem, relying too heavily on quantifying 
physical assaults and ignoring the multidimensional nature of women’s experience of 
battering.  Some academics point to the lack of assessment of victim satisfaction with 
services and of victim safety after system contact as major flaws in many evaluations.  While 
the focus of the Synergy evaluation was on quantifying the information related to the 
accused, we also attempted to use several approaches to contact victims for their feedback.  
We requested that the batterer treatment providers collect safety information from partners 
during partner checks.  However, treatment agencies continue to experience significant 
difficulties in reaching victims, therefore the number of cases where information was 
available is comparatively small.   

• Moreover, it was inappropriate to use partner checks for a comprehensive interview, and, 
therefore, information collected was limited to short quantitative safety measures.  The 
research undertaken by Resolve Alberta with HomeFront victims helps address some of these 
challenges.  

• Researchers acknowledge that it is challenging to evaluate intricate, multi-component 
systems, as it is a complex task to isolate and determine the impact of one intervention 
separate from another.  It would be difficult, for example, in a coordinated system to 
ascertain whether arrest, prosecution, probation and/or treatment had the most impact on 
recidivism.  Although multiple independent variables and factorial designs were used to 
analyze information collected for this evaluation, it is still not possible to definitively isolate 
the impact of separate interventions. 
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• The issue of experimental research in the domestic violence field is a controversial one.  

While some researchers see experimental research as the “gold standard,” others 
acknowledge the ethical and practical issues involved in dividing batterers and/or their 
partners into experimental and control groups.  The Synergy evaluation did not use an 
experimental design and instead used a quasi-experimental design.  That is, the Synergy 
evaluation relied on other comparison sources, such as the docket courts that were in place 
before the launch of the Domestic Violence Court and the non-specialized Calgary trial 
courts.  We also used a factorial analysis with multiple independent variables which, 
according to some researchers, represents a viable alternative to experiments (Dobash and 
Dobash, 2000, U.K.; Shepard, 1999, U.S.; Fagan, 1996., U.S., Hart, 1995, U.S.). 

 
• The questions could be raised about the use of trial court data as a comparison group, as 

many of those accused first appeared in the Domestic Violence Court to enter a plea.  
Therefore, their outcomes may have been influenced by the HomeFront intervention.   Given, 
however, that this intervention was limited in most cases to the simple act of pleading not-
guilty, it is unlikely that the intervention had a profound impact. 

 
• Researchers recommend that treatment evaluation include a pre- and post-treatment 

assessment for offenders using standardized instruments which measure changes in both 
attitude and behavior.  The Synergy evaluation lacked a comprehensive assessment of 
treatment effects.  For example, while we used treatment dosage and recidivism measures, we 
did not administer self-assessment scales to the offenders in treatment before and after 
treatment.  This limitation was partially addressed by the AMHB evaluation, which 
implemented a comprehensive treatment evaluation protocol for a sub-sample of 305 
offenders. 

 
• As noted in the Best Practice Review, it is sometimes difficult to hold program components 

constant long enough to evaluate them.  HomeFront underwent many changes in the course 
of the four-year pilot.  In fact, interim evaluation submissions were used by the HomeFront 
stakeholders to implement programming changes.   

 
All that being said, the Best Practices Review revealed that this evaluation is one of the most 
comprehensive studies of a specialized court conducted to date.  Many court-based evaluations 
study one or two possible outcomes, e.g. improved court efficiency, decreased recidivism, 
enhanced victim safety, increased community collaboration.  Very few examine the broad range 
of outcomes highlighted in this evaluation, include as many different methodological 
components as are used here, rely upon such varied sources of information, collect data for such 
a long period of time or include a comparative baseline group.  This evaluation is informed by a 
comprehensive Best Practices Review, draws on four years of stakeholder feedback, had access 
to a rich database of statistical information about the Court’s activities and was able to compare 
that information to a large baseline sample.   Given the massive amount of data available, 
rigorous statistical analysis was possible.  The fact that baseline data was available to compare to 
HomeFront’s outcomes differentiates this study from many others in the field and greatly 
enhances the reliability of the conclusions. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
There are several reasons for providing information about sample characteristics: 
 
• To describe the accused and the victims who came to the attention of the courts; 
• To identify differences, if any, among the comparison groups, so that these differences can be 

considered in the analysis of the outcomes; and, 
• To compare the study sample with those cited in other research. (The reader can refer to 

Chapter Three where the comparable Canadian and U.S. courts are briefly described or to the 
Best Practices for further information on these courts.) 
 

This chapter describes the demographic characteristics of the accused and the victims involved in 
the specialized Domestic Violence Docket Court and provides information about the incidents 
which brought the cases to the Court.  The chapter also compares the HomeFront demographic 
and incident data to similar information from baseline docket courts for both the overall and 
follow-up samples.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of characteristics which emerged in 
the HomeFront evaluation as risk factors for recidivism. 
 
2. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
 
This section compares the demographic characteristics of the accused and the victims across the 
two data sets.  The HomeFront Domestic Violence Docket Court data set includes information 
about all of the accused who first appeared in the Calgary Domestic Violence Docket Court 
between May 1, 2001 and December 31, 2003.  The full data set is comprised of a total of 2,874 
accused.  The Baseline Docket Court data set includes information about all of the accused who 
first appeared in any docket court on a domestic charge in the period between January 1, 1998 
and April 1, 1999.  The full data set is comprised of a total of 2,478 accused.  Variables 
discussed include gender, age, education, employment, disability, ethno-racial background and 
the presence of children.   
 
The reader should note that all data reported here is impacted by missing information.  This was 
particularly the case when a self-report by the accused or the victim was required to collect 
information about employment, education, ethno-racial background and disability.  As well, 
other information (such as presence of alcohol or mental health status of the accused or the 
victim) which is usually collected by Police Officers at the incident scenes, may not have been 
available or easily determined.  Finally, the comparisons between the current and baseline data 
sets were, at times, hindered by differences in the information collection and data coding 
processes used in 1998 and 2004.18  

                                                 
18 For most variables, the data are missing in less than one-third of the cases.  However, for some variables, 
information is missing for more than 45% of cases.  These variables include education level of HomeFront accused 
and victims, HomeFront victim employment, HomeFront victim ethno-racial background, HomeFront disability 
information, weapon use in baseline dataset and alcohol use in both baseline and HomeFront datasets. 
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2.1 Gender 
 
Table 5 compares the gender of those who were accused of domestic violence offences, and their 
victims, and who appeared in either the Domestic Violence Court or the docket courts during the 
baseline period.  The gender proportions are consistent across the two sample groups and range 
between 84 and 87 percent for male accused, 13 and 16 percent for female accused, 18 and 20 
percent for male victims and 80 and 82 percent for female victims. 
 
Table 5.  Gender of Victims and Accused  
 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Docket 

Gender Number Percent Number Percent 
Accused   
Male 2410 84.1 1941 87.2
Female 456 15.9 286 12.8
Total 2866 100.0 2227 100.0
Adult Victim    
Male 520 18.2 409 20.3
Female 2338 81.8 1606 79.7
Unknown 0 0.0 1 .0
Total 2858 100.0 2016 100.0

 
The proportions seen in Table 5 are similar to those reported in other domestic violence courts.  
The percentage of male accused ranged from 80 to 89 percent in the San Diego County Domestic 
Violence Courts (Peterson and Thunberg, 2000, U.S.).  In the Winnipeg Family Violence Court, 
93% of the accused were male and 7% were female, while 90% of the victims were female and 
10% were male (Ursel, 2001, Can.). 
 
2.2 Age 
 

Table 6 describes the age distribution of the accused and the adult victims.  Again, the age 
distributions were consistent across the two samples.  For the accused, the median age ranged 
between 33 and 34 and for the victims between 33 and 35.  Over 60% of both the victims and the 
accused in both groups were between the ages of 25 and 44, although the victims in the Domestic 
Violence Court were generally younger than the accused. 
 
The age distribution in Calgary is comparable to that found in the San Diego and Winnipeg 
courts.  In the San Diego County Domestic Violence Courts (Peterson and Thunberg, 2000) the 
median age of the defendants ranged from 32 to 35.  In Winnipeg, both the accused and the 
victims were slightly younger than those in the two data sets used for this evaluation:  the median 
age of the accused was 30; 49% of the victims were less than 31 years of age and 65% were less 
than 41 years of age (Ursel, 2001, Can.).  
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Table 6.  Age of Victims and Accused 
 

Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Docket Age of the Accused 

Number Percent Number Percent 
18 -19 74 2.6 105 4.7
20-24 400 14.0 310 14.0
25-34 966 33.8 836 37.7
35-44 957 33.5 708 31.9
45-54 346 12.1 197 8.9
55-64 94 3.3 46 2.1
65-74 18 .6 15 .7
75 or older 5 .2 0 0.0
Total 2860 100.1 2217 100.0

 Median 34 33

Adult Victim Age  Number Percent Number Percent 
18 to 19 122 5.1 121 6.0
20 to 24 416 17.5 328 16.3
25 to 34 767 32.3 673 33.4
35 to 44 678 28.6 597 29.6
 45 to 54 297 12.5 213 10.6
55 to 64 64 2.7 56 2.8
65 to 74 23 1.0 25 1.2
75 or older 7 .3 3 .1
Total 2374 100.0 2016 100.0
 Median 33 35

 
2.3 Education 
 
Table 7 depicts the education levels of victims and accused in the Domestic Violence Docket 
Court.  No baseline information on the education of the victims and the accused was available.  
About 9% of the accused and 4.5% of the victims did not finish high school.  It appears that the 
victims achieved a higher level of education than the accused: about 70% of the accused and 
60% of the victims did not proceed beyond high school.  
 
Table 7.  Education of Victims and Accused 
 

Accused Number Percent C. Percent 
No high school 131 9.1 9.1 
Some high school 436 30.2 39.3 
Completed high school 451 31.2 70.5 
Some post- secondary (technical) 47 3.3 73.8 
Completed post- secondary technical 58 4 77.8 
Some post-secondary/ university 138 9.6 88.4 
Completed post-secondary/ university 184 12.7 101.1 
Total 1445 100.1  
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Table 7 – continued 
 

Victim Number Percent C. Percent 
No high school 62 4.5 4.5 
Some high school 373 27.0 31.5 
Completed high school 382 27.7 59.2 
Some post- secondary (technical) 40 2.9 62.1 
Completed post- secondary technical 41 3.0 65.1 
Some post-secondary/ university 214 15.5 81.6 
Completed post-secondary/ university 267 19.3 100.9 
Total 1380 99.9  

 

 
2.4 Employment 
 
More of the Domestic Violence Docket Court accused, as compared to those who appeared in 
docket courts during the baseline period, were unemployed – 27 and 17 percent respectively 
(Table 8).  The reasons for the differences in unemployment rates are unclear, although varying 
approaches to data collection during the baseline period may provide partial explanation. 
 
Table 8.  Employment of Victims and Accused 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
19 Included homemakers 
20 No baseline information describing victim employment status was available 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Docket 

Accused Number Percent Number Percent 
Full Time 1057 52.9 
Part-Time 36 1.8 
Casual 40 2.0 

1726 77.5

Unemployed19 535 26.8 371 16.6
SFI/Disability 82 4.1 3 0.1
Student 86 4.3 37 1.7
Retired 32 1.6 18 0.8
Self-Employed 111 5.6 47 2.1
Other 21 1.1 25 1.1
Total 2000 100.2 2227 99.9
Victim20 Number Percent 
Full Time 770 48.3 
Part-Time 140 8.8 
Casual 15 0.9 
Unemployed 309 19.4 
SFI/Disability 120 7.5 
Student 115 7.2 
Retired 28 1.8 
Self-Employed 52 3.3 
Other 45 2.8 
Total 1594 100.0 
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As the articles cited below indicate, it is a common finding that cases heard in domestic violence 
courts are disproportionately from a lower socio-economic level than the population at large.   
This appears to hold true in Calgary.  For example, in 2003, Alberta’s unemployment rate was 
about 5% - 5.3% for men and 4.9% for women.  However, both current and baseline 
unemployment rates in the Calgary courts are generally lower than those elsewhere. In Gondolf’s 
four-site U.S study (1999, U.S.), the employment rates ranged from 42 to 73 percent and in 
Winnipeg (Ursel, 1995, Can.) about 48% were unemployed.  Lower unemployment rates in 
Calgary specifically, and Alberta in general, may provide some explanation for these differences.   
 
2.5 Ethno-Racial Background 
 
A large majority of both the accused and the victims in the two data sets identified themselves as 
White or European (Table 9).  A higher proportion of the baseline accused (73%) and victims 
(74%) identified themselves in this way, as compared to 68% of the accused and 67% of the 
victims in the specialized Docket Court.   
 

Some of these differences are likely due to the increasing diversity in Calgary over time, among 
both visible minority and Aboriginal populations.  In the specialized Docket Court data, which 
was collected from 2001 to 2003, 21% of the accused represented non-Aboriginal visible 
minority groups.  The proportion of visible minority groups was at 18% in the baseline sample 
which was collected in 1998.  The proportion of the visible minority accused in the HomeFront 
sample (21%) is consistent with the most current estimates of visible minorities in Calgary’s 
population (19.3% as cited in 2001 Statistics Canada Census).    
 
According to a publication produced by the City of Calgary (2003), Calgary’s Aboriginal 
population is on the increase due to migration from reserves and higher birth rates among 
Aboriginal people.  This may help explain the increase in the proportion of Aboriginal accused 
from 10% in the baseline data set to 11% in the Domestic Violence Docket Court data set.  
Comparison of the evaluation data to the 2001 Canada Census information, however, suggests 
that Aboriginal groups have been, and continue to be, over-represented in Calgary courts.  
Specifically, North American Indian and Métis groups constitute about 3% of Calgarians.   
 
HomeFront ethno-racial background information is different from that collected elsewhere, 
likely because the populations of the other research sites were constituted differently.   In 
Winnipeg a higher proportion of the accused were of Aboriginal origin (34%; Ursel, 2001, Can.).  
The ethno-racial breakdown in San Diego depended on the geographical area served (Peterson 
and Thunberg, 2000, U.S.), with figures ranging from 20 to 65 percent Caucasian, 15 to 56 
percent Hispanic, 13 to 29 percent African-American and 2 to 7 percent Asian/Pacific Islander 
groups.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  52 

Table 9.  Ethno-Racial Background of Victims and the Accused  
 
 Domestic Violence 

Docket Baseline Docket 

Accused  Number Percent Number Percent 
White/European Origins 1825 67.9 1617 72.6 
Arab 64 2.4 46 2.1 
West Asian 8 0.3 - - 
South Asian21 154 5.7 93 4.2 
East and Southeast Asian22 126 4.7 90 4.0 
African origins23 86 3.2 93 4.2 
Pacific Islands 6 0.2 - - 
Latin, Central and South American24 69 2.6 53 2.4 
Caribbean Origins 34 1.3 - - 
Aboriginal Origins 289 10.8 217 9.7 
Non-White (N/W) 21 0.8 - - 
Other Origins 4 0.1 18 .8 
Total 2686 100.0 2227 100.0 
 Victim     
White/European Origins 1155 67.5 1660 74.5 
Arab 32 1.9 32 1.4 
West Asian 7 0.4 - - 
South Asian 117 6.8 90 4.0 
East and Southeast Asian 101 5.9 101 4.5 
African origins 36 2.1 63 2.8 
Pacific Islands 4 0.2 - - 
Latin, Central and South American 32 1.9 35 1.6 
Caribbean Origins 17 1 - - 
Aboriginal Origins 194 11.3 200 9.0 
Non-White (N/W) 14 0.8 - - 
Other Origins 1 0.1 46 2.1 
Total 1710 99.9 2227 99.9 

 
2.6 Disability 
 
Sixteen percent of the accused in the Domestic Violence Court and 18% of the victims indicated 
that they had a disability (Table 10).  Many of them identified some type of hidden disability 
(12% of the accused and 14% of the victims).  These included epilepsy, lupus, some 
developmental disabilities, diabetes, blood disorders like hemophilia, digestion problems, 
allergies, asthma and other breathing problems, cognitive disabilities, as well as mental 
disabilities such as bipolar (manic-depressive) disorder and anxiety disorders (phobias). 
 

                                                 
21 Coded in Baseline as East Indian 
22 Coded in Baseline as Oriental 
23 Coded in Baseline as Black 
24 Coded in Baseline as Hispanic 
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Table 10.  People with Disabilities  
 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket 

Accused Number Percent 
No disability 1291 83.9 
Mobility 14 0.9 
Physical Disabilities not affecting mobility 13 0.8 
Visual 4 0.3 
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 5 0.3 
Cognitive 10 0.6 
Learning 6 0.4 
Mental Health 13 0.8 
Hidden  184 11.8 
Total 1539 99.8 

Victim   
No Disability 1332 82.1 
Mobility 17 1.0 
Physical Disabilities not affecting mobility 24 1.5 
Visual 3 0.2 
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 3 0.2 
Cognitive 6 0.4 
Learning 8 0.6 
Mental Health 5 0.5 
Hidden  224 13.8 
Total 1622 100.3 

 
Information about disabilities available in the baseline sample describes a much smaller 
proportion of people with disabilities – 25 accused and three victims had a mental disability, 
while one accused and four victims were physically disabled.  It is possible that the different data 
collection approaches employed in this evaluation assisted in obtaining a more representative 
sample. 25   According to Statistics Canada “one out of every seven Canadians aged 15 and over 
has some level of disability – an estimated 3.4 million people, or 12.4 percent of the Canadian 
population living in households in the ten provinces.” The Health and Limitations Survey of 
Statistics Canada (1991) estimates an even higher proportion (17.7%) of disabled people in the 
general population.     
 
2.7 Accused/Victim Relationship 
 
About half the accused in both data sets were in common law relationships or married (Table 
11).  Many others were in boyfriend/girlfriend relationships or were no longer living with or 
seeing their partners.  Similarly, in the Winnipeg Court, “common law,” (38%), “married” 

                                                 
25 Statistics Canada defines persons with disabilities as those who reported difficulties with daily living activities, or 
who indicated that a physical, mental condition or health problem reduced the kind or amount of activities they 
could do.  Information contained in the HomeFront database was specific to several disability types. 
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(19%), “ex-common law” (12%) and “boyfriend-girlfriend” (12%) represented the top four 
accused/victim relationships. 
 
There did not appear to be many differences among the types of relationships seen in the 
specialized Docket or baseline data sets, with two exceptions.  There were fewer individuals in 
the baseline docket courts who were in spousal relationships (73% as compared to 79% in the 
specialized Docket data set).  Instead, the baseline dockets showed a higher proportion of family 
relationships (15% as compared to 14% in the specialized Docket data set) and other types of 
relationships (11% as compared to 7% in the specialized Docket data set).  
 
Table 11.  Accused/Victim Relationship  
 

Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Docket 

Relationship 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Common law Husband or Wife 771 27.3 722 32.5 
Married 654 23.2 459 20.7 
Boyfriend/Girlfriend 314 11.1 169 7.6 
Ex-Boyfriend/Girlfriend 221 7.8 208 9.4 
Ex-Common Law 128 4.5 8 .4 
Ex-Spouse/Legally Separated 118 4.2 
Divorced 16 0.6 

56 2.5 

Sub-Total Spousal 2222 78.7 1622 73.1 
Sister/Brother 70 2.5 89 3.9 
Child/Parent  200 7.1 238 10.7 
Child/Step-Parent  54 1.9 0 0.0 
Child/Grandparent  5 0.2 6 0.3 
Child/Uncle or Aunt  10 0.4 11 0.5 
All family members 48 1.7 0 0.0 
Family members and third parties 18 0.6 0 0.0 
Sub-Total Family 405 14.4 344 15.4 
Care Giver 2 0.1 0 0.0 
Acquaintance 61 2.2 56 2.5 
Neighbor 9 0.3 0 0.0 
Stranger 10 0.4 47 2.1 
Friend 17 0.6 8 0.4 
Other 93 3.3 143 6.4 
Sub-Total Other 192 6.9 254 11.4 
Total 2819 100.0 2220 99.9 

 
2.8 Same-Sex Relationships 
 
It was not possible, in the context of this evaluation, to obtain direct information about the sexual 
orientation of the accused and the victims.  Therefore, we attempted to determine the numbers 
indirectly, by comparing the gender of the accused and the victims with their relationship types.  
As depicted in Table 12, in the specialized Docket Court there were 19 cases which involved a 
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spousal relationship between two men and 19 cases which involved a spousal relationship26 
between two women or a total proportion of 1.3% same-sex relationships (38 out of 2,809 cases).  
The number of same-sex relationships could be as high as 54 gay and 46 lesbian couples if the 
“other”27 category is added into the equation, which would represent about 3.5% of the total 
specialized Docket sample.  In the baseline sample, there were three cases which were described 
as same-sex relationships. 
 
According to some researchers, an average of 25 to 33 percent of all gay and lesbian 
relationships involves same-sex domestic violence (Oxenbury, 2004, Can.).   According to 
Statistics Canada Census (2001) a total of 34,200 couples identified themselves as same-sex 
common-law couples, accounting for 0.5% of all couples in the country.  It is possible that both 
the HomeFront and the Census figures represent significant underreporting.  As researchers point 
out (Turell, 2000, U.S), there is a reluctance among some individuals to self-identify as gay or 
lesbian or a “silence about gay/lesbian battering, much like that of heterosexual relationship 
violence of decades past.”   
 
Table 12.  Same Sex Relationships  
 

Type of Relationship 
Spousal Other Family 

 
 
Accused/Victim Gender Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Male/Male 19 0.8 35 18.4 115 28.8 
Female/Female 19 0.8 27 14.2 59 14.8 
Male/Female28 2182 98.3 128 67.4 225 56.4 
Total 2220 99.9 190 100.0 399 100.0 

 
2.9 Children 
 
Over half of all families whose cases were heard in the Domestic Violence Docket Court had 
children under 18 years of age (Table 13).  Similarly, half of the men who appeared in the 
Pittsburgh court had children living with them and half did not (Gondolf, 1998, U.S.).  No 
information regarding children was available in the baseline data set. 
 
Table 13.  Families with Children  
 
Presence of Children Number Percent 
No children 1074 44.6 
No children under 18 45 1.9 
Children under 18 1287 53.5 
Total 2406 100.0 

 
Of those who appeared in the specialized Court and who had children under 18, 47% had one 
child, 33% had two children and the remaining 20% had more than two children. 

                                                 
26 The terms “spousal”, as well as “family” and “other” types of relationships are defined in Table 11 above. 
27 The use of this “other” category allows for a possibility that some couples did not self-identify as same-sex 
relationship and were miscoded. 
28 Includes both combinations: male accused and female victim and female accused and male victim 
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3. INCIDENT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section describes key characteristics associated with the original incidents which resulted in 
criminal charges and brought the accused to the Domestic Violence Court.  The variables in this 
section include individuals who reported the offence, presence of alcohol, weapon use and 
criminal record of the accused.  Other Court-related incident characteristics, such as the charges 
which were laid in the incident, are discussed elsewhere (Chapter Six). 
 
3.1 Reporting the Offence 
 
In the Domestic Violence Court, the victim was most likely to report the offence (70%, Table 
14).29  In the Winnipeg Court (2001, Ursel, Can.), the offence was also most frequently reported 
by the adult victim rather than a parent, a child, a neighbor or others.  The rate of victim 
reporting in Winnipeg (82%) was higher than that in Calgary. 
 
Table 14.  Reporting the Offence 
 

Offence reported by Number Percent 
Victim 1620 69.6 
Neighbor 164 7.0 
Accused 107 4.6 
Child - under 18 yrs 83 3.6 
Relative/Parent of a person over 18 yrs 70 3.0 
Passerby 74 3.2 
Friend 70 3.0 
Relative/Parent  of a child under 18 yrs 33 1.4 
Teacher 14 0.6 
Hospital 14 0.6 
Social Worker 9 0.4 
Care Giver 1 0.0 
Other 68 2.9 

Total 2327 99.9 
 
3.2 Weapon Use  
 
The proportion of incidents where a weapon was used is very similar across the two data sets: 
13% of the accused in the specialized Docket Court and about 15% of the baseline accused used 
a weapon during the incident (Table 15).  Similar results were obtained in the Winnipeg Court.   
Ursel (1995) reported that that 12% of the accused in that Court were charged with assault with a 
weapon.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
29 No baseline information about who reported the offence was available 
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 Table 15.  Weapon Use 
 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket 

Baseline Dockets 

Weapon used Number Percent Number Percent 
No weapon used 2457 87.1 1293 85.1 
Used a household object 146 5.2 0 0 
Used knife 70 2.5 59 3.9 
Used a blunt object 60 2.1 14 0.9 
Used other 41 1.5 14630 9.6 
Used a sharp object31 40 1.4 4 0.3 
Used rifle/shotgun 2 0.1 4 0.3 
Total 2818 99.9 1520 100.1 

 
3.3 Alcohol Use 
 
Table 16 below quantifies the presence of alcohol in the incident, particularly in relation to the 
suspect, the victim, both the suspect and the victim, or the environment.  The information 
confirms that alcohol use is a major influence in domestic violence incidents.  In a majority of 
cases (58%) alcohol was a factor for the suspect and in some cases (30%) alcohol was a factor 
for the victim.  As can be seen, alcohol was involved more often among those suspects who 
appeared in the Domestic Violence Court (77%) than among those who appeared in baseline 
docket courts (58%).   
 
Table 16.  Alcohol Use  
 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Dockets 

Alcohol present in incident Number Percent Number Percent 
Not present in either victim or suspect 239 16.8 659 38.7 
Present in suspect but not victim 355 25 496 29.1 
Present in suspect but no info re: victim 343 24.2 41 2.4 
Present in both victim and suspect 394 27.7 447 26.3 
Present in victim but no info re: suspect 40 2.8 11 0.6 
Present in victim but not in suspect 17 1.2 48 2.8 
Present in environment 32 2.3 0 0.0 
Total 1,420 100.0 1,702 99.9 

Sub-total Present in Suspect 1,092 76.9 984 57.8 
Sub-total Present in Victim 451 31.7 506 29.7 

  

 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
30 Includes arson/fire, handgun, o/c spray, a vehicle and other types of weapon, possibly including a household 
object 
31 Coded as piercing/cutting at baseline 
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3.4 Prior Convictions 
 
As will be discussed elsewhere in this report, the presence of prior convictions represents a 
significant risk factor in future domestic violence.  Table 17 shows that more than half of the 
HomeFront accused had prior convictions and about a quarter to a third had been convicted of 
offences against persons.  A lower proportion of the baseline group had prior convictions (56% 
in specialized Court as compared to 36% during baseline); however a slightly higher proportion 
of the baseline sample had prior convictions against persons (28% as compared to 26% in 
specialized Court).  The prior conviction rates cited in the Winnipeg Court are somewhat higher.  
Ursel (1995) reported that 73% of accused had previous convictions, with 32% of those for 
domestic assaults.   
 
Table 17.  Accused Prior Convictions  
 

 Domestic Violence 
Docket Baseline Dockets 

Prior Convictions Present Number Percent Number Percent 

No 1223 44.0 1597 64.4 
Yes 1559 56.0 881 35.6 
Offences against persons (712) (25.6) (712) (28.3) 
Total 2782 100.0 2478 100.0 

 
4. COMPARISON OF FOLLOW-UP SAMPLES 
 
As discussed in Chapter Three, the HomeFront and baseline follow-up sub-samples were used to 
determine changes in recidivism rates over time. The HomeFront sample included those 
HomeFront accused with a 24-month follow-up period between conclusion of their initial case in 
the specialized Domestic Violence Court and conclusion of the evaluation data collection on 
December 31, 2003.  This sample included a total of 757 accused.  The baseline follow-up 
sample was limited to those accused with a 24-month follow-up period between conclusion of 
their initial case in a docket court and May 29, 2000, when the specialized Domestic Violence 
Court started hearing cases.  This sample contained a total of 820 accused. 
 
The demographic and incident information of both these sub-samples was also compared to 
identify differences, if any, among the comparison groups, so that these differences could be 
considered in the analysis of the outcomes.  The comparisons again showed great consistency 
among the two data sets.  For example, 84% of the HomeFront accused as compared to 88% of 
the baseline accused were male, the average age of the HomeFront accused was 34 as compared 
to 33 years of age for the baseline accused, 25% of HomeFront and baseline accused were 
unemployed, 67% of HomeFront accused and 73% of baseline accused were of White/European 
origins, 12% of HomeFront accused and 8% of baseline accused were of Aboriginal origins,  
15% of HomeFront accused used a weapon, as compared to 11% of baseline accused, 69 % of 
HomeFront accused used alcohol at the time of the incident, as compared to 44% of baseline 
accused and 52% of baseline accused as compared to 57% of HomeFront accused had a history 
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of prior convictions. The full tables summarizing these data are reproduced in the Companion 
Document. 
 
5. RISK FACTORS 
 
As discussed in the Logic Model, the relationship between recidivism and the many components 
of a coordinated community responses are complex, as a multitude of variables or risk factors 
also affect recidivism rates.   Many of the demographic characteristics discussed above relate to 
those risk factors.  According to many researchers, those accused who repeatedly come to the 
attention of law enforcement in relation to domestic violence offences tend to have unstable 
lifestyles (e.g., substance abuse problems, criminal history, unemployment, unstable living 
arrangements), to be younger, unmarried, less educated and poorer than those who don’t come to 
the attention of law enforcement, to have been in their relationships for shorter periods of time, 
to have fewer children, and to have inflicted more severe abuse.  (Rooney and Hanson, 2001, 
Can.; Rondeau et al, 2001, Can.; Dalton, 2001, U.S.; Daly and Pelowski, 2000, U.S.; Baba et al., 
1999, U.S.).   
 
HomeFront data confirms these results.32 Our analysis identified four variables which appeared 
to have had a statistically significant impact on the occurrence of subsequent incidents.33  These 
include: presence of previous offences against persons, unemployment status, education and 
common law marital status.34  A table showing these results in more detail is provided in the 
Companion Document.    
 
The consistency of demographics between the HomeFront and baseline samples would indicate 
that the same risk factors were likely at play during the baseline period but the detailed analysis 
needed to confirm that hypothesis was beyond the scope of this evaluation.  Instead, the Synergy 
evaluation focused on confirming the risk factors which influenced HomeFront’s recidivism rate, 
as that information will be important to HomeFront and other similar projects as they make 
crucial decisions about how to identify and address high-risk accused.  The analyses presented in 
the rest of this report take into account the influence of multiple risk factors when calculating the 
impact of various HomeFront components on recidivism rates.   
 
6. SUMMARY 
 
Information presented in this chapter indicates great consistency among the HomeFront and 
baseline data sets used for this evaluation, both in terms of demographic information and 
incident descriptions.  The data is also similar to that collected by researchers studying domestic 
violence courts in other locations.  This consistency supports two conclusions:  the demographic 
and incident information collected for this evaluation is accurate and valid comparisons can 
likely be made among the two data sets and with the findings of other researchers.   
 

                                                 
32 Use of alcohol represents one exception: HomeFront analyses did not show any significant association between 
recidivism and alcohol use, possibly due to substantial missing data. 
33For these and all subsequent multivariate analyses we used a follow-up rate of 18 months which produced the 
larger sample needed for the analyses. 
34 Using Fisher Exact Test 
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Despite the high level of consistency, there were some differences among the data, as 
summarized below: 
 

• In Winnipeg, both the accused and the victims were slightly younger than those in the 
HomeFront evaluation samples.  

 
• The proportions of unemployed in the specialized Docket Court were higher than those in the 

baseline sample.  Both current and baseline unemployment rates in Calgary courts are 
generally lower than those elsewhere.   

 
• Aboriginal groups have been and continue to be over-represented in Calgary courts, as 

compared to the general population.   
 
• There were fewer individuals in the baseline dockets data set who were in a spousal 

relationship, as compared to the specialized Docket data set.  More of those in the baseline 
docket sets were involved in family (e.g. brother/sister or child/parent) and other types of 
relationships.  

 
• The baseline sample had a lower proportion of prior convictions and a slightly higher 

proportion of prior convictions against persons.  
 
The data summarized above also indicates that HomeFront is seeing many of the same trends 
which have been identified in the literature on domestic violence.   That is, alcohol is often a 
factor, many offenders have prior convictions and Aboriginal offenders are over-represented. 
Many of the risk factors which influence recidivism are present in both the HomeFront and 
baseline samples.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RECIDIVISM 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
As there have been few rigorous evaluations of specialized domestic violence courts, there is 
little empirical evidence of their impact.  Such courts are challenging to evaluate; it is difficult to 
determine the specific and separate impacts of prosecution, advocacy and treatment, and 
therefore almost impossible to conclude which, if any, is affecting deterrence and recidivism.  
Perhaps in reaction to the almost overwhelming complexity of specialized courts, evaluations 
have tended to focus on simple, measurable court-related statistics, such as increases in probation 
orders and improved efficiency in case processing.  There appears to be little evaluative analysis 
of the specialized court in the context of broader system and community efforts. (Berman and 
Feinblatt, 2001, U.S.; Karan et al., 1999, U.S.; Cramer, 1999, U.S.; Fagan, 1996. U.S.) 
 
The evaluations of specialized courts that do exist show increased efficiency, an increase in 
probation orders and mandated treatment, increased guilty pleas and decreased recidivism. There 
is also an increased focus on victim services and safety and, in some cases, enhanced sensitivity 
to victim concerns.  Problems regarding the monitoring of offenders in treatment and/or 
participants’ completion of treatment have surfaced in the analyses of some specialized courts.  
This evaluation focuses on similar areas of interest, as it analyzes variables related to increased 
efficiency in Court (Chapter Six), in treatment (Chapter Seven) and in victim contact (Chapter 
Eight), changes in court resolutions, conditions and dispositions (Chapter Six), victim services 
and safety (Chapter Eight) and offender monitoring and compliance (Chapter Seven). 
 
As described in the HomeFront Program Structure and Logic Model (February 1st, 2001), 
reduction of recidivism represents one of the key HomeFront outcome variables.  Measurement 
of recidivism, however, is not a straightforward task.  Indeed, the academic literature is replete 
with discussions and debates over recidivism measurement. Evaluators have used a range of 
different indicators to quantify recidivism, including self-reported offender data, new police 
charges, new convictions and/or victim information.  Depending on which kind of data is used, 
and the length of the follow-up period, recidivism rates can vary dramatically from one study to 
another.  (Feder and Dugan, 2002, U.S.; Leduc, 2001, Can.;  Moyer et al., 2000, Can.; Newmark 
et al., 2001, U.S.; Tsai, 2000, U.S.; Bennett and Williams, undated, U.S.)  
 
This chapter discusses the method used in the current evaluation to measure recidivism and 
compares it to approaches used in other studies.  The chapter is comprised of six sections, with 
the first being this introduction.  The second section defines recidivism in five different ways, the 
third describes the rationale for selecting the follow-up period for measuring recidivism, the 
fourth and fifth sections present the overall recidivism rates and compare them to the baseline 
and literature rates, and the sixth is a brief summary.  The remaining chapters in this report 
analyze recidivism rates as they relate to Court activities, victim services and treatment.  
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2. RECIDIVISM DEFINED 
 

This evaluation defines recidivism as the proportion of HomeFront accused who came to the 
attention of the Police for domestic violence related offences subsequent to their last appearance 
in the Domestic Violence Court, in the period between May 1, 2001 and December 31, 2003.  It 
should be noted that the evaluation tracked all the accused who appeared in the Court, even those 
whose cases were not resolved by guilty pleas and sentences.  It is not unusual for studies of this 
nature to include in the initial sample accused who have not been found guilty in a court of law.  
As Table 18 (page 64) indicates, initial batterer samples can range from suspects who receive 
warnings from the Police, through to those who volunteer for treatment, to those who have been 
found guilty and sentenced. 
 
To determine whether the accused in the initial sample have re-offended, some researchers use 
two sources of data, specifically victim feedback and criminal and court records.  The recidivism 
data presented in this report is based only on criminal and court records.  With the exception of 
partner check information collected by the treatment agencies, no quantifiable victim feedback 
about subsequent assaults by their partners was collected.  Instead, the qualitative feedback of 
HomeFront victims was obtained through a thorough interview process and a report summarizing 
their viewpoints was produced by Resolve Alberta (Tutty and Nixon, 2004).   
 
In measuring recidivism, this evaluation tracked only domestic violence incidents or breaches of 
orders which were issued by the Domestic Violence Court.  The evaluation distinguishes among 
five types of recidivism: cases that are investigated but where no charges are laid; cases where 
breach of recognizance charges are laid; cases where breach of Peace Bond charges are laid; 
cases where breach of supervision order charges are laid; and cases where charges related to new 
offences are laid. 
 
Investigation/No Charges Laid 

• As indicated later in Chapter Six, Calgary Police Service receives about 11,000 domestic 
calls for service per year.  On average, Police complete about 4,000 domestic occurrence 
reports a year (alleging that a criminal act or acts took place) and annually lay charges in 
relation to an average of 2,120 reports.35  The evaluation tracked those instances in which 
a domestic occurrence report was completed but no charges were laid. 

 
Breach of Recognizance 

• An individual who is charged with a criminal offence may be ordered released upon 
certain terms and conditions.  He or she will be required to sign a recognizance which 
sets out his or her obligations.  The recognizance may require that the accused pay or 
promise to pay any sum of money, and may include conditions such as no contact, no 
alcohol, counselling, etc.  If the accused breaches any of the promises he or she has 
undertaken in the recognizance document, he or she will be charged with a breach of 
recognizance.  The order remains in force until the case is concluded in the specialized 
Docket Court or at trial.  Most commonly occurring breaches of recognizance that are 
seen in the specialized Court include breaches of orders not to contact the victim, not to 
go to the victim’s residence or to abstain from alcohol.. 

                                                 
35 Information provided by Calgary Police Service, Research and Development Section; July, 2004. 
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Breach of Peace Bond36 
• A Peace Bond is an order that requires someone to be of good behaviour, “keep the 

peace” and obey other conditions that the Court places on the order.  These conditions 
may include forbidding the abusive person from having any contact with the victim, 
forbidding the abusive person from carrying any weapons, and requiring the abusive 
person to participate in counselling or treatment.  A Peace Bond can be ordered for a 
maximum of 12 months. Peace Bond conditions are similar to those which accompany a 
Supervision Order (see below).  A Peace Bond does not result in a criminal record and, in 
effect, the offender is not considered guilty of the offence. However, in Calgary’s 
Domestic Violence Court, the accused who receive a Peace Bond must acknowledge that 
the victim had reasonable grounds to fear for his or her safety.  It is the practice of the 
Crown in that Court to read in the particulars of the offence and have the accused 
acknowledge their accuracy. 

 
Breach of Supervision Order 

• This category is used when a person has been sentenced and is under a supervision order 
such as probation or conditional sentence, and has breached this order.  The majority of 
breaches of this nature seen in the Domestic Violence Docket Court include the 
following: failure to attend treatment, failure to abide by a no contact provision or failure 
to refrain from consuming alcohol.  

 
New Offence 

• This category describes instances in which the accused has been charged with a new 
domestic violence offence.  A wide variety of new offences could be committed, ranging 
from assault, to criminal harassment or stalking, to forcible confinement to uttering 
threats or causing a disturbance.  The key characteristic which distinguishes new offences 
from breaches is that the offence has been committed in a domestic situation and 
constitutes violence or a threat of violence against the victim.   

 
In strict legal terms, a recidivism rate can only be applied to those instances in which an accused 
person was charged and convicted in relation to a breach of supervision order or a new domestic 
violence offence, following a conviction on similar charges.  However, information about all 
cases – including those where the cases were investigated and the accused was not charged and 
where the accused was charged but not convicted of a criminal offence – is valuable, as it 
describes the frequency with which these individuals come to the attention of law enforcement.  
Research suggests that repeated calls to the Police and repeated appearances in courts in relation 
to domestic violence charges are indicators of risk, and may reflect an escalating pattern of abuse 
(Ursel. 2001, 1998, Can.) Accordingly, most academic research (as shown in Table 18 on the 
following page) includes investigations which did not result in charges and charges which did 
not result in convictions in calculating recidivism.   
 
 
 

                                                 
36 Please note that Peace Bond orders and breaches are also considered as recognizance agreements or Breaches of 
Recognizance.  For the purposes of this evaluation, Peace Bond orders and breaches were tracked separately from 
other recognizance orders and breaches. 
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Table 18.  Domestic Violence Offenders’ Recidivism Rates - Key Publications 
 

Author Sample Follow-up 
period 

Recidivism rate Recidivism Rate Defined 

Maxwell, C.D., 
Garner, J.H., & 
Fagan, J.A. 
(2001).  

N=4,032 
All males who were arrested 
and who were in mediation 
counselling or received a 
restraining order, or a 
warning. 

6 months to 
3 years 

Official records: less 
than 30% aggressed 
against the same victim 
 
Victim data: about 40% 
reported victimization 
of any measured type 

1) Criminal history database: 
physical assaults & damage 
of property 
 2) Interviews with victims: 
verbal threats of physical or 
property damage made by 
the batterer against the 
victim. 

Peterson. W.L. 
& Thunberg, S. 
(2000, U.S.).  

N=150 (pre-evaluation 
baseline data); 957 (eval. 
data) 
 
All of the sample were 
convicted and sentenced in 
the domestic violence 
courts. 

1 year 
 
 
 
 

21% (baseline) 
 
14% (evaluation) 

New police contact for 
domestic violence within 
one year of conviction 
and/or sentence; collected 
primarily from a database 
established for the Courts  

Carlson, M.J. & 
Harris, S.D. & 
Holden, G.W. 
(1999) 

N=210 
All cases in which female 
victims filed Protection 
Orders against their male 
partners. 

2 years 23% 

Any physical violence that 
occurred after temporary or 
permanent protective order 
had been filed and reported 
to the police by the victim  

Thistlethwaite, 
A., Wooldredge, 
J. & Gibbs, D. 
(1998, U.S.).  

N=683 
Misdemeanants arrested for 
domestic violence 

1 year 17% 

Arrest reports, intake 
interview forms, court files 
and U.S. Census of 
Population and Housing. 

Tolman, R.M. & 
Weisz, A. 
(1995).  

N=341 
 

Male suspects  who were 
not arrested, were arrested, 
were found not guilty and 
dismissed, and were found 
guilty. 

18 months 
 
 

29.9% (all offenders), 
29.9% (not arrested), 
23.6% (guilty),  
35.3% (not guilty/ 
dismissed)   

Included police contacts that 
resulted in arrest and those 
that did not. The rates were 
limited to those incidents in 
which police reports 
contained evidence of, or an 
allegation of, physical abuse. 

Ford, D.A. & 
Regoli, M.J. 
(1993).  

N=678 
 
Suspects who were arrested 
and those who were the 
subject of victim complaints 
filed with the prosecutor’s 
office. 

6 months 
 
 

20% - 27% (before 
court settlement) 
After court within 
follow-up period 
-13% if  warrant and 
victim dropped charges 
- 29% if formal victim 
complaints  
-44% if summoned to 
court and pursued non-
counselling options  

Interviews with victims and 
with accused offenders and 
examination of official 
records.  

Syers, M. & 
Edelson, J. 
(1992).  

N= 358 
 
All male suspects where a 
couple was visited by the 
police as the result of a 
domestic disturbance report. 

6 months 
and 12 
months 
 
 

40.3% at 6 months and 
38.8% at 12 months 

Another act of violence 
committed against any 
victim as measured by police 
incident reports;  6- and 12-
month follow-up interviews 
with victims; and advocacy 
staff reports on all 
perpetrators and victims. 
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For these reasons, we also define recidivism in the broadest possible sense and include instances 
in which the charge does not result in a criminal conviction.  On the other hand, we recognize 
that it is important to distinguish how recidivism rates differ among those cases which did and 
did not result in criminal convictions.  (Chapter Six discusses this information fully.)  This multi-
layered strategy of adopting a broad definition of recidivism while still differentiating between 
the different forms of re-offending was developed to respond to the concerns and issues raised in 
the literature.  All evaluative research is, of course, subject to methodological limitations.  The 
limitations around recidivism measurement in this evaluation were outlined in Chapter Three and 
will not be repeated here.  Despite those limitations, which are fairly common across research 
sites, the evaluators are confident that the broad and comprehensive measurement approaches 
used in this research are valid and have produced reliable results.    
 
3. FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 
 
As with all other research related to measuring recidivism, the follow-up period is also subject to 
considerable debate.  As can be seen in Table 18 on page 64, the follow-up rates vary widely and 
range from six months to five years, although it appears that most researchers choose a follow-up 
period of between 12 and 24 months.  
 
In order to facilitate comparisons to the literature, as well as to assist in selection of a follow-up 
period for multivariate analyses including risk variables, we compared the recidivism rates 
among five different types of re-offences and across eight follow-up periods.  Predictably, the 
highest recidivism rates are associated with the longest follow-up period of 24 months from the 
date of disposition in the Domestic Violence Docket Court – in that period, about 31% of the 
accused were involved in a domestic incident where no charges were laid, 6% breached 
recognizance orders, 8% breached supervision orders, 4% breached a Peace Bond and 12% of all 
accused committed a new domestic violence offence (see Companion Document for the table 
containing detailed information).  In order to limit any possible underestimation of recidivism 
rates, the HomeFront evaluation used the longest possible follow-up period for the recidivism 
comparisons discussed in this chapter. 
 
4. COMPARISONS TO BASELINE  
 
Table 19 compares the HomeFront recidivism rate with the recidivism rate of the baseline cases 
for the 24-month follow-up period.37  As discussed in the previous chapter, in order to ensure 
that the two samples were comparable, we analyzed them for demographic and incident 
description differences.  The comparison indicated that there is great consistency among the two 
data sets.38   
 
As shown in Table 19 below, analysis of the recidivism results indicates positive outcomes for 
the project. 

                                                 
37 The comparable baseline cases were selected so that the follow-up period was exactly the same as with the 
HomeFront sample, and was limited to a sample of cases with follow-up periods not extending past the start-up of 
the Domestic Violence Court on May 29, 2000. 
38 Please refer to the Companion Document for the data tables which contain specific sample description 
information.   
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• The HomeFront accused were much less likely to commit new offences, compared to accused 

in the baseline sample: 12 as compared to 34 percent.  This is an important result.  The 
tracking of new offences is the least controversial and most accepted of the recidivism 
measurements and provides a strong indication of a program’s effectiveness.   It appears that 
HomeFront interventions led to fewer subsequent new offences, as compared to interventions 
delivered prior to the inception of the specialized Domestic Violence Court..   

 
• Proportionally fewer of the HomeFront accused breached conditions of recognizance (6.1%) 

than did the accused in the baseline time period (17.6%), suggesting that a positive impact 
has been made by the decreased period of time between the incident and first Court 
appearance.   

 
• The rates of other breaches are consistently higher for the HomeFront accused – 7.7% of the 

HomeFront accused as compared to 6.3% of the baseline accused breached probation 
conditions and 4.5% of the HomeFront accused as compared to 2.1% of the baseline accused 
breached a court order or Peace Bond conditions.  Although this does mean a higher breach 
rate for HomeFront, it may also be reflective of the project’s emphasis on a stronger response 
to non-compliance.  

 
• The 24-month follow-up also showed that the proportion of the accused in the HomeFront 

data set who were involved in no-charge incidents was lower than the same rate in the 
baseline data set (31.4% as compared to 48.9%).  However, further analyses showed that this 
trend was reversed when the 18-month follow-up was used.  Specifically, more of the 
accused in the HomeFront 18-month follow-up data set were involved in those incidents than 
the accused in the baseline data set (26% as compared 20%).  This one recidivism category 
likely warrants continued study and analysis.   
 

Table 19.  Domestic Violence Court and Baseline Recidivism Rates by Type of Incident at 
 24 months follow-up 

HomeFront Baseline 
Type of recidivism Number 

(N=757) Percent Number 
(N=820) Percent 

Investigation, no charges  238 31.4 401 48.9 
Breach of Recognizance 46 6.1 144 17.6 
Breach of Supervision Order 58 7.7 52 6.3 
Breach of Peace Bond 34 4.5 17 2.1 
New offence only 92 12.2 280 34.1 
Breaches only 115 15.2 170 20.7 
Breaches & new offences 162 21.4 318 38.8 
Recidivism any type 326 43.1 475 57.9 

 
In summary, the HomeFront recidivism rates are favourable.  HomeFront accused, when 
compared to baseline accused at 24 months, committed fewer new offences, were involved in 
fewer no-charge incidents and breached conditions of recognizance less often.  HomeFront 
accused did receive more charges for breaching probation and Peace Bond conditions but a valid 
argument could be made that this is another sign of success, reflecting the project’s focus on a 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  67 

more effective response to non-compliance.  The 18-month no-charge rates do not follow this 
positive trend for HomeFront and need more attention.  
 
5. COMPARISON TO LITERATURE 
 
As Table 18 on page 64 demonstrates, a number of other researchers have attempted to 
determine the recidivism rates of various criminal justice initiatives focused on domestic 
violence.39  As fas as could be ascertained through a reading of them, the two studies discussed 
below are comparable, because they both used police records rather than victim feedback to 
collect information and included, in their starting samples, both those who were charged and 
those who were convicted with domestic violence offences.  When HomeFront’s data is 
compared to those evaluations, the results are favourable for the project. 
 
The two evaluations (Tolman et al, 1995; Thistlethwaite et al., 1998) used an 18-month or one 
year follow-up period and included all police contacts which did and did not result in an arrest.  
Their rates were limited to those cases which contained evidence or an allegation of physical 
abuse and, therefore, did not include breach-related offences.  The rates in these studies were 
30% (Tolman et al, 1995; follow-up of 18-months) and 17% (Thistlethwaite et al, 1998 U.S.; 
follow-up of 12 months).  By comparison, the HomeFront recidivism rate at 18-month follow-up 
and which excluded all breaches was 31.4% and comparable to the rate cited by Tolman.  
Similarly, the HomeFront new offence rate of 8% at 12 month follow-up is lower than the 17% 
cited by Thistlethwaite.  
 
6. SUMMARY  
 
Measuring recidivism is a complex task and there is much debate and discussion in the academic 
literature about the best way to track and calculate re-offence rates.  This evaluation defines 
recidivism as the proportion of HomeFront accused who came to the attention of the Police 
subsequent to their last appearance in the Domestic Violence Court, in the period between May 
1, 2001 and December 31, 2003.  The evaluation tracked only domestic violence incidents or 
breaches of orders which were issued by the Domestic Violence Court and distinguished among 
five types of recidivism: cases that are investigated but where no charges are laid; cases where 
breach of recognizance charges are laid; cases where breach of Peace Bond charges are laid; 
cases where breach of supervision order charges are laid; and cases where charges related to new 
offences are laid.   The follow-up periods analyzed ranged from three to 24 months.  The 
recidivism data presented in this report is based only on criminal and court records.  No 
quantifiable victim feedback about subsequent assaults by their partners was collected.   
 
Overall, the HomeFront recidivism rates are favourable.  HomeFront accused, when compared to 
baseline accused at 24 months, committed fewer new offences, were involved in fewer no-charge 
incidents and breached conditions of recognizance less often.  HomeFront accused did receive 
more charges for breaching probation and Peace Bond conditions but a valid argument could be 
made that this is another sign of success, reflecting the project’s focus on a more effective 
response to non-compliance.  The 18-month no-charge rates do not follow this positive trend for 
HomeFront and need more attention.
                                                 
39 Post-treatment recidivism studies are summarized in Chapter Seven. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COURT 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The specialized Domestic Violence Docket Court represents one of the key components of the 
HomeFront project. The Court is supported by Calgary Police Service, the Crown’s office, 
Probation and the Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs).  This chapter discusses how these 
partners interact before, during and after conclusion of cases in the Domestic Violence Court.   
 
This chapter addresses two of the four evaluation goals: 1) To hold the offender accountable for 
his/her behavior through the imposition of legal sanctions and provision of opportunities for 
treatment and rehabilitation, and 2) To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through 
coordination and collaboration within the justice system and between the justice system and the 
broader community. The Domestic Violence Court works to enhance offender accountability 
through specific court resolutions, conditions and dispositions associated with charges, as well as 
ensuring early resolution in Court.  All of those activities are discussed and analyzed in this 
chapter.  In correspondence with the second goal, the chapter discusses communication and 
information exchange among the HomeFront partners as well as the impact of Court-related 
activities on the justice system.  In total, the chapter is comprised of seven sections: this 
introduction; Court processes; early case resolution; communication and information sharing; 
general issues affecting the work of the Court team; impact of HomeFront on the justice system; 
and summary of findings.  
 
2. COURT AND RELATED PROCESSES 

 
The flow chart which follows depicts the criminal justice process for the accused who appear in 
the Domestic Violence Court.  As noted in the flow chart, Calgary Police Officers represent the 
first point of contact between HomeFront and the accused who ultimately appear in the Domestic 
Violence Docket Court.  The Calgary Police Service (CPS) is responsible for investigating 
domestic violence calls and deciding whether there are reasonable grounds to believe an offence 
has been committed and charges should be laid.  Once those decisions have been taken, every 
effort is made by the HomeFront system partners to ensure that all cases of domestic violence in 
Calgary appear first in the specialized Court.  However, anecdotal information suggests that 
some of these cases might appear in other docket courts40 and, as noted in the flow chart, some 
accused do not appear in Docket Court because they cannot be located. 
 
In the Domestic Violence Court, the case may be withdrawn if there is lack of evidence, 
dismissed with a Peace Bond, or concluded with a guilty or a not guilty plea.  If the offender 
pleads not guilty, a trial date is set.  The specialized Court is for first appearance matters only; 
there is no specialized domestic violence trial court.  The trial processes differ based on the 
specifics of each case.  Offences, depending on the category (i.e., summary, indictable, or dual 
procedure), will be tried in different courts and may or may not involve a jury.   
 
                                                 
40 Data was not available to quantify the proportion of those individuals charged with domestic violence offences 
and who did not appear in the Domestic Violence Court.  
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In either the docket or trial court, if the case is resolved with a guilty finding (that is, if the case 
is not withdrawn, dismissed, stayed or concluded with a Peace Bond), the accused are given 
dispositions.  The disposition represents the sentence that is determined by the Judge and may 
include incarceration, probation, fine or others listed in the flow chart. If the case is resolved 
with a Peace Bond, a guilty plea, or a guilty finding, then treatment-focused conditions or 
sentences may be considered by the Court.  As shown in the flow chart, the accused can be 
mandated to treatment (e.g., batterer intervention, psychiatric or alcohol treatment) or be 
assigned other conditions such as psychiatric assessment or no contact conditions.  Oftentimes 
the accused  are mandated to more than one type of treatment – usually a combination of 
substance abuse with batterer intervention or other treatment. 
 
This section further quantifies the charges, dispositions and resolutions that are seen in the 
Domestic Violence Court and compares them with those seen in the trial courts and during the 
baseline period. (Information on the baseline period is provided in the methodology chapter of 
this report.)  As well, the data is compared with specialized courts in two other Canadian 
jurisdictions, also described in the methodology chapter. 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  70 

Figure 5.  Domestic Violence Court Flowchart 
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2.1 Charges in Domestic Violence Court 
 
Table 20 depicts the charges that are considered in the Domestic Violence Court.  The Court saw 
a total of 47 different charges and, among these, assault was the most frequently seen charge at 
73%, followed by uttering threats (17%), breach of recognizance (10%), assault with a weapon 
(10%), mischief (7%) and assault causing bodily harm (5%).  The distribution of charges in 
Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court was comparable with the Winnipeg Court (1992), where the 
most common charges included common assault (62%), assault causing bodily harm (24%), 
uttering threats (21%) and breach of court order (15%).41    
 
Calgary Police Officers currently have the discretion to arrest just one person in a domestic 
violence incident, even if both show signs of injury.  Such action can only be taken after a full 
investigation determines that one party has inflicted injuries while defending themselves.   
Dual charges were laid in 9% of cases in the specialized Docket Court. The proportion of dual 
charges laid decreased to 1.5% when the case came back to the Docket Court on a new offence.  
By comparison, in Winnipeg dual charges comprised about 7% of all cases. 
 
Table 20.  Charges in Specialized Domestic Violence Court 
 

Charges42 Number Percent43 
Assault 2073 72.7 
Uttering Threats 486 17.0 
Breach of Recognizance/Fail to 
Comply 295 10.3 
Assault with a Weapon 293 10.3 
Mischief 212 7.4 
Assault Causing Bodily Harm 139 4.9 
 
  

2.2 Resolutions in Baseline and Specialized Docket Courts 
 
In the First Appearance Court, the Crown might choose to enter into a Peace Bond agreement 
with the accused,44 the accused can plead guilty or the case can be withdrawn by the Crown 
Prosecutor if there is not sufficient evidence to proceed.  If the accused pleads not guilty, a trial 
date is set.   
 

                                                 
41 Other charges not listed here included breach-related charges, criminal harassment/stalking, forcible confinement, 
possession of a weapon dangerous to public peace, break and enter with intent, obstructing justice, theft, choking to 
overcome resistance, harassing/annoying phone calls, possession of a prohibited weapon, aggravated assault, 
assaulting a police officer, sexual assault, unlawfully in a dwelling, break and enter, forcible entry, robbery, causing 
disturbance, aggravated sexual assault, pointing a firearm, sexual interference, abduction, careless storage of a 
firearm, sexual assault,  threats/bodily harm/with a weapon, criminal negligence causing bodily harm, anal 
intercourse and indecent act.  Their proportions ranged from 2.8 to under one percent. 
42 In many cases multiple charges were laid 
43 Represents a proportion of all charges laid in Domestic Violence Court 
44 A Peace Bond is an order that requires someone to “keep the peace” and obey any other conditions that the Court 
places on the order 
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Figure 6 below compares resolutions in the specialized Court to those during the baseline period.  
About 25% of accused appearing in the Domestic Violence Court pled guilty, 34% pled not 
guilty and proceeded to trial court, 35% received a Peace Bond, and about 4% of cases were 
withdrawn.45  The Domestic Violence Court resolutions show a pattern that is different from that 
seen during the baseline courts.  First, when compared to the baseline, a smaller proportion of the 
accused in the specialized Docket Court pled not guilty (34 as compared to 46 percent during the 
baseline), a similar proportion entered a guilty plea (25 as compared to 26 percent during the 
baseline), a higher proportion of cases was concluded with Peace Bonds (35 as compared to 7 
percent) and a smaller proportion of cases was withdrawn (4 as compared to 15 percent during 
the baseline).  
 
Figure 6.  Resolutions in HomeFront and Baseline Docket Courts 
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Comparisons to other Canadian courts show that a higher proportion of cases proceeded to trial 
in Calgary than in Winnipeg, where 53% of the accused entered a guilty plea, 27% of the cases 
were stayed and the remaining 20% proceeded to trial.  Winnipeg’s is a full trial court, which 
might explain the different resolution patterns. As well, the use of Peace Bonds in Calgary’s 
specialized Court is generally higher than that of Ontario, where the Peace Bond rate, combined 
with withdrawn and dismissed cases, was 0% at project completion.  Section 2.6.2 discusses 
issues related to the use of Peace Bonds.   
 
 
 

                                                 
45 Additional resolutions not depicted in the Figure included the following: accused deceased, warrant, and stay of 
proceedings.  The rates for these resolutions ranged from 4.35 to 0 percent. 
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2.2.1 Resolutions and Subsequent Offence or Breach 
 
As shown in Table 21 below, when the accused re-appear in the Domestic Violence Court on a 
new charge or a breach, different patterns of resolutions emerge.  The cases are less likely to be 
resolved with Peace Bond when the accused return to Court either on a breach (1.3%) or a new 
offence (3.3%).  Instead, the accused either plead guilty (50% of those who return to the Court 
on a breach-related charge) or not guilty (63% of those who return to the Court on a new charge).  
These are positive results for HomeFront as it seems appropriate that the Peace Bond option, 
which does not involve a criminal record, should not be used for those appearing repeatedly 
before the Court.  However, it should also be noted, that the breach cases are associated with the 
highest withdrawal rate - 17.5% of the breach cases are withdrawn, as compared to 4% of the 
initial appearance resolutions and 3% of new offence resolutions.  According to at least one 
stakeholder, breaches may be withdrawn to reflect the fact that the accused resumed reporting to 
probation or returned to or completed counselling after being breached. 
 
Table 21.  Resolutions and Subsequent Offence or Breach  
 

First Breach First New Offence 
Resolution 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Guilty plea 157 50.0 62 29.2 
Peace Bond 4 1.3 7 3.3 
Withdrawn 55 17.5 7 3.3 
Not guilty plea 91 29.0 133 62.7 

Total 314 100.0 212 100.0 
 
2.2.2 Resolutions, Recidivism, and Risk 
 
The highest rate of new offence occurrence was seen for not guilty pleas, where the rate was 
13%, and the lowest was for peace bonds, at 4.7% (both of these results were statistically 
significant, p=.005 and <.001 respectively)46.  The relationship between recidivism and court 
resolutions is extremely complex and changes when risk factors are taken into account.  For 
example, the relationship between higher likelihood for re-offence among individuals who plead 
not guilty was statistically significant for those who are traditionally defined as members of a 
higher risk group, namely alcohol users (p=.048), and individuals with less than a high school 
education (p=.042), but also for those who belonged to a low risk group, specifically people with 
no previous offences (p=.003) and employed persons (p=.014).  The relationship between 
assignment of a Peace Bond and a lower likelihood of new offences remained statistically 
significant for the individuals representing high risk groups.  Those cases where alcohol was a 
factor with the accused (p=.005), and in which the accused had a previous offence still 
demonstrated a strong low Peace Bond-new offence association (p=.009).   This analysis 
suggests that not-guilty resolutions can result in higher re-offence rates for both the high risk and 
low risk groups, depending on a specific risk group.  The association between the Peace Bond 
resolution and reduced re-offence rate only holds true for the higher risk group, suggesting, 
perhaps, that Peace Bonds represent an effective intervention particularly for  
those with previous offences and those cases where alcohol was a factor with the accused. 
                                                 
46 Fisher Exact test was used for the analyses discussed in this section. 
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2.3 Dispositions in HomeFront and Baseline Docket Courts 
 
If the accused pleads guilty to one or more charges in the First Appearance Court, then the Judge 
will consider several sentencing options or dispositions for each charge that is before the Court.   
For example, the accused can be sentenced through incarceration, time in custody, fine, firearm 
prohibition or conditional sentence dispositions.  He or she may also receive a supervised 
probation order or the case can be conditionally discharged.47    
 
Many cases conclude with multiple dispositions, most including a supervised probation order. 
For example a case can be disposed with a supervised probation order and a fine, or a supervised 
probation order and time in custody, or a supervised probation order and conditional discharge.48  
As shown in Figure 7, the top four dispositions in the Domestic Violence Court include 
supervised probation (26%), incarceration (8%), time in custody (4%) and a fine (4%).   
 
 
Figure 7.  Dispositions in HomeFront and Baseline Docket Courts  
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47 Additional dispositions not depicted in the Figure included the following: restitution, intermittent sentence, 
absolute discharge, unsupervised probation, community service and reprimand.  The rates for these dispositions 
ranged from 1 to 0 percent. 
48 As matter of law, conditional discharge is always accompanied by a probation order. 
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The trends in sentencing were similar in Winnipeg’s Family Violence Court (Ursel, 1997).  The 
most common disposition in that Court was a supervised probation sentence.49  Incarceration was 
the second most common sentence.  The changes in sentencing over time are also comparable 
between the specialized Courts in Calgary and Winnipeg.  Before court specialization, the most 
frequent disposition in Winnipeg was conditional discharge, followed by fine.  Incarceration was 
the least frequently used option.  Specialized Docket Court information also shows higher 
proportions of dispositions which included a supervised probation order than those during the 
baseline.  Specifically, 27% of charges were disposed with a supervised probation order in 
specialized Docket Court as compared to 26% during the baseline.  Additionally, specialized 
Docket Court had a lower proportion of fines (4% as compared to 11% during the baseline), a 
lower proportion of incarceration dispositions (8% as compared to 10% during the baseline) and 
a higher proportion of time in custody dispositions (4% as compared to less than one percent 
during the baseline).   
 
2.3.1 Dispositions and Subsequent Offence or Breach 
 
As shown in Table 22 below, when the accused re-appear in the Domestic Violence Court on a 
new charge, a different pattern of dispositions emerges.  The breaches are more likely than the 
first offences or new offences to receive the dispositions of incarceration (24% as compared to 
16% of new offences and 8% of initial offences), or fine (22%  as compared to 3% of new 
offences and 4% of initial offences).  On the other hand, the initial offence cases result in the 
highest rate of supervised probation orders (28%), followed by the new offence cases (21%), and 
by the breach cases (14%).  In general, (with the exception of higher number of fines that are 
associated with breaches) this trend appears to suggest that the severity of dispositions increases 
with subsequent offences, as is the intention of the HomeFront Domestic Violence Docket Court. 
According to at least one stakeholder, breach charges may result in fine dispositions to reflect the 
fact that the accused resumed reporting to probation or returned to or completed counselling after 
being breached. 
 
Table 22.  Dispositions and Subsequent Offence or Breach 
 

Disposition First breach First new offence 
 Number Percent Number Percent 

Incarceration 77 24.4 34 16.0
Fine 69 21.9 7 3.3
Supervised Probation 44 14.0 45 21.2
Time In Custody 11 3.5 4 1.9
Conditional Sentence 5 1.6 2 0.9
Intermittent Sentence 3 1.0 3 1.4
 
Absolute Discharge 1 .1% 1 .4%

Conditional Discharge 31 1.7% 0 .0%
Suspended Sentence 317 17.3% 33 11.9%
Supervised Probation 510 27.8% 64 23.0%

                                                 
49 When a supervised probation sentence is imposed, the offender serves their sentence in the community under 
supervision 
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Fine 69 3.8% 68 24.5%
Restitution 18 1.0% 3 1.1%
Incarceration 146 8.0% 51 18.3%
Intermittent Sentence 36 2.0% 13 4.7%
Time In Custody 70 3.8% 33 11.9%
Community Service 4 .2% 1 .4%
Firearms Prohibition 17 .9% 2 .7%
Conditional sentence 40 2.2% 7 2.5%

 
 
 
 
 
2.3.2 Disposition, Recidivism, and Risk 
 
Accused who were more likely to re-offend50 generally included those who were incarcerated or 
who were both incarcerated and received probation (rate of 20.7% for incarceration only, p<.001 
and rate of 21.8%, p=.001 for those who received incarceration and probation dispositions).  By 
comparison, the re-offence rate of probation cases was 11.9%. No statistically significant 
association with recidivism was seen for cases involving fines, conditional discharges, 
community service, or conditional sentence.51   
 
It appears that, generally, among those who were incarcerated, the higher risk individuals were 
more likely to re-offend.  For example, when the cases which concluded with an incarceration52 
disposition were examined, the incarceration/recidivism relationship remained significant for 
people with prior convictions (p=.001, compared with p=.273 for those with no prior 
convictions), and individuals with less than a high school education (p=.007, vs. .095 for the 
higher education group).  There was one exception to this trend, however.  Non-alcohol users 
who were incarcerated were more likely to re-offend (p=.028), while no such relationship was 
noted for the alcohol users (p=.266).  
 
An interesting finding emerged when the risk factors were factored in with the relationship 
between probation dispositions and new offences.  Those individuals who were employed 
demonstrated a strong probation-new offence association (p=.012).   That is, employed 
individuals with a probation disposition were likely to re-offend, while no such relationship was 
noted for the unemployed persons (p=1.00).  
 
All these results suggest that incarceration does not seem to reduce the re-offence rate of the 
higher risk individuals, while the probation disposition is associated with higher recidivism rate 
for lower risk, namely employed, individuals.  It should be noted, however, that the employment 
status is based on the offender self-report and, according to some stakeholders, may not always 
be accurate.  

                                                 
50 new offences only 
51 Fisher Exact test was used in the statistical analyses in this section. 
52 Over half of the incarceration sentences imposed in the Domestic Violence Docket Court are less than 12 months, 
compared to the 18-month follow-up period, giving those with incarceration conditions an opportunity to reoffend. 
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2.4 Conditions in HomeFront and Baseline Docket Courts 
 
Accused who plead guilty, or who are found guilty, may be placed on probation, which is a 
disposition that allows the individual to serve his or her sentence in the community within certain 
conditions. Those accused who do not plead guilty but who receive Peace Bonds may also be 
subject to conditions. Often multiple conditions are imposed for those who plead guilty, who are 
found guilty and who receive Peace Bonds.  As shown in Figure 8, the top five conditions in the 
Domestic Violence Court include batterer treatment (77%), alcohol/substance abuse assessment 
and/or treatment (52%), abstain from alcohol (37%), no contact/communication with the 
complainant (32%) and other counselling as directed (26%)53.    
As Figure 8 below shows, there is a difference among conditions imposed by the Domestic 
Violence Court, and baseline docket courts.  The specialized Docket Court more often imposed 
batterer treatment (77%), alcohol/substance abuse assessment or treatment (52%), abstain from 
alcohol (37%) and no contact conditions (32%) than the baseline docket courts (57%, 49%, 23% 
and 30% respectively).  On the other hand, the baseline docket courts concluded with a 
proportionally higher number of conditions such as counselling as directed54 (56% as compared 
to 29% in specialized Docket Court), as well as to attend FAOS for assessment (26% as 
compared to 8% in specialized Docket Court).  This information suggests that the changes that 
can be attributed to the specialized Court included an increased proportion of treatment 
conditions, increased referrals to specific treatment agencies and specific types of treatment, an 
increased number of conditions related to alcohol or substance use and a decreased number of 
referrals for FAOS assessment.  This enhanced attention to specific types of treatment, 
particularly batterer treatment, likely reflects HomeFront’s focus on holding the offender 
accountable and providing opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation (goal #4).  The increase 
in the proportion of treatment conditions since the baseline time period is comparable to 
Winnipeg’s Family Violence Court (Ursel, 1997) where the majority of supervised probation 
sentences contain an order for court-mandated treatment. 
 
Figure 8.  Conditions in HomeFront and Baseline Docket Courts 

                                                 
53 Additional conditions not depicted in the Figure included the following: restitution, gambling treatment, no 
contact with children under 18, contact only for purposes of access to children, not to co-habit/reside together, sex 
offender treatment, abstain from gambling and enter no relationship until completed treatment and other conditions 
related to reporting, restitution or payment, relocation, employment, child support and attendance of education 
programs.  The rates for these conditions ranged from 1.56 to 0 percent. 
54 The counselling as directed condition does not specify that the offender must attend a specific type of counselling 
such as batterer treatment or substance abuse treatment. 
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2.4.1 Conditions and Subsequent Offence or Breach 
 
As shown in Table 23 below, when the accused re-appear in the Domestic Violence Court on a 
new charge, a different pattern of conditions emerges.  The initial offences are more likely than 
the breaches or new offences to result in batterer treatment conditions.  For example, 77% of 
initial offence cases received batterer treatment conditions, as compared to 13% of new offence 
cases and 8% of breach cases.  Similar patterns with respect to higher rates of treatment referrals 
in initial offence cases were observed for alcohol/substance abuse treatment or assessment 
referrals and FAOS treatment referrals.  Also, new offences were more likely than breaches to 
conclude with a treatment condition –  13 as compared to 9 percent of those directed to batterer 
treatment, 9 as compared to 4 percent for those directed to alcohol/substance abuse treatment) 
and 4 as compared to 2 percent directed to FAOS treatment.  All this information suggests that 
the severity of conditions also increases with subsequent offences, as the treatment options are 
used less often with subsequent new offences or breaches.   
 
Table 23.  Conditions and Subsequent Offence or Breach 
 

First breach First new offence Conditions Number Percent Number Percent 
Batterer treatment 25 7.9 27 12.7 
Abstain from alcohol 20 6.3 24 11.3 
No contact 20 6.3 25 11.8 
Alcohol/Substance abuse assessment/treatment 13 4.1 19 9.0 
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Other counselling 13 4.1 15 7.1 
Not attend residence 10 3.2 15 7.1 
FAOS treatment 5 1.6 8 3.8 

 
2.4.2 Conditions, Recidivism, and Risk 
 
The conditions handed down in Court were also tested for associations with the 18-month 
recidivism rate (again, using new offences as the measure of recidivism).  Ten reported Court 
conditions were assessed: community service, FAOS referral, firearm condition/prohibition, no 
attendance on complainant’s residence, no contact or communication, abstention from alcohol, 
alcohol treatment, batterer treatment, and “other” counseling conditions.  None of the 
dispositions, with the exception of the conditions to refrain from alcohol and to attend alcohol 
treatment, showed a significant association with a recidivism rate defined by new offence 
occurrence.  New offences were reported for 10.4% of individuals receiving an alcohol 
abstention condition, and 9.3% for those in alcohol treatment, compared with 5.4% and 5.2% 
respectively for persons who did not receive these conditions (the p-values for these comparisons 
were 0.025 and 0.059).55 
 
 
 
 
With respect to risk factors, some interactive effects on the relationship between alcohol 
abstention conditions and an increased likelihood of re-offending were seen for employed 
persons (p=.001), persons not in a common-law relationship (p=.022), and individuals with at 
least a high school education (p=.048).  The relationship between alcohol treatment conditions 
and higher rate of re-offending was only significant for people who were employed (p=.033). 
 
These results suggest that the condition to abstain from alcohol does not seem to decrease the 
recidivism rates of those who are considered to be in a low risk group (i.e., those who are 
employed, in a stable relationship and with higher levels of education).  Similarly, alcohol 
treatment conditions did not seem to positively impact the recidivism rates of those who were 
employed.  As noted earlier, however, the employment data may not be accurate. 
 
2.4 Dispositions, Conditions and Resolution at Trial 
 
HomeFront accused who plead not guilty proceed to provincial trial courts.  There are no 
specialized domestic violence trial courts in Calgary.  Calgary’s trial courts hear all types of 
cases, including those related to domestic violence incidents.  The trial courts do not use a team 
of individuals representing Crown, Police, Probation, Legal Aid and victim case workers to 
review and collect case information.  
 
The demographic comparisons of the HomeFront accused who proceed to trial with those who 
resolve their cases in the Domestic Violence Court show that that the accused who proceed to 
trial are likely to be less educated, are less likely to be employed, are more likely to be in 
common-law relationships, are more likely to report alcohol use during the domestic violence 
                                                 
55 Fisher Exact test was used in the statistical analyses in this section. 
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incident, and are more likely to have a criminal record.56  According to the Best Practices 
information (Rooney and Hanson, 2001, Can.; Rondeau et al, 2001, Can.; Dalton, 2001, US.; 
Daly and Pelowski, 2000, U.S.; Baba et al., 1999, U.S.), all these factors are associated with 
increased risk for re-offending.  It appears that those accused with higher likelihood for re-
offending plead not guilty in the specialized Court.  Conversely, it would seem that the accused 
who prefer to resolve issues in the Domestic Violence Court have a stake in conformity and are 
interested in taking advantage of the resources attached to the specialized Court so that they can 
get on with their lives.57 
 
Table 24 lists the top five resolutions, dispositions and conditions received in trial court by the 
accused who plead not guilty in the Domestic Violence Docket Court. Several key differences 
emerged when these resolutions, dispositions and conditions were compared to respective 
proportions in the specialized Docket Court.  Specifically, the proportion of dismissed or 
withdrawn cases represents the largest difference between the trial and Domestic Violence Court 
resolutions.  About 36% of trial cases were dismissed, as compared to less than 5% of withdrawn 
cases in the Domestic Violence Court.    
 
 
The trial courts also showed a lower proportion of incarceration dispositions: 3% as compared to 
8% in specialized Docket Court, while specialized Docket Court concluded with higher 
proportions of supervised probation dispositions.  Specifically, 27% of charges were disposed 
with a supervised probation order in specialized Docket Court as compared to 19% at trial.  
Domestic Violence Docket Court also had a lower proportion of fines (4% as compared to 6% at 
trial).   
 
Finally, the Domestic Violence Docket Court more often imposed batterer treatment (77%), 
alcohol/substance abuse assessment or treatment (52%), abstain from alcohol (37%), no contact 
(32%), counselling as directed conditions(29%)  than the trial court (21%, 10%, 9% and 19% , 
13% respectively).  Proportionally, the number of conditions imposed in the trial courts was 
consistently lower than those in the specialized Docket Court. 
 
Table 24.  Trial Resolutions, Dispositions and Conditions 
 

Resolutions Dispositions Conditions 
Resolution Percent Disposition Percent Condition Percent 

Dismissed 36.1 Supervised Probation 19.3 Batterer treatment 20.7 

Peace Bond 23.0 Suspended Sentence 10.0 Alcohol/substance 
abuse/assessment/ treatment 10.4 

Guilty plea 19.1 Fine 6.3 No Contact/ communication 
with the complainant 18.7 

Found guilty 11.2 Time In Custody 3.8 Other counseling as directed 13.3 
Found not guilty 4.4 Incarceration 3.6 Abstain from alcohol 8.9 

                                                 
56 See the Companion Document for demographic and incident description of the accused who proceeded to trial and 
their victims. 
57 The Stake in Conformity theory (Bennet and Williams, undated, U.S.; Fagan, 1996, U,S.), posits that offenders 
who are more established in their communities, and therefore have more to lose, are also more likely to respond to 
legal and treatment interventions to deal with their abusive behavours. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  81 

 
These findings are certainly cause for concern.  As was indicated earlier in this section, the 
accused who proceed to trial are at higher risk for re-offending than those whose cases are 
resolved in the Domestic Violence Court.  Yet, those accused who appear in the trial courts are 
more likely to have the charges dismissed, are less likely to be incarcerated or to receive 
supervised probation orders and are less likely to receive conditions such as attendance at 
batterer intervention programs.  It is not unreasonable to conclude from these findings that the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court has a stronger focus on batterer treatment and rehabilitation 
than do the trial courts. Some HomeFront stakeholders have suggested that a specialized 
Domestic Violence Trial Court would address these issues.  That concept is explored later in this 
chapter. 
 
2.6 Court Charges, Dispositions, Conditions and Resolutions: Key Issues 
 
The previous discussion demonstrated that the Calgary Domestic Violence Court results in 
resolutions, conditions and dispositions that are markedly different from those elsewhere, 
specifically in the non-specialized trial courts and the baseline docket courts.  While these 
changes indicate that the Court is exploring new ways of increasing offender accountability for 
domestic violence, several outstanding related issues have been identified by respondents 
involved in the process evaluations conducted for this research.   Specifically, the stakeholders 
continue to be concerned about the dual charges laid by Police, the use of Peace Bonds and the 
absence of a specialized domestic violence trial court.  
 
These issues were raised by stakeholders during the first process evaluation in 2000 and 
continued to be identified as concerns in 2001, 2002 and 2003 (Table 25).  Although stakeholder 
concern about the latter two issues has decreased over time, the percentage of people for whom 
they remain a problem is still large enough to warrant investigation.  Additionally, in individual 
interviews, stakeholders often expressed strong opinions about these issues. 
 
Table 25.  Issues Identified During First Process Evaluation58  

 
remains an 

issue 
2001 

remains 
an issue 

2002 

remains 
an issue 

2003 

 
 

Issues Identified During the First Process Evaluation 
N % N % N % 

Dual Charging 13 56.5 8 66.7 17 85.0
Absence of specialized Domestic Trial Courts 18 78.3 13 81.3 20 74.1
Response to treatment by those entering into a Peace Bond 11 44.0 9 52.9 8 42.1
 
2.6.1 Dual Charges  
 
The Calgary Police Service operates under a pro-charge policy in domestic violence cases.  That 
is, if the Officers are called to a domestic violence incident, and there are reasonable and 
probable grounds to believe that a Criminal Code offence has been committed, they must lay 
                                                 
58 Note: the percentages in this table are based only on those who responded to each question.  Missing and N/A 
responses were not included in calculations. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  82 

charges.   Calgary Police Officers currently have the discretion to arrest just one person in a 
domestic violence incident, even if both show signs of injury.  Such action can only be taken 
after a full investigation determines that one party has inflicted injuries while defending 
themselves.  As noted earlier, in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court, dual or cross charges were 
laid in 9% of the cases.   No information was available to quantify the proportion of dual charges 
laid prior to the inception of HomeFront. 
 
The Best Practices Review indicates some increase in the number of dual arrests in those 
jurisdictions which adopt pro-charging policies.  American research has shown wide variations 
in dual arrest rates, with a high of 23% in Connecticut to a low of 5.5% in Rhode Island.  
(Buzawa and Buzawa, 2003, U.S.)  The Woman Abuse Council of Toronto undertook a 
preliminary study of dual arrests in Toronto in 2000-2001 and found a significant increase in 
police-laid charges against women in domestic violence situations, from an average rate of 1.5 
women per month from April 1 to December 31, 2000 to 11.7 women per month from April 1 to 
June 30, 2001.  (Woman Abuse Council of Toronto, 2001, Can.) On the other hand, Ursel found 
that Winnipeg’s pro-arrest policy did not make a significant difference in the dual arrest rate.  It 
was 6% before the policy was instituted and rose to only 7% after policy implementation.  
(Ursel, 2001, Can.)  
 
As noted in the Best Practices Review, many academics and activists are troubled by the issue of 
dual arrest as they feel that, in some cases, the women may be acting in self-defense or initiating 
violence as a strategy to avoid harm.  Ursel (2001, Can.) also points out  that dual arrests have a 
negative effect “on the pursuit of justice within the courts” as they usually lead to stays of 
proceedings because the accused has a strong defense of a consensual fight.  The Woman Abuse 
Council of Toronto (2001) adds that dual arrests send abusers a very clear message that they can 
“continue their abusive behaviour with impunity.”   
 
Academics and activists also worry that dual charges have the potential to discourage women 
from calling the Police when they are at risk.  The HomeFront data analysis supports this 
assertion, at least so far as the reporting of breaches, rather than the new offences, is concerned.  
There were 12 incidents where dual charges were laid and a subsequent breach occurred – in 
none of these cases was the reporting party the victim, which contrasts to the group of 244 
breach incidents where dual charges were not laid, 84 of which were reported by the victim 
(34.4%).  This is a statistically significant result (p=.01 using a Fisher Exact test), but obviously 
a group of 12 is somewhat small. In the case of new offences, the proportion of victim reporting 
new incidents was the same whether or not a dual charge was laid (25% vs. 28%, not 
significant).  Again, the group consisting of dual charge cases was small (N=8). 
 
Primary aggressor policies are the solution most often put forward in the literature to deal with 
dual arrest.  (Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group, 2003, Can.; Osthoff, 2002, 
U.S.; Hirschel and Buzawa, 2002, U.S.; Ursel, 2001, Can; Woman Abuse Council of Toronto, 
2001, Can.; Miller, 2001, U.S.; Sacuzzo, 1999, U.S.)  Such policies direct Police Officers to 
assess who is the offender and who is the victim, both in the relationship and in the current 
incident, and encourage them to use information about the history of abuse to assist in 
distinguishing between defensive and offensive injuries.  According to Hirschel and Buzawa 
(2000, U.S.), declines in dual arrests have been noted in some jurisdictions after the 
implementation of such policies and/or the institution of training.  The Calgary Police Service is 
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currently working on primary aggressor policies which will provide Officers with guidelines on 
the appropriate action to take when both parties are alleging that the other was violent.  Others 
also suggest that the Crown in the Domestic Violence Court can use the information available to 
the Court to drop the charges against one party in a dual charge situation.  As it currently stands 
in HomeFront, there is no difference between the rates of charge withdrawal for those who were 
or were not dually charged (18.4% and 18.5% respectively).  Also, it is important to note that the 
Crown are more likely to resolve the dual charge cases with Peace Bonds (55.5% are resolved in 
this way when compared to 32.5% of those who are not dually charged). 
 
2.6.2 Peace Bonds 
 
A Peace Bond is issued under the Criminal Code and is granted by a criminal court.  There is no 
admission of guilt (although there is a legal requirement in the Domestic Violence Court that the 
accused acknowledge, on the record, the particulars of the offence) and no criminal record.  A 
Peace Bond is an order that requires someone to “keep the peace” and obey any other conditions 
that the Court places on the order.  “Keeping the peace” means that the person has to stay out of 
trouble and must not get charged with any criminal offences during the term of the Peace Bond.  
Other conditions that the Court may place on a Peace Bond include forbidding the abusive 
person from having any contact with the victim and requiring him or her to participate in 
treatment.   
 
Peace Bonds are often attractive to the accused because they do not result in a criminal record.  
As is illustrated by the following quote from a process evaluation respondent, they are also 
favoured by Crowns in cases where the available evidence makes conviction less likely.   
 

• There are lots of obstacles for prosecution of these cases that make it difficult to get a 
conviction at trial…Most of these cases don’t hold water. We’re trying to get that stuff 
built up, but there’s still that belief that I’d rather get something than nothing… 

 
Over the course of the evaluation, however, questions have been raised about the use of Peace 
Bonds in the specialized Court.  In particular, stakeholders have questioned whether their use is 
legally proper, whether they are an appropriate resolution for such a serious crime and whether 
they have a negative impact on treatment outcomes. 
 
According to some process evaluation respondents, Peace Bonds should only be used to protect a 
person who fears another individual.  They are intended to ensure that the person before the 
Court keeps the peace and is of good behaviour.  According to these stakeholders, Peace Bonds 
cannot be used to encourage rehabilitation because the person has not admitted to an offence.  
Therefore, conditions such as participation in treatment are not legally proper. 
 

• The Peace Bond is being used as a sentencing tool as opposed to what it is really 
designed for and conditions are imposed that look suspiciously like probationary 
conditions requiring the accused to do all kinds of things and the constitutionality of 
some of these conditions is really a question to me.  It may be a misperception on the part 
of the public that in fact a sentence is being imposed when in fact all that’s happening is 
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that the person is entering into a recognizance.  And so things are not as they appear to 
be.  

• They want you to treat a Peace Bond like it’s a probation order; they want you to direct 
that they report to probation.  The problem is that you are treating it like the person 
needs to be rehabilitated because he’s done something wrong but the fact is he hasn’t 
admitted doing anything wrong.  They are going to withdraw the assault charge.  You are 
directing this person to do things and saying he needs to be rehabilitated because he 
assaulted this woman but he hasn’t been convicted of assaulting anyone…  And if he 
doesn’t do it, he’s going to come back and say I didn’t assault anyone, I didn’t do 
anything wrong.  So, it’s a complete and utter misuse of a Peace Bond. 

 
It should also be noted, however, that other stakeholders argued that Peace Bonds are legally 
correct as used in the specialized Court, that the Criminal Code sanctions the imposition of 
appropriate conditions in conjunction with the Peace Bond, and that the accused are required to 
take responsibility for their actions, because it is the Crown’s practice to read in the particulars of 
the offence and have the accused acknowledge their accuracy.   
 
Stakeholders expressing concerns about Peace Bonds pointed out that a conditional discharge is 
a more appropriate tool for the specialized Court than a Peace Bond. 
 
 
 

• The proper way to do it … is a conditional discharge and then you can put him on 
probation, he’s admitted to doing something wrong.  You put him on probation for a 
period of time to see if he is going to do these things, rehabilitate himself, and at the end 
of it he gets a discharge so that he doesn’t get a criminal record.  That’s the proper way 
to do it. 

• I would’ve preferred if this evolved through conditional discharge, because it is more 
acceptable in other jurisdictions and less controversial. 

 
Some of these stakeholders added that it is political pressures, not legal issues, which are driving 
the use of Peace Bonds in the Court. 
 

• It’s not the individual Crown Prosecutor’s fault, it’s the Attorney General’s department’s 
fault.  Politically, it doesn’t sell to give somebody a discharge for domestic violence. And 
they don’t have the intestinal fortitude to do what they should be doing which is either lay 
the charge and give a conditional discharge and have certain conditions fulfilled or the 
other way to deal with it is to lay the charge and do what they do with so many other 
offences …. that is to say fine, we’ll put you on alternative measures.  You take 
responsibility and we can then get you to jump through all these hoops and take all the 
counselling and all that stuff and if you don’t then we’ll continue with the charge.  And 
that’s what they want to get to but they don’t have the guts to do it that way because they 
can’t sell that to the public, because all the special interest groups would scream bloody 
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murder if they ever saw something happened whereby there was a discharge or the 
charges weren’t proceeded with. 59 

 
Process evaluation respondents also questioned whether the use of Peace Bonds actually 
diminished the severity with which domestic violence is treated by the Court.  Some saw it as a 
step backwards, to a time when domestic violence was not considered to be a serious offence and 
accused were dealt with more leniently by the courts.   
 

• We had been told by the Court of Appeal that domestic violence is more serious than an 
assault in a bar.  An assault between strangers is one thing but this is a breach of trust 
…and therefore it was more serious.  So now I’m in one courtroom and I have a barroom 
brawl and I’m told send him to jail and I go into another courtroom and it’s  domestic 
violence … and I’m told it’s the fourth time he’s done it and he should be put on a Peace 
Bond.  I’m torn between what is a very clear inconsistency in legal principle being 
applied in one courtroom to another and I have difficulty with that. 

   
Others, however, emphasized that Peace Bonds are generally used for less severe incidents of 
assault.   As discussed above, HomeFront data shows that the use of Peace Bonds decreases 
when the accused return to Court on a new offence or a breach. 
 
 
 
 
The final concern raised about Peace Bonds relates to the possible negative implications for 
treatment outcomes, because Peace Bonds do not require that the accused acknowledge guilt.  
Early on in the project, stakeholders, particularly those representing the treatment agencies, were 
concerned about the number of Peace Bonds that were issued and particularly the response to 
treatment by those entering into a Peace Bond.  As suggested by the following comment, 
offenders entering into treatment as a Peace Bond condition may be less motivated than others.  
 

• The one difference that I noted as reported by Treatment agencies, and a little bit by 
[Probation], is that with the Peace Bonds, the offender is perhaps somewhat less likely to 
accept responsibility. They come in saying, well, I didn’t really do anything. My lawyer 
made this deal, but I never really hit her or whatever. Some of the agencies have found 
that these folks are a little less likely to engage, but they usually work it through. 

 
Some of these concerns were partially alleviated when evaluation information suggested that 
Peace Bonds might, in fact, represent an effective resolution for low to mid-risk accused.  
Additionally, further analyses carried out for this evaluation suggested that Peace Bonds might 
result in decreased re-offence rates even for higher risk cases. As will be noted later in the report, 
those with Peace Bonds tend to make quicker linkages with treatment and are less likely to drop 
out than those without Peace Bonds.   
 

                                                 
59 It should be noted that there is no Attorney General policy restricting the use of conditional discharge in the 
Domestic Violence Court.  1.7% of HomeFront cases were resolved with conditional discharge. 
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In short, the evaluation shows positive results for the use of Peace Bonds in the Domestic 
Violence Court.  However, debates about the use of Peace Bonds in the Court continue.  Many of 
these discussions centre around legal and philosophical questions which are outside the scope of 
this investigation and likely need to be resolved with additional legal research. 
 
2.6.3 Absence of Specialized Trial Court  
 
About 34% of the accused plead not guilty at first appearance and proceed to trial.  According to 
the Crown Prosecutor’s office and HomeFront data, the defendants who plead not guilty and 
proceed to trial wait an average of 32 weeks60 for the start of their trials.61 As suggested in the 
following quotes from process evaluation respondents, during this wait period, the accused may 
not receive treatment, even though they may require it, and the victims may become difficult to 
locate or might recant their earlier statements.   
 

• Occasionally we do go by indictment on matters and then we’ll set a preliminary hearing 
date which would be six months down the road and then Queen’s Bench would be 
another six – they’re not fast tracking once they’re into trials.  

• It’s not that I think the other Courts do a bad job when they go to trial because I wouldn’t 
know one way or the other to even comment on it, but it’s just the length of the time it 
takes to happen. 

• What … happens is he’ll go in and plead not guilty, so when somebody pleads not guilty, 
you could be looking at 6 to 8 months for trial…and that’s when the recants start coming 
in. They start writing letters.  

 
Analyses discussed earlier in this chapter suggested that those who proceed to trial are a higher 
risk group, and that not-guilty resolutions result in higher re-offence rates for both the high-risk 
and low-risk groups.  Furthermore, as indicated above, about 36% (or 280 out of 775) of the 
domestic cases that proceed to trial are dismissed by the Judge.  Table 26 shows that the top 
reasons for dismissal include victim recanting (32%), an inability to locate the victim (32%) and 
insufficient evidence (14%).   In total, 12% of victims recanted in the trial courts, as opposed to 
6% in the Domestic Violence Court. 

Table 26.  Reasons for Case Dismissal/Withdrawal in Trial62  
 

Reasons Number63 Percent 
Victim recanting/not cooperative 90 32.1
Victim gone and cannot serve 90 32.1
Insufficient evidence 38 13.6
Witness(es) gone and cannot serve 12 4.3
Charges dropped at victim's request 8 2.9

                                                 
60 The time period is based on current information from the Crown’s office and is calculated from the conclusion of 
the case in the Domestic Violence Court to the beginning of the trial. 
61 The Courts are currently attempting to address this issue by scheduling preliminary hearings for 30 to 90 days 
after conclusion of case in the Docket Courts. 
62 Multiple reasons are present. 
63 There were a total of 280 cases withdrawn at trial. 
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Consolidation64 4 1.4
Other 36 12.9

 

In addition, as explained earlier, the cases in the trial courts concluded with a lower proportion of 
incarceration dispositions, a lower proportion of supervised probation dispositions, and a lower 
proportion of conditions, in particular those directing the offender to batterer treatment, 
alcohol/substance abuse assessment or treatment, abstain from alcohol, have no contact, or 
counselling as directed, as compared to those resolved in the Domestic Violence Docket Court. 
 
The solution, according to some process evaluation respondents, is to establish a specialized 
domestic violence trial court, where the cases can be fast-tracked and resolutions, conditions and 
dispositions may be more informed. 
 

• I would like to see it go to trial before the domestic violence Court. I think if they were 
able to do that, sit in the afternoon and do trials in the afternoon, there would be a lot 
less dodging. At least for some time, the waiting period for trial should be a lot less. 

• [What] would resolve it completely would be if we had a full trial Court because then 
whatever comes to our Court would go to our trial Court—you either deal with us here or 
there, whatever you want, and that would resolve most of that… In effect, no matter 
where Defence goes, they’ll get the same presentation of ‘this is what we’re willing to 
settle for’. 

 
However, not all respondents agreed with the concept of a specialized trial court.  They pointed 
out that the justice system is overloaded right now, all of the courts are backlogged and all 
accused are waiting lengthy periods of time for trial.  A specialized court for domestic violence, 
they said, would amount to queue-jumping, with the justice system providing better and more 
efficient service to some parties than to others.  The more fair solution, according to these 
respondents, is to deal with the resource issues in the entire system, so that all trials proceed 
more quickly. 
 

• There are advantages to getting any case to trial fast.  But why would this take priority 
over the sexual assault of a young person, or fraud involving an elderly person?  All 
cases benefit from being heard earlier.  Funding for everything is low, the system is 
jammed tight.  Why give priority to one type of offence? 

 
3. EARLY CASE RESOLUTION 
 
One fundamental intent of the Domestic Violence Docket Court is to provide an opportunity for 
early case resolution.  Early court resolution refers to the ability of the Court to avoid lengthy 
delays,  set Court dates as quickly as possible (Ursel, 1994, 1997, Can.) and facilitate rapid 
referral of eligible offenders to intensive batterer treatment programs (Family Violence Initiative, 
Can.; Moyer et al., 2000).  According to process evaluation respondents, HomeFront’s Domestic 

                                                 
64 In cases where an accused has been charged in connection with more than one incident or offence, the charges can 
be consolidated, so that one trial can be held.  A consolidation is withdrawn if the accused pleads guilty to any one 
of the original charges. 
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Violence Court has been able to achieve both goals of early court resolution: avoiding lengthy 
delays and linking eligible offenders with treatment options. 
 

• The Pre-Court Conference… certainly leads to early resolution in a lot of these cases, 
and whatever role we play there…. You can’t say enough about [early case resolution] 
because it gets the offender into Treatment while he’s still very fresh—he or she—and far 
fewer defenses set up and still being somewhat motivated vs. the whole business of the 
Court system playing out and everybody going to trial and that whole tension in that 
family unit. 

• Because we are offering resolutions, which are Treatment oriented rather than 
punishment oriented, accused people are more willing to deal with matters quickly and 
it’s considered a win/win situation for everybody. 

• Historically, we had to deal with the legal process while trying to engage men who 
probably could have been engaged, but had to go through the legal ramifications of 
going to counseling—I’ll probably be thought guilty if I go for help and all of that. That 
has lifted and opens up huge possibilities for counseling and just the potential for 
reducing further damage after the incident. The children don’t have to deal with the 
promises and the kind of cold war that often happens between the incident and the Court 
process. That’s all very exciting and seems to be working smoothly. 

• There were a number of things that we hoped would happen that are happening, one of 
which is the Court system seems to be dealing with these fellows expeditiously, so we 
have people sometimes who are in Treatment with us a week or two weeks after the 
incident has happened, which is remarkable.  

 
 
Quantitative data gathered for the HomeFront evaluation confirms the stakeholder feedback 
(Table 27).  On average, the accused first appeared in the Domestic Violence Docket Court 
within 44 days (a median of eight days), and 59% appeared within two weeks from the date of 
the original incident.  About 46% of the cases were concluded within two weeks from the first 
appearance in the Domestic Violence Docket Court (an average of 37 and a median of 17 days).  
About 86% of the HomeFront cases were resolved within two adjournments or less.65  As can be 
noted from Table 27 below, the length of time between first appearance and disposition in the 
Domestic Violence Docket Court was consistently shorter and required fewer adjournments than 
during the baseline period.  On average, the baseline cases were resolved in about two months (a 
mean of four and a median of three adjournments). 
 
Table 27.  Length of Processing in Domestic Violence Docket Court and Baseline Dockets  
 

Domestic Violence Docket 
Median=8; Mean = 44.5 

 
Baseline Dockets 

Median=51 ; Mean = 93 
Days between 
incident & 
first 
appearance Number Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent Number Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

0 to 7 1367 47.9 47.9 35 3.1 3.1 

                                                 
65 According to the Crown’s office, longer periods between incident and first appearance can be explained by late 
reporting of the incident or inability to locate the offender and a need to proceed by warrant. 
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8 to 14 329 11.5 59.4 61 5.5 8.6 
15 to 30 254 8.9 68.3 168 15.0 23.6 
31 to 60 547 19.2 87.4 420 37.6 61.2 
61 to 90 124 4.3 91.8 253 22.6 83.9 
91 to 180 116 4.1 95.8 111 9.9 93.8 
181 or longer 119 4.2 100.0 69 6.2 100.0 
Total 2856 100.0  1117 100.0   

Median=17, Mean=37.2 Median=155.2, Mean=67.5 Days between  
1st appearance 
and disposition Number Percent C. Percent Number Percent C. Percent 
0 to 7 877 30.7 30.7 168 15.1 15.1 
8 to 14 442 15.5 46.1 48 4.3 19.4 
15 to 30 608 21.3 67.4 120 10.8 30.1 
31 to 60 475 16.6 84.0 190 17.0 47.1 
61 to 90 155 5.4 89.4 109 9.8 56.9 
91 to 180 208 7.3 96.7 219 19.6 76.5 
181 or longer 95 3.3 100.0 262 23.5 100.0 
Total 2860 100.0  1116 100.0   

Median = 2, Mean = 2.34 Median = 3, Mean = 3.93 Number of 
adjournments Number Percent C. Percent Number Percent C. Percent 
0 to 1 1190 41.5 41.5 237 21.0 21.0 
2 to 4 1272 44.4 85.9 526 46.5 67.5 
5 to 8 327 11.4 97.3 279 24.7 92.2 
9 to 15 51 1.8 99.1 73 6.5 98.7 
16 or more 25 .9 100.0 15 1.3 100.0 
Total 2865 100.0  1130 100.0  

 

The HomeFront results are similar to those in other domestic violence courts in Canada. For 
example, Winnipeg’s FVC has been able to set trial dates more rapidly than the general court 
(Ursel, 2001, Can.).   Ontario’s early intervention approach was also successful in reducing the 
number of days from the first hearing to the date of adjudication.  In the vigorous prosecution 
model, there was a large and statistically significant drop in the number of days from the first to 
final hearing in two of the three sites studied. (Moyer et al., 2000, Can.)  These results seem to 
suggest that some combination of factors involved with specialized courts leads to early case 
resolution.  Teasing out exactly which factors cause the effect is difficult, given the vast changes 
which take place when system reforms such as these are initiated.  It would not be unreasonable, 
however, to assume that increased funding and policies and procedures which enhance system 
partnerships contribute to success in this area.   
 
The median number of adjournments has remained consistent, at about two adjournments every 
HomeFront quarter. However, the interviews conducted with stakeholders in 2004 suggest that 
the number of adjournments has been increasing in the Docket Court recently, partially due to 
the high volume of cases.  According to one Court Team member, there are now anywhere from 
eight to 28 cases in Court per day and the median appears to be about 12 cases per day and 
increasing.   The respondent goes further to suggest: “We do not have time now as it stands.  I 
would suggest that we are working beyond our level of best efficiency.”  This information seems 
to imply that the speed of processing in Docket Court remains efficient, however, it may 
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decrease if some issues, such as volume in Court and the increasing number of adjournments 
during the day, are not monitored and addressed.66  
 

•  I think one of the things you have to look at is our court is overrun with work.  We are 
over burdened with cases, shortages of judges and court clerks, court staff and it’s very 
easy to let any court begin to slip… Some things are slipping because of the change of 
Crown and adjournments are sort of routinely given for two or three weeks.  In principle, 
in that court the adjournments should be two days and we get on with it… and that begins 
to undermine one of the first premises of this court. 

 
3.1 Early Case Resolution, Recidivism, and Risk 
 
The duration in days was calculated between date of incident and date of first appearance in 
Docket Court, and then between date of first appearance and date of resolution.  Both parametric 
(t-test) and non-parametric (Mann-Whitney) statistical tests were used to assess whether there 
was any relationship between risk factors and these intervals.  The analyses did find that higher 
risk cases were associated with longer time intervals.  Specifically, cases involving alcohol 
tended to take longer over both intervals (p<.001 and p=.053 respectively), and both interval 
measures were significantly different in groups defined by the presence of a prior offence.  Also, 
the duration between first appearance and resolution was significantly higher for individuals with 
less than a high school education.  In short, higher risk accused are more likely to take longer to 
appear in the Domestic Violence Court and their cases remain in Court for a longer period of 
time than the cases of lower risk accused. 
 
4. COMMUNICATION AND  INFORMATION EXCHANGE  
 
The original model for the Domestic Violence Court, envisioned in 1988, described the Court as 
supported by several key individuals, including assigned Crown Prosecutors, members of the 
Domestic Conflict Unit of the Calgary Police Service, Domestic Court Case Workers and 
specialized Community Corrections Probation Officers.  Clearly, developing and implementing 
processes which help these various system partners communicate is a significant component of 
HomeFront’s work.  This section discusses the successes and challenges the project has 
experienced in facilitating information-sharing among the system partners.   
 
4.1 What the Literature Says 
 
The importance of developing strong communication and information-sharing processes has 
been well-recognized in the academic literature.  The Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial 
Working Group (2003, Can.) lists establishing consistent policies and protocols for intervening 
agencies and enhancing networking among service-providers as two of the key activities of any 
effective coordinated justice response.   Academics and activists also acknowledge, however, 
that creating workable mechanisms for sharing information and acting collaboratively across 
sectors can be difficult.  Indeed, the work involved in developing policies and protocols, 
facilitating networking and developing computerized monitoring and tracking processes has been 
                                                 
66 HomeFront numbers, particularly in the later stages of the project, might have been affected by an inability to 
access open trial files. 
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identified as particularly challenging by researchers studying the well-known Domestic Abuse 
Intervention Project in Duluth, Minnesota.  Articles elaborating on these difficulties point to a 
number of underlying issues, which have also been identified by others writing in this field:  
many players must be involved in a successful coordinated community response; the institutions 
involved are often large and unwieldy; and the participating organizations and institutions have 
different and often conflicting cultures and mandates. (Shepard and Pence, 1999, U.S.)  An 
important related issue, raised by some academics, is that too much information-sharing can lead 
to tragic results, with mothers losing their children to the child welfare system because of the 
violence the children have experienced or witnessed at home.  (Kelitz, 2002, U.S.)  Further 
complicating this issue, of course, are the constraints placed on many jurisdictions, including 
Alberta, by privacy legislation.   
 
4.2 HomeFront’s Information-Sharing Protocols  
 
At project inception, HomeFront developed protocols detailing information-sharing strategies for 
each of the system partners.  The protocols ensure that the Crown Prosecutors have sufficient 
information about the cases before they proceed.  For example, the Domestic Conflict Unit 
investigates the most serious and difficult cases and assists in the transfer of information between 
the Police investigator and the Crown Prosecutor. The Crown then liaises with the Domestic 
Court Case Workers and Probation, to ensure that he or she is in possession of all necessary 
information regarding the victim, the victim’s wishes and situation and the prior probation 
history of the accused.  Probation maintains links with the DCCWs, the Police and the Crown to 
ensure appropriate supervision, maintain information about high-risk cases and notify the system 
partners should breaches occur.   
 
 
 
4.3 Broad Communication Successes  
 
A large majority of the process evaluation stakeholders consistently rated collaboration and 
communication among organizations represented on HomeFront as a success – between 97% 
(2001) and 90% (2003) perceived collaboration among systems as a success, and between 80% 
(2001) and 92% (2002) said that communication between the systems was successful.  
 

• I think the thing that is working well is the fact that we have a lot of organizations 
working together in the same room and collectively looking at the issue. 

• I think it’s been very good; it’s been a pleasure to be involved because people are very 
keen and want to do something special, and want to do something to have a positive 
impact on the community, and from that perspective, it’s been a joy to work closely.  You 
know you can have barriers between groups and I just haven’t seen evidence of any…It’s 
just a pleasure to know that we’re all free to be on the same page and working together. 

•  [The ability of the community to respond to domestic violence is enhanced] through 
increased understanding of each organization’s place in the continuum of HomeFront 
services. [There are] less gaps in services and more effective use of resources. The 
overall vision for the community has been elevated by the [project’s] collaborative 
thinking and work. 
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• There is better communication within the justice system and between justice system and 
the community. This has resulted in a shared problem solving approach as issues arise 
and provides a mechanism to identify and respond to gaps in service. 

 
4.4 Specific Communication Successes:  The Court Team and the Pre-Court Conference  
 
The Court uses a team of individuals (specialized Crown Prosecutors, Domestic Conflict Unit 
Police Officers, Probation Officers, Legal Aid Duty Counsel and Domestic Court Case Workers) 
in an effort to ensure appropriate and efficient responses to domestic violence incidents.  The 
Pre-Court Conference, in which all team members review each case with Defence counsel prior 
to its appearance before the Court, is an important part of the Court process.  The Court Team 
and the Pre-Court Conference embody key aspects of HomeFront:  inter-agency and inter-
sectoral collaboration and linkages, inclusion, open information exchange and, ultimately, early 
case resolution designed to assist all family members.  As illustrated by the following comments, 
communication and information exchange among the Court Team members during the Pre-Court 
Conference represent some of the most successful elements of HomeFront. 
 

• It is working very well, we have established positive relationships, particularly with the 
court team, there is trust, positive communication. 

• Everyone knows their role, it’s well defined.   
• There are positive developments in terms of team and appreciation of each other, 

especially [an increased recognition that Probation and DCCW] have something of value 
to contribute and are not lower on the hierarchy as before.  

• The meeting process itself… is a helpful, informal discussion where we learn what 
[everyone] learned about the accused. I don’t find it to be a vindictive or blaming 
process; those involved are trying to propose either bail conditions or counseling, if 
there’s going to be a plea, that’s best going to help this whole family. 

 
A large majority of the 2003 process evaluation respondents (87.5%) rated the Pre-Court 
Conference as a success.  However, the ratings decreased slightly over the duration of the pilot 
project; in 2001 and 2002, 100% of respondents rated the Conference as a success.  Information 
presented in Table 28 below provides some explanation for these results.   
 
A large majority of the process evaluation respondents agreed or strongly agreed that Court 
Team members understood each other’s roles and responsibilities, that the Pre-Court 
Conferences contributed to early and appropriate case resolution and that Court Team members 
worked together collaboratively (the 2003 success ratings range from 94.7% up to 100%).   
Moreover, the respondents’ satisfaction increased in several areas over the course of the pilot 
project:  more thought that the Defence lawyers had an opportunity to participate in the Pre-
Court Conferences (88.9% in 2001, 94.4% in 2002 and 100% in 2003), that key information was 
recorded (44.4%, 75% and 80%) and that Court Team members had sufficient information to 
bring to Conferences (47.1%, 50% and 53.3%). 

Table 28.  Satisfaction with Pre-Court Conference67  

                                                 
67 Note: the percentages are calculated on the basis on the total number of people responding to a specific question. 
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 Agree or 

Strongly Agree 
(2001) 

Agree or 
Strongly Agree 

(2002) 

Agree or 
Strongly Agree 

(2003) 
Pre-Court  Processes N %(r) N %(r) N % 

Court Team members understand each other’s roles 
and responsibilities 19 95.0(2) 18 100.0(1) 20 100.0 

Defence Lawyers have an opportunity to participate in 
the Pre-Court Conferences 16 88.9(3) 17 94.4(2) 18 100.0 

The Pre-Court Conferences contribute to early case 
resolution 16 100.0(1) 17 100.0(1) 21 95.5 

Court Team members work together collaboratively 18 100.0(1) 17 100.0(1) 20 95.2 
Pre-Court Conferences contribute to appropriate case 
resolution 14 100.0(1) 15 93.8(3) 18 94.7 

Information shared at the Pre-Court Conferences 
reflects the needs of the whole family – the 
complainant, the accused and the children 

12 80.0(6) 13 86.7(4) 13 86.7 

Court Team Members consistently attend Pre-Court 
Conferences 15 100.0(1) 15 93.8(3) 12 85.7 

Court resolutions reflect information provided by all 
Court Team members 13 86.7(5) 15 100.0(1) 14 82.3 

All members of the Court Team have an opportunity to 
voice their opinions during the Pre-Court conferences 15 88.3(4) 17 100.0(1) 10 76.9 

Structure of the meeting area is appropriate for the Pre-
Court Conferences 12 80.0(6) 13 100.0(1) 7 63.6 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 28 – continued 
 

Most of the time 
2001 

Most of the time 
2002 

Most of the time 
2003 

Pre-Court  Processes N % N % N % 
Key information shared during the Pre-Court 
Conferences is recorded for cases that are adjourned or 
moved to trial 

4 44.4 6 75.0 4 80.0 

The Court Team members have sufficient information 
to bring to Pre-Court Conferences 

8 47.1 7 50.0 8 53.3 

The Court Team has sufficient time to discuss the files 3 48.0 4 30.1 3 33.3 
The Court Team is present during key discussions 
between the Crown and the Defence 

11 78.6 11 84.6 5 50.0 

 
However, the results showed a sizable decrease in satisfaction that the structure of the meeting 
was appropriate (from 80% in 2001, to 100% in 2002 and 63.6% in 2003), that all members of 
the Team had an opportunity to voice their opinions during Conferences (from 88.3% to 100% to 
76.9%) and that the Court Team was present during key discussions between the Crown and 
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Defence (78.6%, 84.6% and 50%).  Fewer also believed that the Court Team members 
consistently attended Conferences (from 100%, to 93.8%, to 85.7%), and that Court resolutions 
reflected information provided by all Court Team members (from 86.7% to 100% to 82.3%).  All 
of this information suggests that while Team members work together effectively and 
collaboratively, some concerns exist about consistent attendance and participation of all Team 
members.  These concerns are discussed in more detail in the following section. 
 
4.5 Communication Challenges Related to the Court Team and the Pre-Court Conference 
 
This section discusses key communication challenges related to the Court Team and the Pre-
Court Conference, as highlighted by the process evaluation respondents and listed in Table 28 
above.   These include:  involvement of the Team members in discussions, availability of 
information, attendance of the Pre-Court Conferences by the Team members, and lengthy and 
multiple case conferences.   
 
4.5.1 Inconsistent Inclusion of the Court Team Members 

 
According to the respondents, the ability of the Crown Prosecutors to appropriately include the 
Court Team members and to allow them to contribute needed information is critical.  Some 
stakeholders indicated that the turnover of the Crown Prosecutors has hindered adequate 
information exchange and limited the involvement of the full team in the pre-Court process.  
Different working styles, priorities and levels of knowledge about domestic violence among the 
Crown Prosecutors may be contributing to this situation.   
 

• Crown needs to be open to the team, otherwise it is a waste of time for [the DCCW’s] to 
try and contact the victim and try to work to ensure her safety.   

• The two key players - Crown and Defence - determine the degree to which other team 
members have input. While some are excellent, others are exclusive. 

• It [the Pre-Court Conference] is breaking down a little bit. I think we’re starting to see 
some Defence having side or private conversations with the Crown or the team isn’t 
necessarily involved. 

 
4.5.2 Decrease in Availability of Information and Inconsistent Attendance of Team Members 
 
The stakeholders indicated that less information is available or brought to the Court by the Team 
members now than was common at the start of the project. 

• We’re not getting the kind of information that we should be getting.  The court team isn’t 
pursuing the avenues, often the victim hasn’t been consulted, the Crown and the team 
haven’t been having the usual meetings that they should be having to bring us up to 
speed. 

• [I also] noticed that at the beginning of this project there was more of this kind of 
information coming forward. 

 
Some respondents also pointed out that, while the Court Team members attend the Pre-Court 
Conferences, they do not always remain in Court for the duration of the hearings. 
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• I don’t think they’re working as well as they were. I think there’s been a little bit of a 
breakdown. By the time I get in there some days, some of the members aren’t there; 
they’re out doing other things.  

• I also know that the team isn’t always present. They’re always there in the morning to 
begin, and then depending on what’s happening with their caseload, they’re gone, 
they’re in and out, so they’re not always there, especially for the later adjournments…It’s 
not working as well as it started off because we had very few cases when we started and 
we weren’t loading the courts… 

 
The respondents attributed these challenges to the increasing volume of cases in the Domestic 
Violence Court, the nature of cases heard in the Court and the “burn-out” factor. 
 

• I think it was more energetic; I’ll put it that way.  But I think that happens with any 
project, it’s part of the whole process. 

• And it’s very hard when you do these kinds of issues to keep up, the environment is not a 
pleasant one, it’s a difficult environment and to keep on edge, it’s difficult.  It’s not 
routine, once you start clicking into “just another case, it’s another case,” you lose all 
the emphasis that this project is supposed to have and it’s a problem. 

 
4.5.3 Concerns About Need for Multiple and Lengthy Case Conferences 
 
The Court Team meets for the Pre-Court Conference a half hour prior to the start of the hearings.  
During the Conference, the Team members review each case.  In some cases, particularly when 
the Defence lawyers are not available during the Conference time, the Team has to reconvene 
several times during the morning, leading to multiple adjournments during Court hours.   These 
conferences may be lengthy in order to facilitate comprehensive information exchange.  
 
 
 
According to some stakeholders, “the cumulative time that the court is down is higher than other 
courts” and this “wastes too much of the court’s time and resources.”  However, others argue 
that “while the court time is used differently [than in the other courts]…and may create 
difficulties for the Court Clerks and the Defence Bar who have to wait for the conferences to 
conclude… it is used more effectively as supported by the evaluation results.” 
 
The Court Team has implemented changes to reduce the number and length of case conferences.  
In some cases, the Crown Prosecutors meet with the DCCWs several days prior to Court and 
then meet individually with the Defence lawyers in Court.  Additionally, the Court Team 
members are developing a form to record information shared during the Conferences to ensure 
that the Team does not have to repeatedly discuss the same information when they reconvene 
after adjournments or when the accused returns to Court on a new charge or a breach.   
 
4.6 Post-Court Linkages  
 
If the offender pleads guilty or receives a Peace Bond in the Domestic Violence Court, he or she 
will be required to report to Probation and might be directed to attend treatment.  The 
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effectiveness of probation supervision is enhanced by the linkages that the Probation Officer 
maintains with the Police (to ensure that Probation is aware of any further police involvement 
with the accused), the treatment agencies (to ensure compliance with treatment conditions) and 
the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program (to ensure that victim safety is maintained).  Over 
the course of the evaluation, concerns have arisen about the post-Court communication and 
information-sharing between Probation and the treatment agencies, as well as between Probation 
and the DCCWS. 
 
4.6.1 Probation and Treatment 
 
Information-sharing between Probation and treatment is essential in ensuring that probation 
supervision approaches are informed by knowledge of the accused’s compliance with the 
treatment conditions. HomeFront protocols call for treatment agencies to maintain regular 
contact with the Probation Officers and to advise the Officers within one working day about non-
attendance at counseling or group programs.  
 
There does not appear to be a consistent approach among the treatment agencies in providing 
information about offender compliance to the Probation Officers. In some cases, agencies send a 
generic form to Probation which indicates whether the offender complied with treatment 
conditions.  In other cases, agencies give letters to the accused that describe their treatment 
attendance.  The clients are expected to bring the letters to the Probation Officers in order to 
document their treatment attendance.  According to some process evaluation respondents, “this 
does not always work perfectly – we have had clients get lost in a shuffle.” 
 
The absence of consistent protocols to guide information exchange about treatment process and 
progress has been somewhat tempered by the strong relationships that exist between the 
representatives of the treatment agencies and Probation.  These solid working relationships 
facilitate speedy connections and information exchange. 
 

•  [Treatment and probation] have very positive relationship…there is  effective, on-going 
information exchange…this internal interaction is critical to implementation. 

 
4.6.2 Probation and the DCCWs 
 
Gaps have also appeared in the current information exchange between Probation and the 
DCCWs.   In the early years of the project, DCCWs provided Probation Officers with summaries 
of cases which had concluded in the Domestic Violence Court.  According to some Probation 
Officers, this information was a valuable tool in their supervision of offenders.  It appears that 
this practice has been discontinued, possibly due to DCCW workload considerations.   
 
4.7  Linkages Between the Domestic Violence Court and Other Systems 
 
Effective functioning of the Domestic Violence Court also relies on successful linkages and 
information exchange between HomeFront service-providers, others in the justice system and 
representatives of other related sectors.  This evaluation indicates improved flow of information 
between the Domestic Violence Docket Court and other Calgary docket courts, and between the 
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Domestic Violence Court and the child welfare system.  There still remains a certain degree of 
disconnect between the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts 
 
4.7.1 Improved Linkages with Other Docket Courts 
 
According to some process evaluation respondents, during the first two years of the project, 
some Defence lawyers were able to circumvent the system by adopting a strategy of having their 
clients plead not guilty in the Domestic Violence Docket Court and subsequently reversing those 
pleas in other, non-specialized docket courts.   
 

• What happens is the Defence are taking what we call “end running” so they’ll just send it 
down for trial and then they’ll get it out of our Court and then they’ll bring it forward. 
Maybe they have a file on that day they’re going to plead, but they’re hoping if they plead 
in another Court, they’ll get a better deal and so they’ll bring it forward and plead in 
another Court where it doesn’t have a team to support the Crown.  

 
A related issue, raised early in the project’s history, concerned offenders who breached 
conditions of the Domestic Violence Court.  HomeFront expects that all offenders who breach 
Domestic Violence Court conditions will re-appear in that Court on the breach charges.  
However, contrary to those expectations, some of the domestic breach cases were resolved in 
other docket courts.   
 
Both of these issues – plea reversals and appearances on breach charges in other docket courts - 
have been resolved by HomeFront.  The Crown Prosecutors in other docket courts can easily 
identify the domestic files and now send the cases back to the specialized Court when a guilty 
plea is entered.  As well, cases which have been set for trial but in which the accused 
subsequently reverse their pleas to guilty, are directed to the specialized Court.  Finally, DCCWs 
and DCU can access the 24-hour police report to ensure that they are aware of breaches or new 
offences and, if required, help re-direct these cases to the Domestic Violence Court. 
4.7.2 Improved Linkages with Child Welfare 
 
Children under 18 are involved in about 56% of the cases that appear in the Domestic Violence 
Docket Court. Often these cases are subject to existing child welfare orders that dictate the type 
and frequency of contact between the offending parent and the child.  Until about a year ago, no 
protocols existed to guide information exchange between child welfare authorities and the 
Domestic Violence Court.  Therefore, the Domestic Violence Court could not consider in its 
decisions the pre-existing child welfare orders and the child welfare system did not have 
information about contact conditions imposed in the Domestic Violence Court.  To address this 
problem, HomeFront established protocols with the child welfare system which guide 
information exchange and which take into consideration Canadian privacy legislation.  
 

• The most valuable connection is CW protocol.  CW and police deal with the same 
dysfunctional families, it’s horrific that there was no relationship between CW and the 
police.  Now we share everything.  Maybe CW could also appoint a liaison to dv court to 
make sure that they are aware of the status of cases and call us to testify when 
considering Permanent or Temporary Guardianship Orders.   
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• [The defence might wish] to remove a no contact order,[but] frequently Child Welfare 
will take the children out of the home…[judges] have to know [this] before making 
decisions. 

 
4.7.3 Lack of Information Sharing with Family Courts 
  
While information exchange procedures have improved between the Domestic Violence Court 
and other docket courts, and between the specialized Court and the child welfare system, there 
remains a disconnection between family courts and the Domestic Violence Court.  The two 
courts often deal with the same families, although the family courts only consider custody issues.  
Judges in both courts require as much information as possible so that they can make appropriate 
decisions. Unfortunately, there is currently no single data source that stores information from 
both courts.  The two comments below illustrate this issue. 
 

• Partners who’ve just been arrested and charged with domestic violence[are] walking 
across the hallway… to family Court and getting interim custody of their children, and 
then arriving at the shelter door…and taking their kids because there is no 
communication between those two Courtrooms. And we’ve seen this happen. 

• We’ve been trying to improve the lines of communication and ensure that family Court is 
aware of what’s going on so that you don’t have that situation where there’s a family 
proceedings and they’re doing something quite different with the client. I was called not 
too long ago by a divorce lawyer saying that she had examination for discovery set up in 
the divorce action and the husband is saying that he can’t come to those discoveries 
because he has a no-contact order and a criminal proceeding. I was able to get that back 
on track and made it clear in Court that he did have a no-contact order but that certainly 
didn’t preclude him from fulfilling his obligations. That’s how determined people can use 
one part of the system against another.  

 
Effective connections between various courts is an issue raised in the Best Practices Review, 
with academics arguing for integrated data collection systems to collect and synthesize data from 
all system participants, including the various courts (criminal, civil and family) which may be 
involved with one family. (Keilitz, 2002, U.S.) 
 
5. GENERAL ISSUES AFFECTING THE WORK OF THE PARTNERING 
 ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Over the course of this evaluation, four key issues have emerged that have significantly affected, 
both positively and negatively, the work of the partnering organizations in the Domestic 
Violence Court.  These issues (workload, specialization, co-location and accountability) are 
discussed in further detail in this section. 
 
5.1 Workload – An Issue for Probation 
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As demonstrated in Table 29 below, all of the HomeFront systems, with the exception of the 
Domestic Conflict Unit,68 experienced increased workload as a result of the implementation of 
the specialized Domestic Violence Docket Court. In the last year, these issues were largely 
resolved for the Domestic Court Case Workers and the Crown’s office, as more staff members 
were hired and rotation procedures were implemented, and for the treatment agencies, as more 
resources were put in place.  However, workload remains a significant problem for the Probation 
office.  As can be seen in the table below, in 2003, 84% of the HomeFront stakeholders 
identified this as a concern for the Probation office, as compared to 38% who identified 
treatment workload issues, 38% who focused on the DCCWs, 55% who pointed to the DCU 
workload  and 65% who were concerned about the increased burden on the Crowns. 
 
Table 29.  Issues Identified During the First Process Evaluation 
 

remains 
an issue 

2001 

remains 
an issue 

2002 

remains 
an issue 

2003 

 
 
 

N % N % N % 
Batterer Treatment agencies workload 6 33 5 36 8 38 
Domestic Court Case Workers' Workload 15 68 8 50 8 38 
Domestic Conflict Unit Workload 19 86 10 83 11 55 
Crown Workload & Docket Size 17 85 13 81 15 65 
Probation Workload 18 78 17 94 16 84 
 
According to representatives of the Probation office, an ideal probation caseload contains 
approximately 80 cases.  However, as the Domestic Violence Court became a reality, the 
workload of the Probation Officers supervising domestic cases reached 100-110 cases.  In the 
last four years, the Probation domestic violence workload has increased almost fourfold, from 
350 to 1200 cases.  The fact that supervision of domestic violence cases is generally more 
intensive than the average Probation supervision places an additional strain on the system.  
As demonstrated in the following comments, workload has negatively affected some of the 
Probation activities associated with the Domestic Violence Court, as well as the ability of that 
office to maintain specialization.  Issues around specialization will be discussed in further detail 
in the following section. 
 

• Probation can’t see clients as often, or follow-up with agencies or ensure offender 
accountability. Probation started closing files early (half way through probation period) 
...and had to do this in order to manage the caseload.69 

• There is overload in probation… no specialization any more, no consistency in policy 
and practice. 

• I think there’s still a weakness in the probation office….  They are not properly resourced 
from what I can tell. 

 

                                                 
68 DCU caseload has consistently contained 75 active files; the ratings in the table might be explained by the fact 
that DCU has always maintained that they are under-staffed. 
69 Probation stakeholders indicate that this practice of closing the files part way through the probation period was in 
place prior to the inception of HomeFront. 
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Workload problems in the Probation office are not unique to the Calgary system.  A dramatic 
increase in the number of offenders sentenced to probation appears to be one of the consistent 
outcomes of a specialized domestic violence court (Mederos et al., 1999, U.S.).  For example, in 
Winnipeg, the active caseload of family violence offenders in Probation offices skyrocketed to 
1557 in 1995, as compared to 289 in 1989.  Ursel (2001, 1996, Can.), who evaluated the 
Domestic Violence Court in Winnipeg, called for additional resources for Probation departments 
so that they could effectively meet the demand caused by the specialized Court. 
 
Other academics have also noted the increased burden placed on Probation resources by 
specialized courts.  Authors who have addressed the role of Probation in domestic violence 
courts seem to concur that Probation services can be effective in addressing domestic violence if 
they are well-resourced, prepare thorough pre-sentence reports, conduct careful monitoring of 
batterers and react quickly to non-compliance.   (Roberts and Kurst-Swanger, 2002, U.S.; Amos 
and Dunham, 2002, U.S.) Unfortunately, the literature also indicates that this is not always the 
case and that Probation departments often operate under financial, resource and policy 
constraints which limit their effectiveness.  (Amos and Dunham; 2002, U.S.; Mederos et. al., 
1999, U.S.; Ursel, 1996, Can.; Ingratta and Johnson, 1995, Can.)   
 
5.2 Changes in Specialization 
 
The Best Practices Review clearly identifies the importance of specialized partners in supporting 
domestic violence courts.  In particular, the literature advocates for the development of the 
following: 
 
• Specialized Police Units in which Officers are trained to understand the complexity of 

domestic violence issues, to accept the slow, often circuitous, process of ending domestic 
violence in a relationship, and to deal effectively with cases where both parties are alleging 
abuse.  (Karan et al., 1997, U.S.; Ursel, 1998, Can.) 

• Dedicated Prosecution Units staffed by trained domestic violence Prosecutors and victim 
advocates who handle the cases from inception through disposition and employ procedures 
that support victims and facilitate victimless prosecution.  (Karan et al, 1997, U.S.; Ursel, 
2001, 1998, 1996, 1994, Can.) 

• Specialized Probation and Parole departments employing Officers trained in domestic 
violence who monitor compliance with probation conditions, including treatment orders. 
(Karan et al., 1997, U.S.; Ursel, 2001, 1996, Can.) 

• Dedicated Judges who understand the dynamics of domestic violence but who still remain 
true to the goals of justice and fairness for all parties involved and who continue to monitor 
offender accountability once the sentence has been pronounced or the protection order issued.  
(Karan et al., 1999, U.S.; Keilitz, 2002, U.S.; Mazure and Aldrich, 2002, U.S.) 

• Extensive victim services, including specialized intake units which orient victims to court 
procedures, assist them in understanding their roles in civil and criminal procedures, help 
them to access services and refer them to relevant programs. ((Karan et al., 1997, U.S.; Ursel, 
2001, 1998, 1996, 1994 Can; Keilitz, 2000, U.S.; Mazur and Aldrich, 2002, U.S.) 

 
The original vision for Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court was that it would be supported by ten 
Officers from the Domestic Conflict Unit of Calgary Police Service, two Domestic Court Case 
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Workers, two specialized Crown Prosecutors, ten specialized Probation Officers and one Legal 
Aid Duty Counsel who would be available in Court to provide information, advice and 
representation for the accused.  It was also originally anticipated that dedicated Judges would sit 
in the Court.   While the specialized activities of the DCU, the DCCWs and the Legal Aid Duty 
Counsel have evolved much as anticipated, issues and concerns have arisen which have altered 
the focus on specialization of  Probation Officers, the Crown and the Judiciary.    
 
5.2.1  Probation 
 
As discussed in the previous section of this report, Probation workload has had a significant 
impact on the ability of that office to maintain specialization.  At the beginning of the project, 
five Probation staff were assigned in each of the three city Probation offices (Central, North and 
South).  The project later designated the Central location as the specialized office but the 
caseload proved too great to sustain that system.  At the time this report was written, about 74% 
of all domestic violence cases were going to the ten Probation Officers in the Central office, with 
the three staff in the North and South offices taking about 13% of the cases each. .70   
 
5.2.2  Crown Prosecutors 
 
The Crown’s office has instituted an unofficial staff rotation system whereby the Prosecutors in 
the Domestic Violence Court change every one to two years.   The reasons for this decision 
include the stressful nature of the Domestic Violence Docket Court, the need for occasional 
change in the courtroom, and the provision of opportunities for lawyers to obtain a wide range of 
experience.  
 

• We did not think that [specialization] was a good approach, because Crown get 
polarized, it’s hard on their own mental health, too stressful. We started out with a good 
team of people but they got on each other’s nerves, feuding with each other ...Have to 
have a good balance between dedication and succession planning. 

• There’s new Crowns in there now and that is a positive thing.  You want change, you 
don’t always want the same people in the court. 

 
However, as noted in the following comments, the new Crown Prosecutors may have different 
levels of understanding of, and interest in, the issue of domestic violence; may have varying 
assumptions about how the Court Team should be involved; and may feel less urgency about 
achieving early case resolution. 
 

• Different individuals… have different styles and different understanding and biases…this 
is also a problem [because] have to rebuild relationship. 

                                                 
 
70 Prior to the start of the specialized DV court in May 2000 the total caseload in Calgary was 2,529, and out of this 
total there were 340 domestic violence cases.  In 2001 the total caseload for Calgary rose to 2,969 cases and the 
number of domestic violence cases jumped to 907.   Presently the total Calgary caseload is 4,032 and domestic 
violence cases are now at 1195. 
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• I just get that feel when I see the number of times the case has been there and…the casual 
approach to a two to three week adjournment on both Crown and Defence side, that tells 
me that other people, Crown in particular, are now accepting that...  

 
5.2.3  The Judiciary 
 
At the inception of the project, two specialized Judges were assigned to the Court.  As the project 
evolved, this system was changed and about 20 Judges now rotate through the Court.  Again, this 
decision was made for several reasons, including scheduling issues, interest by other Judges in 
the Court and the desire to avoid any possible appearance of judicial bias.   
 
HomeFront stakeholders identified advantages to both rotation and specialization options. On the 
one hand, the respondents were concerned that Judge rotation “undermines confidence in Court 
process for both the victim and the accused, reduces the sense of accused accountability, may 
subtly support abusive behavior” and results in “a lack of interest and insensitivity to domestic 
violence issues by the Bench.”  As well, respondents expressed concern that Judge rotation leads 
to an increased number of adjournments and exclusion of the Court Team from the process.  
 

• They [cases] tend to get kicked over and kicked over and kicked over because there are 
different judges there.  That timing element can be harmed, I’ll put it that way… I think 
that timing is important in domestic violence.  When you have different judges every day, 
it’s difficult to maintain that emphasis on timing on any given case.  That’s one of the 
negative aspects. 

• Specialized judges may be more consistent, more accountable to clients and engage court 
team more. 

 
Other stakeholders identified several key benefits associated with Judge rotation, including 
adherence to court and criminal standards, impartiality, an opportunity for more Judges to learn 
about the issue through hearing the cases, ability to have a broader perspective in the Court and 
opportunity for the Defence to have a pool of Judges from which to choose. 
 

• While we’re looking for solutions for domestic violence, we must remember that this 
takes place within the context of the criminal setting…and while some may have been of 
the view that anyone who abuses his wife ought to be tarred and feathered, that’s not 
necessarily the starting position and I think the judiciary was able to put some brakes on, 
so that the whole project didn’t go off in one direction.  They were careful to remind them 
that it is a criminal process and we must work within that process. 

• Our judges rotate in all criminal matters so that we are not just getting one mind set 
because we’re always in the domestic violence court and I think that’s the strength of 
rotating judges.  So I don’t think that the specialization argument can take away from a 
judge doing their job in that court.  I think that if I knew more about mental illness then it 
would help me there.  The more knowledge can only help me do my job and consider it 
more thoroughly.  

• A constant diet, day in and day out, of one particular thing and you are going to get 
biased.  Everyone has to get in there and get a taste of what’s going on on that front but 
also in the rest of the world, get a sense of perspective, of how this fits in with everything 
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else that we deal with, with the other ills of society.  Very helpful to be there one day and 
somewhere else another day and get a sense of where we’re making some progress and 
where we’re really falling behind in addressing crime in this country.  Sitting in one 
court, hearing the same things from the same perspective day in and day out, think it 
would be very unhealthy not just for the judges but for the entire system.  

• The lawyers do whatever they can to judge pick.  Whether there’s any difference between 
judges or not, the defence bar always feels that that’s one of their biggest services to 
their client is picking the right judge.  And in some cases that may be so…  

• It has been a whole debate within the various law societies as to whether people could 
hold themselves up to be specialists.  And one of the concerns was, if you specialize then 
you look at the legal problem through specialized eyes rather than looking at the whole 
array of legal solutions…You get so wrapped up in the specialty that you forget the 
broader picture.  It’s an issue that’s gone on for a generation or more and it will 
continue to go on. 

 
5.3 The Benefits of Co-location  
 
When the project began, the DCCWs did not have direct access to 24-hour police reports and 
frequently did not have information sufficiently early in the process to allow for timely contact 
with victims. Significant changes have taken place over the course of the project to address this 
problem.  The DCCWs are now located in the DCU offices and an information-sharing 
agreement has been developed between HomeFront and the DCU, leading to earlier access by 
the DCCWs to victims of domestic violence.  Additionally, the DCU supervisor sometimes 
consults with the DCCWs to determine whether the risk to the victim warrants assignment of the 
case to DCU.  As illustrated in the comment below, the relocation of the DCCWs to the DCU has 
had a positive impact on the relationships between these two units, and ultimately contributes to 
enhanced information exchange and case supervision.  
 

• It made a huge difference having DCCWs in the DCU office, they bring me cases for 
consultation, we ask them for their opinion as to whether a case should be assigned to 
DCU.  DCCWs are a huge help for investigators, it’s a symbiotic relationship, would 
also be nice to have Crown here. Getting to know people naturally improves 
relationships, so moving into DCU, knowing more people was a big improvement. 

 
Co-location appeared to have been similarly valuable when the HomeFront office was located in 
the downtown Probation department (the two offices are now in separate locations).  This was 
particularly effective in the early stages of the project, as, according to the respondents, “co-
location broke down barriers and improved exchange of information.”  As the comment below 
illustrates, the proximity of Probation services to the HomeFront office and the concentration of 
domestic violence cases in one place facilitated connections between Probation and other project 
representatives. 
 

• One of the reasons [Probation] chose this site was because the JWP [HomeFront] people 
are also on this floor and it just seemed to make a lot of sense to …try and have domestic 
violence cases managed out of one site because [Probation] wanted to do some special 
things like coordinate with Treatment agencies, and …Crown to know where to call...  
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5.4 Accountability and Supervision 
 
As noted above, Calgary Police Service, Probation, DCCWs and the Crown all work together in 
various venues: the partners discuss cases in Court but also exchange information before and 
after Court.  As they come together, these partners require guidance and leadership to ensure that 
they function as a team and remain accountable for their work.  Over the course of the 
HomeFront pilot project, two issues emerged in connection with accountability and leadership 
among the Court partners.  First, although the DCCWs reported to the Project Director, they did 
not have a direct supervisor to guide their work.  Second, the Court Team did not have a formal 
leader or procedures that assisted the team to remain accountable. 
 
Since the inception of the project, the DCCWs have mostly worked outside the HomeFront 
office – either at the courthouse or, more recently, at the DCU.  It is difficult to supervise staff 
who are not on-site, especially when there are no procedures or protocols that they are expected 
to follow and when there is no formal supervisor assigned.  According to the process evaluation 
respondents, the lack of a clear, effective supervision system for the DCCWs resulted in a 
number of problems.  These included DCCW turn-over, particularly in the beginning of the 
project, lack of clarity with regards to roles and responsibilities, and challenges in file 
management.  According to the respondents, additional management staff is required to provide 
direction and leadership for the DCCWs. 
 
A related issue is the lack of policies and procedures to ensure the accountability of the Court 
Team members. Specifically, while protocols have been developed to guide service delivery, 
there are no formal mechanisms in place to determine whether services are provided in 
accordance to those protocols. 
 
In the past, HomeFront has relied on evaluation reports to assist in the identification of potential 
gaps in the delivery of services associated with the Domestic Violence Court.  Additionally, in 
the planning stages of HomeFront, the concept of periodic case review was discussed.  It was 
intended, at that time, that a review of cases be done to determine whether the HomeFront 
protocols were followed, whether they were appropriate and whether any adjustments needed to 
be made. The project has attempted to implement such a review, but with limited success, due to, 
according to one respondent, lack of commitment to the process.   
 
The process evaluation respondents suggested developing an ongoing protocol review process, 
including death reviews, case reviews and protocol checks.  They recommended that these 
reviews be led by experienced facilitators, address potential barriers such as privacy issues, build 
commitment to the process and serve as an education opportunity that will ultimately help 
partners better understand each other’s systems and appreciate each other’s limitations and 
strengths. 
  
HomeFront has recently addressed the gaps associated with partner accountability and DCCW 
supervision by creating the position of Court Team Manager.  The Court Team Manager is a 
senior leader who is responsible for ensuring the day-to-day and long-term success of the 
organization and the Court Team and who will be directly supervising the DCCWs. 
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6. IMPACT OF COURT-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON THE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
 
Any innovation in one part of a large and complex sector, such as the criminal justice system, 
has the potential to send ripples of change out far beyond the original area of focus.  HomeFront 
has that potential – the changes it has made by instituting a specialized docket court may have an 
impact on fundamental aspects of the justice system.  For example, the work of the specialized 
Court Team and its focus on incorporating the voice of the victim into the criminal justice 
process has implications for many of the underlying principles of our legal system, such as the 
rights of the accused, offender accountability, and the impartiality of Court officers.  This section 
examines two areas in which HomeFront may influence the larger system in which it sits: 
balancing victim safety with the rights of the accused and beginning the process of cultural 
change in specific justice components. 
 
6.1 Balancing Victim Safety and the Rights of the Accused 
 
Many scholars working in the area of specialized domestic violence courts express concern about 
the delicate balancing act at the heart of the courts – maintaining a focus on victim support and 
safety while still protecting the rights of the accused and holding offenders accountable.   As 
academics have pointed out, Court partners hold the sometimes conflicting goals of ensuring 
victim safety and protecting the rights of the accused and there is some risk that these objectives 
will collide (Keilitz, 2002, U.S.; Tsai, 2000, U.S.; Karan et al., 1999, U.S.; Fagan, 1996, U.S.).   
 
Academics note the underlying need for changes to the organization and the culture of criminal 
justice organizations to incorporate a focus on protecting and empowering victims and redefining 
success so that offender conviction and jail time are not seen as the only desired outcomes.  
(Ursel, 1997, Can.; Fagan, 1996, U.S.; Clark et al., 1996, U.S.)   This issue is a complex one, as 
one of the basic premises of Canadian criminal law is that criminal cases involve two parties: the 
state, acting on behalf of society, and the accused.  Traditionally, victims have played very 
limited roles in criminal court cases.  “The fundamental policy objectives of the criminal justice 
system are based on a classical concept of society as a contrast between a neutral arbitrating state 
and rational individuals.  The state provides society and its members with a reasonable degree of 
security and ensures just treatment for the accused …. These policy objectives ignore the victim 
as such, other than as a member of society.” (Clarke, 1986, Can. as reprinted in Saunders and 
McMungle, 2002, Can.) .   
 
Other analysts, especially legal scholars, raise concerns related to due process and the 
presumption of innocence in specialized courtrooms.  In particular, these writers ask whether the 
emphasis on the team approach (e.g., Defence lawyers participating in Pre-Court Conferences 
with Prosecutors, Probation Officers and Victims’ Advocates) weakens the Defence lawyer’s 
vigorous defence of the client. (Berman and Feinblatt, 2001, U.S.)   
 
As the following discussions make clear, HomeFront is encountering many of these same issues 
and philosophical debates, as it works to create the most appropriate balance between a focus on 
the victim, involvement of a team of specialists, and respect for fundamental legal principles 
such as due process and judicial independence. 
 
6.1.1 Defence and Judiciary Feedback 
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Feedback from members of the Defence Bar and the Judiciary, collected for this evaluation, 
mirrors the debate in the academic literature.  Some respondents appreciated HomeFront’s 
attention to victim safety and thought that the Court offered a viable alternative to traditional 
interventions, decreased the number of delays and provided help to the accused.   
 

• As everyone has become more familiar with the process, and each other, we have all 
become more able to reach constructive outcomes in [Domestic Violence Court].  As 
defense council I particularly appreciate the input of the victim assistance people and the 
willingness of the Crown to consider that input constructively. 

• This court has done well to a certain extent, de-criminalizing domestic conflict and 
providing access to help…My opinion of the project has continued to become much more 
positive with time –  as we all ( defence, crown, workers and judges) become better 
aware of the options, I think the results for everyone has improved… Thanks. 

• Many lawyers, for example, Duty Counsel - the one who’s down there the most… 
appreciates…having far more information now than he did before to address the bail on 
these people he’s seeing and representing for the first and only time as Duty Counsel that 
day.  He’s getting more information on these cases than any other cases and is able to do 
a more complete submission to the judge. 

•  Prior to 412, the Public Assistance Unit71 played the DCCW role and the work with 
victims was hit and miss. [There were] lots of difficulties…due to the fact that the victims 
make themselves unavailable, now DCCWs chase these people down and get them 
involved 

• I think they are doing a lot of good things for victims…There is more information about 
victims, about what happened and rather than the prosecutor only having an information 
sheet that he gets from the police investigation which came from the victim at the time 
this happened, they will talk to them the next morning or two or three days later and 
when things are quieter and they get better information and therefore both sides are 
better informed and prepared.  … a lot of information comes out of that that helps both 
sides achieve a better idea of what is going on,  so we are better informed.  …  Great if 
we had that in all our docket courts but we don’t.   

• When you put the resources in front like that, you get a better product.  So when you have 
a case where they are saying we don’t know whether or not he should be released on bail 
but give us 15 minutes and we’ll make a phone call and find out how she feels or what’s 
her situation… Good information or better information makes for better decision-making.   

• Problem-solving courts have arisen because there is the perception that the justice 
system has to be more concerned with outcomes.  Outcomes to all parties – defendants, 
victims and the community.  And to only address just the legal side of things is 
unnecessarily restricting the benefits that the judges can provide to the community.  I say 
unnecessarily because you can add to the adversarial system, with all of its protection, a 
multi-disciplinary approach to the underlying problem.  It seems to me that ought to 
happen.  The value is to prevent the revolving door of justice really, where people whose 
issues are not dealt with are just back with the same issue. 

                                                 
71 The unit started in 1988 with a mandate to work with the Crown’s office by providing information to anyone who 
calls to inquire about charges that have been laid or about related Court hearings and results.   
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  107 

 
On the other hand, some of the respondents were concerned that the Team’s involvement 
jeopardized the discretion of the Court and the presumption of innocence.  Indeed, some 
questioned whether the group should be called a “Court” Team, as this implies that they are 
acting on behalf of the Court.  Those same respondents wondered whether the Crown Prosecutor 
is losing independence, or the appearance of independence, by being seen as part of that Team. 
 

• This team is one-sided and unreasonable. Generally, there is no application of the 
presumption of innocence. I will not deal with this team because to do so means selling 
out my client…Criminal Justice must be used carefully and with an even-hand. Instead, 
this court removes the public’s constitutional protections. The law is a poor mechanism 
to deal with human emotions which is why emotions must be kept out of the justice system 
as much as possible... 

• The philosophy of establishing a separate criminal court for a specific type of crime is (in 
view of the history and tradition of criminal law) inherently flawed.  As a defense lawyer, 
I cannot ensure that my clients’ rights will be defended and protected in this court.  As a 
crown prosecutor, I cannot ensure that justice is being done because of the bullying 
mentality.  As a complainant, I am not permitted to recant or change my statements even 
if I were to admit that I hadn't been totally forthright. As an accused, I cannot affect my 
right to be presumed innocent. As a member of the public, I cannot feel satisfied that the 
legal community is protecting me because this court says that some violence is more 
acceptable than other violence.  

• There are expectations on the judiciary to comply and follow the direction the process 
seems to be going in.  I remain concerned about it.  The sense I get is that I’m expected to 
do things and I don’t like those expectations necessarily.  It’s not the role of the Court to 
simply follow suit.  So I feel I have to introduce that element of independence in how I 
handle things and the obvious disappointment when I don’t follow what is being 
presented is a concern.   

• My sense is that more has to be done by the participants to persuade me that this is the 
route to go, what is being proposed, rather than plonking it out on the table and looking 
to me to put a rubber stamp on it.  That’s been my position a lot of the times, is the way 
that things are presented.  All I have to do is sign on the dotted line and everyone will trot 
away.  Very unpleasant sensation because I think it can leave an unfortunate perception 
that this is a done deal before the accused even walks in the door.  His fate has been 
determined and we are a part of that process in the sense that we just endorse the 
outcome. 

• They use the words Court Team which suggests that the team has become associated with 
the Court.  And I think there is a need to keep that distance and independence and I don’t 
see them as the Court Team.  I see them as a group of people who are assisting the 
public, the accused and the victims, but that’s not the Court.   

• I sometimes wonder whether or not the Crown is truly exercising the discretion that it has 
in many of these cases.  It may be that Crown counsel takes a look at the information and 
says I ordinarily wouldn’t be opposing the wishes of this individual but gee whiz I’ve got 
all this stuff and I’m going to oppose…  Seems to me that a lot of this stuff is not only 
being taken out of the hands of the Court, or at least it appears that way,  but it also 
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impacts on  the discretion of the Crown in dealing with what it feels is the proper way to 
exercise its discretion. 

• They [Crowns] have been handpicked to be specialists in that area for that Court, they 
use terms of Court Team which includes in many views the prosecutor, who ought not to 
be seen as that … I’m sure there’s a lot of pressure on them.  If these are the experts who 
say it’s ok and they’ve talked to the victim, I think I’ll go along with it instead of 
representing the public interest or public good.  They abandon that to the experts.  

 
Some respondents suggested that changing the approaches used by some of the Crown 
Prosecutors and DCCWs, as well as following correct courtroom etiquette, might help address 
the concern that due process is at risk in the specialized Court.  
 

• Generally DCCWs are more than fair, seek to verify information, are nonjudgmental. 
But, things are far too personal [for some DCCWs], they assume that [the offender] is in 
the wrong, call the offender negative names, e.g., “a scumbag”.  

• We must have constructive, realistic, fair Crown and avoid strident prosecution that is 
not receptive to a different version of events.   ([current Crown] has been excellent).  

• Heavy duty advocacy by DCCW puts the defence off. 
• They are sitting at the front and should not be, because this gives them status, as if they 

are “quasi judges or prosecutors.”  The design of the courtroom is critical; the team 
should not be up in the same area as the prosecutors.  

• I just don’t think it looks good when four people who have been identified as the Court 
Team are suddenly going “oh, oh” when the judge doesn’t go along with the program.  
This is supposedly about teaching people about respect for the law and the body 
language I see there sometimes certainly isn’t giving me that impression. 

 
The HomeFront partners have worked to respond to some of these concerns by implementing 
Crown rotation, by changing the place in Court where the DCCWs, the Probation Officer and the 
Police Officer sit, by changing the name of the DCCWs from Victim Advocates and by 
appointing a Court Team manager to clarify the roles of the DCCWs. 
 
 
6.2 Cultural Shifts in the Justice System  
 
6.2.1 Crown Prosecutors 
 
Canadian academic Jane Ursel (1997) has described the attitudinal shifts which can take place in 
the criminal justice system as a result of a specialized domestic violence court.  In the following 
quote, she explains the profound cultural and practical changes which have occurred in 
Winnipeg’s Crown Prosecutors’ office:  “Over time Crown in the family violence unit have 
come to redefine success.  They understand that women’s ambivalence to testify lies deep in a 
complex personal and family history.  As a result of their deeper understanding of the dynamics 
of domestic violence, Crown have become more humble in their assessment of their role.  They, 
like refuge workers, now understand that a single trip to a refuge/court cannot in and of itself 
undo a lifetime pattern.  Conviction is no longer their sole measure of success.  They view their 
role as providing a service but the woman must determine how much of that service she needs to 
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use.  She may not be ready to testify today but she may be back in a month or a year and she 
should view the court as a resource.”  
 
As is illustrated in the following comments, similar shifts have occurred amongst Calgary’s 
Crown Prosecutors, particularly related to the Prosecutors’ responsiveness to victims’ wishes.  
The information now provided to the Prosecutors allows them to better understand the victim’s 
perspective, especially in relation to recants and testifying in court.  These cultural shifts, 
however, appear to be limited to the Crown who are assigned to the specialized Court.   
 

• Six to ten years ago we ran every trial whether or not victim was recanting…would put 
the victim on the stand and tell her that she lied…we were not interested in getting the 
guy into treatment.  It is important to almost play a social worker role.  

• In the past the pattern was – if the complainant is disinterested with proceeding, then we 
would withdraw the charge, issue a stay. Now we understand why the victim behaves that 
way and is uncooperative, so go the extra step… Now we discuss recants [with victims] 
in such a way that the impact of their recants are clear to [them] and sometimes they 
change their mind. 

• I would say that senior Crown attitudes have changed, they have more information about 
domestic violence, more statistics, more acceptance and not as much fear of domestic 
violence cases.  More established Crown will seek out assistance from case workers and 
victim – this was unheard of before. 

 
To other respondents, however, HomeFront is the result of system changes which have been 
happening for many years.  They do not see it as a catalyst for current change. 
 

• There’s been a lot of change in the last 20 years.  I would see the domestic violence 
project as coming from that change, rather than that it is the motivator behind that 
change.  There was a time when the prosecutors took the position that a charge laid, 
supported by the facts, had to proceed.  Plea bargaining was not allowed … now 
alternative measures and a whole variety of other measures have re-introduced elements 
of discretion at the beginning.  There’s been a sea change already.  I wouldn’t credit the 
domestic violence project as having influenced that at all. 

Resolve Alberta’s report on its interviews with HomeFront victims provides some interesting 
context for this discussion of changes in the Crown’s approach to victims.  The majority of the 
women who responded to a question about the Crown indicated that the Prosecutor was 
supportive (59% or 10 of 17).  Of the 18 women who were asked whether the Crown took their 
wishes into consideration, eight (44%) said yes, five said no, three said they were not asked and 
two said some wishes were considered and others were not.  Only 12 women commented on 
whether they believed their safety was a priority for the Crown.  The majority of these (seven or 
58.3%) said yes, four or 33% said no and one (8.3%) was mixed. (Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.) 
 
6.2.2 Police 
 
Until fairly recently, most Police departments in both Canada and the United States evidenced a 
clear reluctance to get involved in domestic violence cases.  The literature is rife with examples 
of police inaction on woman assault.  (Roberts and Kurst-Swanger, 2002, U.S.; Melton, 1999, 
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U.S.; Saccuzzo, 1999, U.S.) As Roberts and Kurst-Swanger (2002, U.S,) put it, “the classic 
police response to domestic violence involved a ‘do-nothing’ approach or temporarily separating 
the parties until the abuser cooled off.”  Ursel (1999, Can.) uses similar words to describe the 
history of police action in Canada: “In the past, police frequently did not respond, were slow 
arriving at the scene, were reluctant to believe victims and preferred walking assailants around 
the block to cool them off before warning both husband and wife to behave.”  
 
The Calgary Police Service was moving away from this laissez-faire approach to domestic 
violence long before the inception of HomeFront.  The Domestic Conflict Unit was created in 
1998 through the recommendation of the Mayor's Task Force on Family Values.  Its goal is to 
reduce incidents of domestic conflict by providing an effective and sensitive response to the 
needs of the victims, investigating high-risk cases and maintaining linkages with Probation, 
Prosecution, Crown and DCCWs.   According to process evaluation respondents, HomeFront 
supports and enhances the DCU’s work.  Together, the DCU and the specialized Court have 
helped to change attitudes among law enforcement officers and have acted as a catalyst for 
improvements in evidence-gathering processes. 
 

• Police are better educated in the charging process, gathering evidence and what the 
court has to offer.  Police officers know that people are getting some help, so are feeling 
that they are making a difference. Police now know that if they lay a charge it will go to 
experts who will fight even if the victim does not want to proceed. 

• I come back to the time when I used to try to get the Police to lay charges on these 
domestic things 20-25 years ago and they saw everything as a domestic problem and not 
as a criminal one. As I look at it, we’ve come a long way in working toward dealing with 
the real issue rather than passing it off as somebody else’s responsibility. 

 
However, the perception that significant changes have taken place within the Calgary Police 
Service was not unanimous among respondents.  There were other stakeholders who thought 
that, particularly among some senior street Officers, attitudes have not changed.  These 
respondents attributed lack of change to the fact that the Police Officers know little about the 
Court and its work. 
 

• Street officers never go to court unless subpoenaed to trial if [the accused] plead not 
guilty, so they don’t really know what happens in domestic violence court.  These 
officers…come back to the house on another call, see them yelling at each other and 
think that nothing has been done.  We need to give some confidence to the street guys.  

• Attitudes have not changed a lot with senior guys, a lot has to do with training, a lot has 
to do with understanding. 

• Training will work for junior and mid level officers, but not much for others - they don’t 
want to bother on the basis of previous experience when nothing happened when they 
laid charges. 

 
Resolve Alberta’s interviews with HomeFront victims confirm stakeholders’ somewhat 
ambivalent feedback on police involvement.  Women were asked whether they believed that the 
Police took their safety into consideration.  The majority (52.6% or 20 of 38) said they did.  A 
little over a third (13 of 38 or 34.2%) said they did not and five (13.2%) said “at times.” It should 
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be noted, however, that the respondents’ comments on the Domestic Conflict Unit were almost 
uniformly favourable. (Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.)   
 
6.2.3 Probation 
 
As was discussed earlier in this chapter, Probation services have been greatly burdened by the 
creation of the Domestic Violence Court.  Those workload issues have likely limited the 
possibility of cultural and attitudinal shifts within Probation services.  Other factors which appear 
to impact effective monitoring of domestic violence offenders include the ability of some 
offenders to manipulate the system, the legal parameters associated with completion of treatment 
conditions, assignment of cases to non-specialized Officers and differences in approaches among 
individual Probation Officers. 
 

• As a result of HomeFront we hold the offender accountable a lot better than we used to… 
we work closely with probation, this has helped.  But some probation officers are very 
good at breaching, others are not… They all know the guidelines, but personalities do 
play a role.   

• Because of workload, cases have had to be shipped out to the other offices, where there is 
less interest – have some folks who just won’t learn. 

• Follow-through on treatment drop-outs is inconsistent…because breaching is a lot of 
work, [as many breaches get] set down for trial and many get tossed.  [The offenders] 
need consequences right away, but with breaches often get long term delay, so why 
bother.   

• It’s easy to breach if people outright refuse to attend treatment, but difficult if they know 
how to play the system. 

• Legally, the accused have about one year from the conclusion of court case to complete 
treatment.  The probation officer cannot go to court with the breach [until the year is 
over], unless the judge puts in an order to stipulate completion of treatment within a 
certain time period.   

 
Lack of response from Probation Officers was one of the major issues identified by victims 
interviewed by Resolve Alberta.  Problems with Probation “left many women believing that the 
system ultimately did not hold their partners responsible for their behaviours.”  (Tutty and 
Nixon, 2004, Can.) 
 
Despite these challenges, it seems that HomeFront has had some positive impact on Probation, 
specifically in strengthening linkages between Probation and treatment agencies.  In general, the 
two systems developed positive relationships and improved understanding of their respective 
responsibilities and approaches.  Ultimately, both partners are more accessible to each other than 
in the past.  
 

• The officers are no longer asking us: “Why are you calling me? Why are you telling me 
this?” [ about offender in treatment]. 

• Court used to send everyone to treatment, now sending “a better class of subjects”, they 
recognize the existing options [such as]  jail, FAOS, treatment and  know that the 
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treatment will not work for some…in the past [they] would give more chance for 
counseling even for the high risk guys. 

• We can talk each other’s language, so we can understand each other.  
 
6.2.4 Defence Bar 
 
The Domestic Violence Court required significant adjustment on the part of the Defence bar.  
Lawyers had to bring all of the domestic cases to one Court, work with specialized Court staff 
and engage in team-based case conferencing which took the victim’s wishes into consideration.  
According to the process evaluation respondents, about a third of the Defence lawyers, 
particularly those who were less interested in pursuing an adversarial role, adjusted well to these 
changes.   
 

• I think that, on the whole, the bar has done well because [the court has] called for 
dramatic change in their perception as well.  

• I think my expectations have been exceeded… because the Defence bar has bought into 
the Project far more than I dared hope they would. It’s just been an amazing experience 
to have case after case resolved, and, in the past, they would simply have been sent down 
for trial. 

• About third of the bar…embraces the objectives of the domestic violence court.  They’re 
interested in getting long-term help for their clients, they’re not interested in pursing an 
adversarial role…. They’re interested in solving a community, a client-family problem.   

• Some defence might actually feel a sense of satisfaction [because] the offender would say 
it’s the best thing that ever happened to them.   

 
There is another group of lawyers, however, who choose not to work with domestic cases or who 
prefer to take cases to the non-specialized trial courts.  Process evaluation respondents suggested 
that these lawyers are not interested in the Domestic Violence Court for a variety of reasons: the 
work is more complicated than it was before; they have less control of the courtroom; and/or 
they disagree philosophically with the Court’s approaches and objectives. 
 

• Some try to get out of the court, some are strong supporters and majority are in the 
middle 

• There are some who are less enthusiastic, there are some I think that inevitably send the 
matter down for trial…so 7 or 8 months down the road they can plead guilty or they can 
have a trial or they can be found not guilty… it can happen.  [They would rather] delay 
than see the benefits…the family [would get by] by getting involved in the process, and 
getting involved with the community agencies that are made available through the 
project.  

• Many don’t [take this work anymore] because it’s too complicated… court team won’t let 
you get away with anything… some lawyers feel like they’re being ganged up on…the 
defence can’t crown shop…clients don’t have a free run, so – much harder work without 
increased pay. 

• Its now down to 10 defence lawyers who have cases in 412… before had about 60 doing 
all docket courts…many choose not to deal with 412, because it’s too much work and 
[because] now have to play nice or go away…. 
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7. SUMMARY  
 
This chapter examined progress on two of the four HomeFront goals: 1) To hold the offender 
accountable for his/her behavior through the imposition of legal sanctions and provision of 
opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation, and 2) To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of 
services through coordination and collaboration within the justice system and between the justice 
system and the broader community. The Domestic Violence Court works to enhance offender 
accountability through specific Court resolutions, conditions and dispositions associated with 
charges, as well as ensuring early resolution in Court.  All of those activities were discussed and 
analyzed in this chapter.  In correspondence with the second goal, the chapter examined 
communication and information exchange among the HomeFront partners, as well as the impact 
of Court-related activities on the justice system.   
 
Overall, HomeFront has been successful in achieving these goals.  Cases are being resolved in a 
timely manner.  Court resolutions, conditions and dispositions indicate a strong focus on 
offender accountability, as well as treatment and rehabilitation.  Issues have, of course, arisen 
during the course of the evaluation.  Chief amongst these are concerns about the use of Peace 
Bonds, dual charges, the absence of a specialized domestic violence trial court, Probation’s 
increased workload and the specialization of the system partners. 
 
Communication and coordination among the system partners has been deemed a success by 
HomeFront stakeholders.  In particular, the development of the Court Team and the Pre-Court 
Conference have been hailed as effective and useful innovations. As well, it would appear that 
HomeFront has effected some cultural and attitudinal change among its system partners, as 
qualitative data indicates an increased focus on, and understanding of, domestic violence among 
some key stakeholders.  Concerns and challenges which emerged during the evaluation include 
some logistical issues related to the Pre-Court Conference, barriers in post-Court communication 
and information-sharing between Probation and the treatment agencies, the disconnect between 
the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts and the need for increased Court Team 
accountability.   
 
 

CHAPTER SEVEN 
BATTERER TREATMENT   

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
As discussed in the Best Practices Review, batterer treatment programs have been steeped in 
controversy since their inception.  That controversy continues, aided by the fact that research 
results are often inconclusive and contradictory.   It is telling that Gondolf, one of the 
acknowledged experts in this field, began his most recent book on the subject with a series of 
completely contradictory quotes from the media, service-providers, academics and funders on 
the efficacy of batterer intervention programs.  As Gondolf says in his preface to that book, “the 
debate over the effectiveness and utility of batterer intervention continues to escalate.” (Gondolf, 
2002, U.S.)  
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Part of the difficulty lies in the challenges inherent in evaluating treatment programs – problems 
which have been thoroughly discussed and debated in the literature.   These include great 
variation in the way recidivism is measured; over-reliance on police reports and/or self-reports 
for re-offense rates; small sample sizes; high attrition rates; lack of experimental evidence; little 
focus on the actual process of change; poor follow-up and/or difficulties tracking subjects over 
time; problems and disagreements relating to the various scales used to measure abusive 
behaviour; lack of consideration of the differences between court-mandated and voluntary 
participation; risks of putting victims in  further danger by asking about ongoing abuse or adding 
to their trauma by prompting them to retell their stories; and problems distinguishing the impact 
of the treatment program from other intervening systems, such as the courts, Probation, victims’ 
services etc. (McGregor et al., 2002, Can.; Tutty et al., 2001, Can.; Gondolf, 2002, U.S.; Hanson, 
2002, U.S.; Dobash and Dobash, 2000, U.K.; Lederman and Malik, 1999, U.S.; Murphy and 
Dienemann, 1999, U.S.; Gondolf, 1987, U.S.; Fagan, 1996, U.S.) 
 
Despite these problems, scholars continue to conduct evaluations of batterer programs and 
publish the results.  Based on those findings, many researchers and policy-makers support the 
continued, careful, implementation of such programs, recognizing that they must be part of a 
larger coordinated effort to address domestic violence.  Gondolf (2002, U.S.) concludes his book 
with a compelling argument that “the system matters.” Batterer treatment is most effective, he 
says, when situated in a strong, coordinated system involving a range of organizations in the 
battle against domestic violence.   
 
This chapter discusses the results which emerged from two distinct evaluations of the 
HomeFront treatment component.  As outlined in the methodology chapter, in addition to this 
broad evaluation of HomeFront, commissioned by the National Crime Prevention Centre and 
conducted by Synergy Research Group, a separate treatment evaluation was commissioned by 
the Alberta Mental Health Board (AMHB) and conducted by Dr. Kathleen Cairns.  The two 
processes were complementary: the Synergy evaluation collected information about the 
progression of the accused through the criminal justice system; calculated offender recidivism 
rates; documented linkages between the Court and the treatment agencies; and described the 
participation of the accused in treatment, including no show and drop-out rates, treatment type, 
treatment dosage and partner check information.  The AMHB evaluation collected information 
on a smaller sample of 305 accused which did not include female perpetrators or individuals who 
could not speak and understand English.  The AMHB study added, as measures of treatment 
effectiveness, a battery of scales which were completed upon case resolution in Court and then 
again upon treatment completion; compared and contrasted the two agencies which are currently 
receiving referrals in terms of their treatment models, approaches and outcomes; and completed 
case studies with both offenders and victims regarding their view of treatment effects.  This 
chapter cites some of the relevant information from the AMHB study. For further detail on the 
AMHB report please refer to the report written by Dr. Kathleen Cairns (March, 2004). 
 
The primary focus of this chapter is to determine the impact of batterer treatment programs on 
offender accountability.  In particular, the chapter focuses on one HomeFront goal: to hold the 
offender accountable for his/her behaviour through the imposition of legal sanctions and 
provision of opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation.  In relation to that goal, two Logic 
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Model outcomes are particularly relevant: offenders are linked to treatment in a timely manner 
and offenders’ use of violence is reduced. 
 
The chapter is divided into seven sections:  this introduction; broad stakeholder feedback; 
treatment outcomes; offender-treatment linkages; offender participation in treatment; breaches 
and treatment compliance; and a summary.   
 
2. BROAD STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK 
 
Stakeholder feedback, collected through the Synergy process evaluations, indicates that 
treatment is an important and valuable component of HomeFront’s coordinated community 
response to domestic violence.  As illustrated in the following comments, the stakeholders 
suggested that the focus on early resolution in Court enables treatment agencies to quickly 
engage with the accused, which, in turn, benefits the whole family.  Moreover, the respondents 
described the ability of the specialized Court to move offenders into treatment in a timely 
manner as a key HomeFront accomplishment (100% in 2002 and 97.1% in 2003 identified this 
area as a continued success).72 
 

• Because we are offering resolutions, which are treatment oriented rather than 
punishment oriented, accused people are more willing to deal with matters quickly and 
it’s considered a win/win situation for everybody. I think it’s resulted in getting a lot 
more needed resolutions out of it.  

• You can’t say enough about it [early resolution] because it gets the offender into 
Treatment while he’s still very fresh—he or she—and far fewer defenses set up and still 
being somewhat motivated vs. the whole business of the Court system playing out and 
everybody going to Trial and that whole tension in that family unit that is there prior to 
Trial that could certainly involve kids as well as spouses.  

 
 
 
 

• Historically, we had to deal with the legal process while trying to engage men who 
probably could have been engaged, but had to go through the legal ramifications of 
going to counseling—“I’ll probably be thought guilty if I go for help” - and all of that. 
That has lifted and opens up huge possibilities for counseling and just the potential for 
reducing further damage after the incident. The children don’t have to deal with the 
promises and the kind of cold war that often happens between the incident and the Court 
process. That’s all very exciting and seems to be working smoothly. 

• Especially in the low-end domestic violence, we know from treatment agencies that 
generally if a defender is guilty, their remorse is there early but it’s not there after a 
period of time, by then excuses or denial set in.  So HomeFront’s objectives are to get 
this early resolution and in the low-end domestic violence, nobody wants to resolve it 
more quickly than an offender.   

 
3. TREATMENT OUTCOMES 
                                                 
72 This question was not asked in 2001. 
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The Synergy evaluation used two key measures of treatment outcomes: offender recidivism and 
victim safety.  Additionally, the AMHB evaluation used scales measuring pre- to post-treatment 
change.   
 
3.1 Offender Recidivism  
 
In Chapter Five, we discussed the recidivism rate of all accused whose cases were heard in the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court.  That recidivism rate was defined as any new offence or 
breach which occurred subsequent to the conclusion of the case in that Court.  In order to 
determine the outcomes that can be attributed specifically to batterer treatment, the treatment 
recidivism rate is counted only for those offenders who were mandated to attend any of the three 
batterer treatment programs, namely Calgary Counselling Centre, YWCA Sheriff King Home 
and, in the first year of the project, Discovery House.  (Brief descriptions of all three programs 
are provided later in this chapter.) 
 
As discussed in Chapter Five, offender recidivism measurement is a complex undertaking.  In the 
context of evaluating treatment outcomes, the distinction between breaches and new offences is 
particularly important.  Specifically, there is a strong association between non-attendance at 
treatment and breach rates.  Offenders who don’t attend treatment tend to be breached by 
Probation for non-compliance while those who finish treatment are less likely to be breached.  It 
would, therefore, be misleading to use a lower breach rate for treatment completers as a success 
measure.  The greater number of breaches for those who dropped out of treatment does not 
necessarily mean that they re-engaged in domestic violence more frequently than program 
completers, it merely means that there were legal consequences for their decisions to drop out of 
treatment.   Therefore, the analysis of the treatment recidivism rates did not use breach rates as a 
recidivism indicator.  Instead, the rate is defined as any new offence or a new incident where 
charges were not laid and which occurred within a 12 to 18 month period after treatment 
conclusion.73   
 
For the analysis of treatment and recidivism, only the 683 persons who completed treatment, 
dropped out, or did not show up to treatment were included.74  Of these, 227 were followed for 
18 months after treatment completion, treatment drop-out or the referral date if the client did not 
show and 356 were tracked for 12 months.  The 12-month recidivism rate for all of the 
individuals who were referred to the batterer treatment was 21.3% for incidents which did not 
result in charges, 7.6% for new offences, and 26.4% for either.  For 18-month post-treatment 
recidivism, the rate was 28.6% for incidents which did not result in charges, 11.5% for new 
offences and 35.2% for either.   
 

                                                 
73 It was decided that a 12- to 18-month follow up interval would allow enough time to provide a meaningful rate 
and still leave sufficient cases for analysis.   
74 The accused who were referred to but did not contact a treatment agency were defined as no-shows; those who 
started treatment but missed two or more group or individual sessions in a row were defined as drop-outs; also those 
who completed fewer than 18 group sessions in Phases I and II were defined as group drop-outs by YWCA Sheriff 
King program and those who completed less than 10 group sessions were defined as group treatment completers by 
Calgary Counselling Centre. 
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Further analyses distinguished the recidivism rates among those who did not show, dropped out 
or completed treatment. Twelve-month new offence rates were highest among drop-outs 
(13.2%), compared with 8.6% for no-shows and 5.7% for completers.  A similar pattern was seen 
at 18 months (21.4%, 11.0%, and 9.4% respectively).  When the incidents in which charges were 
not laid were included in the analyses, the results were similar at 12-month follow-up: the no-
charge/new offence rates were highest among drop-outs (34%), compared with 28% for no-
shows and 23.8% for completers.  However, at 18-month follow-up the pattern changed: both the 
completers and drop-outs had the highest no charge/new offence recidivism rate (39.3%) and 
those who did not show had the lowest rate (28%). Table 30 summarizes the treatment 
recidivism results. 
 
Table 30.  Treatment Recidivism Rates 
 

Follow-up/Type of Offence No-shows Drop-outs Completers 
12 month follow-up (n = 356) n = 93 n = 53 n = 210 
New offence 13.2% 8.6% 5.7% 
Either no charge or new offence 28.0% 34.0% 23.8% 
18-month follow-up (n = 227) n = 82 n = 28 n = 117 
New offence 21.4% 11.0% 9.4% 
Either no charge or new offence 28.0 39.3% 39.3% 

 
The comparison of the no-show, drop-out and completer rates suggests positive results for 
HomeFront.  Those who complete treatment demonstrate a consistently lower rate (5.7% at 12-
month follow-up and 9.4% at 18 months) than those who do not show (13.2 and 21.4 percent) or 
drop out (8.6 and 11 percent).  On the other hand, treatment completers do not have the lowest 
recidivism rates when the rates for the 18-month follow-up no-charge incidents are considered.  
Further investigation is required to understand the interaction of batterer treatment and 
recidivism as defined by incidents where investigation took place but no charges were laid. 
 
 
Table 31 describes comparable post-treatment recidivism studies carried out by other 
researchers.75  The comparisons are not conclusive: HomeFront rates are higher than those found 
in some studies and lower than the rates in others.  The reader should keep in mind that 
comparisons with academic articles must be viewed with caution, as is it is often difficult to 
determine if the results are directly comparable. 76  Such information is useful for providing some 
context for HomeFront’s results.  Beyond that, its application and utility is limited. 
 
Table 31.  Post-Treatment Recidivism Studies 
 

Author & Year of 
Study 

 
Sample 

 
Follow-up 

period 

 
Recidivism rate 

                                                 
75 Only the studies which used official criminal records were selected for the discussion. 
76 Oftentimes the size of the samples was larger and follow-up periods longer in these studies than in the Synergy 
evaluation.   It is also unclear whether some of the other studies included both drop-outs and completers in their 
estimates. 
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Feder, L. & Dugan, L. 
(2002).  

N=404 12 months 24% (any re-arrest) 
 

Bennett, L & 
Williams, O (2002).  

Four programs: 
N=56, N=309 

N=404, N= 376 

40 hrs to 12 
months 

22-29% (victim report) 
 
up to 16% ( police records) 

Shepard, M.F., Falk, 
D.R., and Elliott B.A. 
(2002). 

N=217 (1996); 
N=220 (1997); 
N=100 (1998) 

 
(both voluntary 
& and court-
ordered clients) 
 

6, 12 and 18 
months 

Recidivism defined as domestic-violence related offences 
only and included: 1. investigated/not charged; 2. charged 
or was a respondent in an order for protection hearing but 
not convicted/no protection order awarded; 3. 
convicted/awarded a protection order. 
At 6 month follow-up: 31% - 20%  
At 12 month follow-up: 33% to 42%  
At 18 month follow-up: 44% to 46%  

Hanson, R.K. & 
Wallace-Capretta 
(2000).  

N=320 
 

5 years 17.2% (arrest for violent offence only) 
25.6% (arrest for any offence) 

Dobash and Dobash 
(2000) 

N=122 3 months 
and 12 
months  

victim reports 
30 to 33% for treatment completers 
61% to 69% for untreated offenders.   

Baba, Y., Galaka, S., 
Turk-Bicakci, L. & 
Asquith, D. (1999).  

N=845 
 

3 to 12 
months 

Treatment completers: 
0.7% (new D.V. offences); 7.1% (other offences) 
Treatment drop-outs: 
7.8% (new D.V. offences); 22.1% (other offences) 

Hanson, R. K. (1999).  N=230 39 to 73 
months 

15.7% (a new assault offence) 
17.0% (any violent offence) 
24.3% (any offence) 

Gondolf, E.W. (1999).  
 

N=840 
(both voluntary 

& court-
ordered; both 

pre-trial or post-
conviction) 

15 months Phone interviews with partners of the men in the program 
measured the percent of women who were re-assaulted 
during a follow-up period  
32% (any re-assault); 25% (any re-arrest); 23% (police 
called); 20% (severe re-assault); 19% (repeated re-assault) 
19% (injury); 43% - 70% (other abuse)  

Saunders, D.G. (1996) N=218 
 

1 to 4.6 
years  

26.8% (arrest: any crime) 
23.2% (arrest: crimes against persons) 
30.9% to 34%  (victims’ reports) 

 
 
• The HomeFront completer rates of 23.8% for the combined no charge/new offences category 

at 12- month follow-up and 39.3% at 18-month follow-up are lower than the 12-month range 
of 33% to 44% and the 18-month range of 44% to 46% reported by Shepard et al. (2002, 
U.S). 

 
• The HomeFront completer 18-month follow-up rate of 9.4% is lower than the 15.7% and 

17.2% reported by Hanson (with Wallace-Capretta, 2000, Can., and 1999, Can.)77 and the 
23.2% reported by Saunders (1996. U.S.).  

 
• The HomeFront new offence rates of those who dropped out (8.6% at 12-month follow-up) 

are higher than the 7.8% reported by Baba et al. (1999. U.S.) at three to 12-month follow-up.  
Similarly, the HomeFront new offence rates for treatment completers (5.7% at 12-month 
follow-up) are higher than the 0.7% reported in the same study. 

                                                 
77 Note a substantially longer follow-up period in Hanson’s and Saunders studies of up to five years. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  119 

 
3.2 Pre- to Post-Treatment Change  
 
Several Canadian researchers used pre- to post-treatment measures to assess the impact of 
batterer treatment programs.  For example, McGregor et al. (Can., 2002) evaluated a Calgary-
based treatment program, analyzing pre-test and post-test information for 76 program 
completers.  The tests measured physical and non-physical abuse, self-esteem, perceived stress, 
family relations, depression, assertiveness and sex-role beliefs.  The researchers found that the 
participants significantly improved on all variables.  As well, 22 group members were contacted 
five to 28 months after treatment and tested on the same measures.  The results indicated not 
only maintenance of the post-group changes but continued improvement.  Tutty et al. (Can., 
2001) studied 15 Canadian treatment groups, involving 71 group completers.  Group completion 
was associated with significant improvements in self-esteem, perceived stress, attitudes towards 
marriage and the family, locus of control and the marital relationship functions of roles, affective 
expression, and communication.  As well, scores related to both physical and non-physical abuse 
were significantly reduced.   
 
As noted earlier, the AMHB evaluation also implemented pre- to post-treatment measures.  The 
AMHB evaluation used a battery of offender self-report scales which included: Physical Abuse 
of Partner Scale (PAPS), Non-Physical Abuse of Partner Scale (NPAPS), Personality 
Assessment Screener (PAS). Personality Assessment Inventory (PAI), and the University of 
Rhode Island Change Assessment (URICA).  The full report (Cairns, 2004) describes fully these 
tests and their validity and reliability properties.  In short, PAPS and NPAPS, as their names 
imply, measure degree of physical and non-physical abuse, PAS and PAI provide a screening for 
a broad range of different clinical issues such as anxiety, depression and stress, and URICA 
assesses clients’ readiness for change, moving from pre-Contemplation through to Action/Low 
relapse stages.  The results of the AMHB evaluation were similar to those obtained in the two 
Canadian studies described above and are reproduced in Table 32 below.   
 
 
As can be noted, at post-test, there was a statistically significant improvement in PAPS, NPAPS 
and PAS scores, a decrease in the number of clinical range PAI scores and a significant shift in a 
stage of change profile pattern from pre-treatment to post-treatment assessment, with a higher 
proportion shifting to more advanced profiles and just over half reaching the Action/Low relapse 
profile.  In other words, physical and non-physical abuse decreased and offenders exhibited 
fewer clinical issues and increased readiness to change their behaviours.   
 
Table 32.   Pre to Post-test Changes In Assessment Scores (completers only) 
 

 
Scales Test Number  

Pre-test/post-test 
Pre-test 
mean78 

Post-test 
mean 

PAPS (t=5.2 p<.000) 130/130 2.4 0.7 PAPS, NPAPS & PAS 
NPAPS (t=5.4 p<.000) 131/182 10.0 9.62 

                                                 
78 Clinical and treatment scales with a group mean at or above a score of 60T (more than one standard deviation 
above the mean) are highlighted.  Scores at this level imply that a substantial portion of the sample is experiencing 
significant concerns on that scale. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  120 

 PAS  (t=3.6 p<.001) 84/83 15.93 13.6 
Somatic Complaints  69/52 52.68 53.85 
Anxiety  70/52 57.04 53.87 
Anxiety-related 
Disorders  70/52 53.33 53.83 

Depression  70/52 58.10 55.21 
Mania  70/52 51.96 52.00 
Paranoia  70/52 56.00 54.92 
Schizophrenia  70/52 55.67 54.35 
Borderline Features  70/52 61.12 58.08 
Antisocial Features  70/52 58.31 59.15 
Alcohol Problems  70/52 63.80 60.21 

PAI Clinical Scales 

Drug Problems  70/52 56.7 53.46 
Aggression  70/52 58.23 54.00 
Suicidal Ideation  70/52 54.34 52.37 
Stress  70/52 61.36 58.60 
Non-support  70/52 55.33 54.52 

PAI Treatment Scales 

Treatment Rejection  70/52 42.69 46.62 
Dominance  70/52 48.43 48.31 PAI Interpersonal 

Scales Warmth  70/52 47.07 47.96 
 Number 

Pre-test/post-test 
Pre-test 
Percent 

Post-test 
Percent 

Pre-contemplation 30/28 22.9 21.5 
Contemplation 25/14 19.1 10.8 
Preparation 24/17 18.3 13.1 
Action High Relapse 9/4 6.9 3.1 

URICA-DV Profile  
(p < .006) 

Action Low Relapse 43/67 32.8 51.5 
 
 
3.3 Victim Safety  
 
Despite the growing body of literature on batterer intervention programs, few researchers have 
attempted to solicit victims’ feedback and opinions on the efficacy of treatment.  The few studies 
which have been conducted indicate that victims tend to view treatment programs positively and 
report decreased abuse and increased feelings of safety as a result of the interventions.  The 
research also indicates, however, a number of outstanding issues for treatment programs. These 
include the fact that not all offenders respond to treatment, leaving a proportion of the victims at 
risk; offenders’ participation in treatment may give women the false impression that their 
abusive partners are no longer capable of violence; and women whose partners have been court-
mandated to treatment may not have accessed the same supports and assistance as women who 
have used shelters and therefore may need different programs and services. 
 
Gregory and Erez (2002, U.S.) conducted in-depth interviews with 33 battered women whose 
partners were court-ordered to treatment, in order to obtain their perspectives on the program’s 
effects.  The respondents reported that although there were significant improvements in the 
severity and frequency of physical abuse while their abusers participated in treatment, verbal 
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abuse was only slightly improved.  Gondolf (1998, U.S.) reported on interviews with 482 
partners of men ordered to batterer programs.  The study found that more than half the women 
had previously contacted the criminal justice system in response to abuse but only a quarter had 
received any counselling for domestic violence and less than 10% had previously visited a 
battered women’s shelter.  The women’s perceptions of their batterers were overly optimistic, 
despite the severe abuse and information from batterer programs.  Gondolf points out that the 
duration and extent of the violence experienced by the women suggested patterns of long-term 
abuse and raised the importance of court officials assessing the history of violence instead of 
focusing only or primarily on the arrest incident.   
 
Austin and Dankwort (1999, Can.) reported on 25 interviews with battered women whose 
partners had completed batterer intervention programs (BIP).  Respondents described a variety of 
experiences, most of which appeared positive.  The women reported increased feelings of safety, 
although many of the women did not feel absolutely safe and still feared their partners.  As well, 
respondents identified such beneficial developments as enhanced personal well-being, feeling 
validated by program counselors, and increased knowledge regarding abusive behaviours. The 
authors conclude that the large proportion of partners reporting a positive effect of treatment is 
significant and supports other research which found a connection between program participation 
and a reduction in the severity and frequency of physical violence.   
 
The Synergy evaluation included one direct estimate of victim safety, collected by way of a 
short, five-question scale rating victim safety (reproduced in the Companion Document).  Staff at 
the batterer treatment programs administered this scale during their safety checks with partners 
of the offenders in treatment.  Additionally, Resolve Alberta has carried out comprehensive 
interviews with victims which closely resembled the methodology of the studies described above 
(Tutty and Nixon, 2004).  
 
 
 
 
3.3.1 Batterer Treatment Partner Checks 
  
It is important to note here that the partner check data is limited in one important way. As 
explained in Chapter Eight, more than half of the victims were not contacted by the batterer 
treatment agencies, and, therefore, any conclusions made on the basis of the available 
information would not be applicable to all of the victims whose partners received treatment at 
these agencies. 
 
Table 33 below summarizes information that was collected by the staff at the batterer treatment 
programs during the partner checks. The data reflects information shared by the partners who 
received multiple checks and compares the change in the safety ratings between the first and last 
partner checks.  As the table indicates, over the period of treatment, between 4% and 10% of 
partners reported that their safety decreased and between 10% and 40% reported enhanced safety 
at last partner check. The largest degree of improvement was seen in the area of verbal abuse – 
40% of the victims reported that the frequency of this type of abuse decreased over time. The 
smallest degree of positive change was associated with physical abuse, where only 11% of 
partners indicated that the frequency of this abuse decreased.   
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Table 33.  Safety Ratings During Partner Checks 
 

Type of Abuse Nature of Change Number Percent 
Frequency increased 4 4.3 
Frequency stayed the same 78 84.8 
Frequency decreased 10 10.9 

Physical abuse 

Total 92 100.0 
Frequency increased 4 10.0 
Frequency stayed the same 20 50.0 
Frequency decreased 16 40.0 

Verbal abuse 

Total 40 100.0 
Frequency increased 8 8.8 
Frequency stayed the same 68 74.7 
Frequency decreased 15 16.5 

Threats 

Total 91 100.0 
Frequency increased 9 10.0 
Frequency stayed the same 56 62.2 
Frequency decreased 25 27.8 

Controlling behaviors 

Total 90 100.0 
Got worse 9 10.0 
Stayed the same 62 68.9 
Improved 19 21.1 

Overall Safety 

Total 90 100.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. OFFENDER-TREATMENT LINKAGES   
 
4.1 The Process 
 
The flow chart on the following page depicts the movement of offenders from the Domestic 
Violence Court into treatment and describes the possible alternative progressions of offenders 
through treatment.  A majority of the offenders whose cases are resolved by guilty pleas or Peace 
Bonds (77%) receive treatment conditions.  The Probation Officer refers those offenders to a 
specific agency or a combination of agencies.  Several different outcomes may result from such 
referrals.  Ideally, the offender complies with conditions and concludes treatment.  In other cases, 
if the treatment is not proceeding well, the Probation Officer, in consultation with the agency, 
may re-refer the offender to a different organization.  Other possible outcomes are that the 
offender will not show up for treatment or will drop out of the program before completion.  
When the offender does not show or drops out or misses two sessions in a row, the Probation 
Officer will intervene by issuing a breach or by directing the offender to return to treatment.  If 
the accused is breached and convicted of a breach, then the accused is directed to attend a “get 
on track adjournment” at which the breach charge is withdrawn if the accused shows that he or 
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she has complied with treatment conditions, or the Court may again mandate treatment as a 
condition of probation.  In all of these cases, the offenders can return to the same or different 
agency to either complete a treatment cycle or start a new treatment cycle. 
 
There are a number of treatment options to which offenders may be mandated.  These include 
agencies which offer batterer treatment programs, such as Calgary Counselling Centre (CCC), 
Sheriff King Home (SK), Discovery House (DH) (which stopped receiving referrals in the 
second year of the project), and Forensic Assessment Outpatient Services (FAOS), as well as 
alcohol abuse treatment agencies such as the Alberta Alcohol and Drug Abuse Commission 
(AADAC), or other private counselors or psychiatrists.  HomeFront has a contract with, and has 
raised funds, to support the community batterer treatment programs (CCC, SK and, for the first 
two years of the project, DH) to receive mandated Court referrals.  As noted before, the batterer 
treatment programs and the Alberta Alcohol Drug Abuse Commission receive court-mandated 
referrals most often, 77%79 and 52% of all referrals respectively.  The next section describes 
these agencies and their involvement with HomeFront.   

                                                 
79 This rate excludes FAOS referrals. 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  124 

 

Case concludes in Docket 
Court with Probation/Peace 
Bond order; probation refers 

to treatment 

Accused contacts the agency Accused does not show to 
treatment 

Intervention by probation 
officer 

Accused starts treatment 

Accused completes 
treatment 

Accused drops 
out of treatment
 

Figure 9.  Linkages with Batterer Treatment  

Accused is 
referred to 

another agency

Offender could return to the agency for another treatment cycle 

Accused appears in the Domestic Violence Docket Court 

Case concludes in 
Docket Court or 
trial court with 
non-treatment 

dispositions, such 
as incarceration 

Case concludes in Docket Court with a not-guilty plea; accused proceeds 
to trial 

Case concludes in trial with Probation/Peace Bond order; probation refers 
to treatment 

 
 
 
 

Accused  is 
directed to 
return to 
treatment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Breach

“Get on 
Track” 

adjournment 
(breach cases 

only) 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  125 

 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  126 

4.2 The Programs 
 
4.2.1 Batterer Treatment Programs  
 
Three agencies provide therapeutic batterer treatment services to the accused mandated by the 
specialized Domestic Violence Court.  Forensic Assessment and Outpatient Services (FAOS) is a 
provincially funded and mandated organization which is reserved for the more dangerous 
accused and those with diagnosed mental health disorders.  FAOS is not part of HomeFront’s 
coordinated community response, although, as noted earlier, a number of offenders are referred  
there (8% are referred for counselling and 3% are referred for assessment).  Due to 
confidentiality issues, FAOS did not provide information for the Synergy evaluation and little 
data was made available to the AMHB researcher (n=42). All the batterer treatment programs 
were in existence prior to the beginning of HomeFront.  Discovery House was involved in 
HomeFront at the beginning of the project; referrals to that agency were discontinued in 2002. 
 
Two community-based agencies (Calgary Counselling Centre and the YWCA’s Sheriff King 
Home) provide a combination of group and individual counseling, depending on the program.  
Although their approaches are not identical, the agencies both focus on power and control issues, 
healthy conflict resolution and the cessation of violent behaviour.  Partner checks to monitor 
victim safety are also part of the programs.   
 
The AMHB evaluation describes in more detail the treatment program characteristics, including 
theoretical approach; program objectives; content and problem definition; program duration, 
format and mode; curriculum requirements; partner safety and collaboration protocols; 
assessment; contracting; referral and termination; staff ethics and qualifications; and program 
evaluation and accountability.  To guide service delivery, HomeFront has developed standards 
for domestic violence treatment programs to ensure the provision of ethical, accountable, and 
quality programs that seek to end perpetrators’ abusive, violent and controlling behaviors.  Some 
of the key considerations in the protocols include process and accountability, program content 
and structure, and program staff.   
 
4.2.2 Alberta Alcohol and Drug Abuse Commission (AADAC) 
 
AADAC receives a significant number of referrals from the Domestic Violence Docket Court 
(52% of all those who were referred for treatment).   The referrals to AADAC are followed by an 
assessment which helps AADAC counsellors and the client decide which kind of service would 
best suit the client’s needs and match the client to the appropriate kind of treatment.  To achieve 
their goals, clients may receive information sessions, one-to-one counselling, group counselling, 
and family counselling. AADAC clients are also introduced to, and encouraged to attend, a self-
help group specific to their addiction. These self-help groups include 12-step programs such as 
Alcoholics Anonymous, Gamblers Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous.  The clients are 
encouraged to maintain their membership in these self-help programs after they have completed 
their treatment programs.  AADAC also works with clients to help them develop other skills, 
such as expressing anger in a healthy way.   AADAC was not formally part of the HomeFront 
response and, due to client confidentiality issues, did not provide any client-specific information 
to the Synergy evaluation or to the AMHB evaluation. 
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4.3 The Role of Probation  
 
4.3.1 Referral Procedures 
 
The formal referral of the offender to the treatment agency takes place upon assignment of 
probation or Peace Bond conditions in the Domestic Violence Court or in the trial courts.  In 
some cases, the Court may mandate a specific referral to FAOS for psychiatric assessment or to 
AADAC for substance abuse assessment.  In most cases, however, the Court conditions are 
general and direct the offender to attend battterer and/or alcohol counselling.  As the following 
comments suggest, Probation plays a central role in suggesting treatment alternatives in Court or 
fine-tuning the referral subsequent to the Court appearance.  
 

• In the Pre-Court Conference regarding the case, the Probation Officer will usually 
suggest that we need to include the condition that he attend such help as may be 
recommended. They would probably send them to a combination of [Batterer Treatment 
agencies]. Usually the decision is left up to the Probation Officer because things may 
change.  

• Treatment conditions that are given out in Court are flexible, so that probation officers 
can direct it when appropriate.  

• In Court, it appears that a certain program would address his needs, but as the 
Probation Officer works with him, it may shift or need to be clarified. 

 
The specific referral by the Probation Officer is based on the information provided by the Court 
Team, as well as his or her brief meeting with the offender subsequent to the conclusion of the 
case.  If the information gathered by the Team or the Probation Officer indicates the presence of 
medical or psychiatric problems or significant substance abuse issues, then the Probation Officer 
may refer the client to FAOS or AADAC before or at the same time as referring him or her to 
one of the two batterer treatment program.  
 
4.3.2 Referral Challenges 
 
Consistency in referrals is hindered by the absence of a single formalized risk assessment 
instrument that can be used by the Court team to inform Court and probation referrals.  As the 
following comments indicate, the batterer treatment agencies report receiving many referrals of 
clients with issues such as mental health and addictions who might be more appropriately 
referred to FAOS or AADAC.  
 

• The Probation Officer may only see him for five minutes and doesn’t get a full in-depth 
understanding of the individual. The [staff member] … really is picking up some wrong 
vibes and concerns about this person being there. That’s one of the problems that was 
identified in the Committee meeting, especially initially. We may deal with them for five 
minutes and then it’s refer out.  

• There are more clients now who are difficult to manage… we’re getting more clients who 
have multiple problems—mental health, substance abuse… 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  128 

• Many of the offenders do come with either mental health problems or such severe 
personality problems that they really do need to have greater assessments than can be 
dealt with in group settings. 

 
In other cases, agencies report that they don’t receive probation referrals at all and have to call 
the Probation department to confirm the clients who show up for treatment.  According to the 
Probation office, however, all of the accused whose cases are concluded in the specialized Court 
are referred to treatment on the day of resolution in that Court. The delay in referrals, they point 
out, can only occur in cases that are concluded in trial courts.  There are no Probation Officers 
dedicated to trial courts, and up to two weeks can elapse before a Probation Officer receives the 
Court order, reviews it with the offender and makes a formal referral.  In the meantime, the 
offender might contact the agency on his or her own, before Probation referral is made. 
 
Referrals to the batterer treatment agencies are made on a rotating basis, unless certain 
considerations are in place.  For example, if the client does not have a car and uses public 
transportation then the referral is likely to go to CCC, as it is located in close proximity to an 
LRT line.  If the client works on a rotating shift basis or is unable to attend treatment at night, 
then he or she is referred to CCC.  If the client identifies himself as Aboriginal then he is referred 
to the group for Aboriginal men at Sheriff King.  Earlier on in the project, languages spoken by 
staff at these agencies also determined referrals.  As noted in Chapter Nine, the language 
capacities of the agencies have improved and no longer appear to guide referrals.  
 
All efforts are made by the Central Probation office to equalize the number of referrals which are 
received by the two batterer treatment agencies. As the Table 34 demonstrates, referrals to 
Sheriff King (45%) and CCC (43%) are almost equal.  
 
Table 34.  Probation Referrals to Treatment Agencies  
 

Agency Number Percent 

Discovery House 126 12.6
Calgary Counselling Centre 427 42.7
YWCA Sheriff King 446 44.6
Total 999 100.0

 

 
5. PARTICIPATION IN BATTERER TREATMENT  
 
5.1 Risk Factors 
 
The academic literature, as well as stakeholder feedback, identify a number of variables which 
may have an impact on treatment and which have to be considered in any evaluation.  Offenders 
who re-offend or who drop out of intervention programs tend to have unstable lifestyles (e.g. 
substance abuse problems, criminal history, unemployment, unstable living arrangements), to be 
younger, unmarried, less educated and poorer than treatment completers, to have been in their 
relationships for shorter periods of time, to have fewer children, and to have inflicted more 
severe abuse. (Rooney and Hanson, 2001, Can.; Rondeau et. al, 2001, Can.; Dalton, 2001, U.S.; 
Daly and Pelowski, 2000, U.S.; Baba et al., 1999, U.S.)  The analysis of batterer treatment 
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processes80 and outcomes which follows in this chapter takes into account the risk factors 
identified in the literature. 
 
5.2  Peace Bonds 
 
HomeFront stakeholders identified the issuance of Peace Bonds in Domestic Violence Court as a 
potential challenge associated with offenders’ participation in treatment.  As has been discussed 
in Chapter Six, there was an increase in Peace Bond resolutions over time, and an associated 
increase in concerns about response to treatment by those entering into a Peace Bond from 44% 
in 2001 to 53% in 2002.  The Peace Bond issue is complicated by the fact that this resolution 
does not require that the accused acknowledge guilt, which may have implications for treatment 
success.  According to stakeholders, accused entering into treatment as a Peace Bond condition 
may be less motivated than others to participate, as they have not fully acknowledged that the 
violence actually took place.   
 
These early concerns were largely alleviated (a lower proportion of 2003 respondents – 42% – 
rated this issue as a concern) when the Crown began requesting that the accused acknowledge 
the substance of the incident in Court before swearing to a Peace Bond, and then making the 
transcript available to the treatment agencies.  Moreover, data described later in this chapter 
indicates that those mandated to treatment by Peace Bond rather than other resolutions are at a 
lower risk to not show or drop out and are likely to make quicker connections with treatment 
agencies.  The analysis of batterer treatment processes and outcomes which follows in this 
chapter takes into account the concerns about Peace Bonds identified during the evaluation.  
 
5.3. Speed of Linkages with Treatment 
 
The formal referral of the offender to the batterer treatment agency takes place upon assignment 
of probation or Peace Bond conditions in the Domestic Violence Court or in the trial courts.  The 
Probation Officer faxes a referral form to the agency which lists the offender’s contact 
information and Court conditions. The onus is then on the offender to make the initial contact 
with the agency.  
 
According to the HomeFront protocols, the offender is expected to establish telephone contact 
with the treatment agency within two working days of the probation referral.  That is not, 
however, a legal requirement and not all offenders make the linkage that quickly.  Nevertheless, 
offenders involved with the HomFront Court are contacting the treatment agencies fairly rapidly 
after their involvement with the Court. Evaluation data indicates that 94 offenders had already 
engaged in treatment prior to the first Court appearance.  The remaining offenders who had not 
yet engaged with an agency made the first contact within a median of 21 and an average of 73 
days.  Table 35 shows that 12% made the contact within two days of the referral, more than half 
of the offenders contacted the agency within one week and 85% did so within one month.  A 
small proportion of the offenders did not connect with the agency for as long as 100 days after 
the referral (3%).  
 

                                                 
80 All subsequent analyses refer only to the three participating batterer treatment programs – YWCA Sheriff King 
Home, Calgary Counselling Centre and the Discovery House. 
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Table 35.  Time between Disposition in Domestic Violence Court and First Contact With  
 Treatment Agency  
 

 Number Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

0 to 2 277 9.6 12.0
3 to 7 234 25.1 54.8
8 to 14 160 17.2 71.8
15 to 30 125 13.4 85.2
31 to 60 73 7.8 93.0
61 to 100 34 3.6 96.7
101 or longer 31 3.3 100.0
Total 932 100.0  

 

 
There are a number of explanations for the length of time between the disposition in Court and 
first contact with the agencies.  There seems to be some confusion within the system itself about 
how long the offender has to make contact with the treatment agency.  According to some 
stakeholders, the accused have about one year from the conclusion of the Court case to complete 
treatment and can, therefore, choose not to contact the agency until well into the probation 
period.  Others maintain that the offender must contact treatment within the time period assigned 
by the Probation Officer, and that failure to attend as directed should result in an immediate 
breach. This confusion may be contributing to inconsistent referral practices and follow-up.  To 
address this issue, Probation and Crown established an informal agreement to file a breach if no 
connection with treatment has been made 6 to 8 months into the order.  However, this breach 
process might also take a long time as it must be accompanied by evidence that the offender has 
had several opportunities to attend treatment, and did not do so willfully. 
 
Offender cooperation is another related issue.  According to the AMHB study, “the referral 
process goes quickly if the offender cooperates, but can stretch out substantially if he resists the 
process or if other circumstances, such as a temporary out-of-town job make attendance 
problematic” (Cairns, 2003, Can.).  The data may also be affected by a practical tracking issue – 
the Synergy evaluation did not have access to information about clients who were first referred 
to AADAC and FAOS.  It is, therefore, impossible to precisely determine the length of time 
between Court disposition and first contact by the offender with the treatment agency, 
particularly in those cases which were referred to AADAC or FAOS first.   
 
The offenders started treatment (individual and/or group) about a median of seven and an 
average of 13 days after first contact with the agency.  As shown in Table 36 more than half of 
the clients were in treatment within one week, and 77% within two weeks.  By comparison, the 
period of time between receipt of referral by the program and the first treatment session in the 
Ontario Early Intervention Court ranged from two to ten weeks.  Eight percent of the clients did 
not start treatment two months or longer after the first intake.   
 
 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  131 

Table 36.  Time between Intake and First Treatment Session 
 

Days Number Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

0 to 2 248 28.4 28.4
3 to 7 233 26.7 55.2
8 to 14 189 21.7 76.8
15 to 30 133 15.3 92.1
31 to 60 41 4.7 96.8
61 to 100 18 2.1 98.9
101 or longer 10 1.1 100.0
Total 872 100.0  

 

 
5.3.1 Speed of Linkages, Risk, Peace Bonds and Recidivism 
 
The duration of time between date of disposition in Domestic Violence Court and the date of first 
contact with the treatment agency was analyzed using a Mann-Whitney U test and comparing re-
offence rates for groups defined by five factors, including use of alcohol, prior offence, 
unemployment, education, and finally whether or not a Peace Bond (or a different disposition)81 
was issued in the case.   
 
When the duration between disposition and intake was compared between those persons who did 
or did not re-offend, a longer duration was seen for re-offenders at both 12 and 18 months, but 
the differences were not significant.  However, results showed that individuals with a prior 
offence tended to have a longer duration between Court resolution and treatment (a median of 19 
days, p=.001 as compared with 12 days, for those with no prior conviction, p=.079), as did 
people with less than high school education (p=.002).  When the accused who received Peace 
Bonds were compared to those with other dispositions, the average interval from resolution to 
treatment intake for Peace Bonds was about half of the average for other dispositions (32.4 vs. 
60.4, p<.001 using t-test, with and N of 332 and 153 in the two groups respectively).   
 
HomeFront data also shows that a shorter time period between resolution and intake has a 
positive impact on treatment completion.  Specifically, those who completed treatment had a 
lower median duration between resolution and treatment (14 days, compared with 43 for drop-
outs), a significant difference of (p<.001).  This relationship persisted even when risk factors 
were controlled.  Similar results were obtained with respect to the period between intake and 
treatment start-up, although only for those who were unemployed (p=.004). 
 
These results indicate that clients in the higher risk groups, specifically those with prior offences 
and those with less than high school education, are more likely to take longer to connect with 
treatment and less likely to complete treatment, while those who receive Peace Bonds take less 
time to initiate treatment. 

                                                 
81 In legal terms, Peace Bond is considered to be a resolution, similar to a plea of guilty or not-guilty.  However, we 
believe that, in the context of understanding treatment outcomes, it is more appropriate to compare post-treatment 
recidivism rates associated with Peace Bonds to the recidivism rates associated with other dispositions, such as 
supervised probation.   
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5.4 Type of Treatment 
 
The initial contact by the offender with the treatment agency is followed by the assignment of an 
appropriate treatment modality – individual, group sessions or both.  In very few cases, couple 
and family counselling are also available.  About a third (30%) of the clients studied received 
individual treatment only, 29.4% received a combination of individual and group, and 25.9% 
received group-only treatment.  Nineteen clients (4.4%) received a combination of individual and 
family/couple counselling and another 18 (2%) participated in a combination of group and 
family/couple counselling.  As shown in Table 37, the three agencies which delivered batterer 
treatment programs used a different combination of individual, group and other types of 
treatment.   The majority of Sheriff King clients received group treatment - about 60% were in 
group-only treatment and 13% received a combination of group and individual treatment.  In 
contrast, most CCC clients received individual treatment alone (47%) or in combination with 
group (36%).  A majority of Discovery House clients received a combination of individual and 
group treatment (64%) and 32% received individual treatment only.  
 
Table 37.  Type of Treatment by Treatment Agency 
 

YWCA Sheriff 
King 

Calgary 
Counselling 

Centre 
Discovery House Total  

Type of treatment 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Individual only 57 13.2 199 46.6 40 31.7 296 30.0 
Group only 255 58.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 255 25.9 
Individual & Group 56 12.9 153 35.8 81 64.3 290 29.4 
Group & Family/Couple 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 
Individual & 
Family/Couple 0 0.0 19 4.4 0 0.0 19 1.9 

Group, Individual & 
Family/Couple 0 0.0 18 4.2 0 0.0 18 1.8 

Total 433 100.0 427 100.0 126 100.0 986 100.0 
 
Cases where Peace Bonds, rather than other dispositions, were used proved to have a 
significantly higher usage of individual treatment (29.5%, as opposed to 20.9% for non-Peace 
Bond cases) and lower group treatment usage (24.5% vs. 38%) (p =.007, chi-square).   Further 
analysis indicated that a higher proportion of cases resolved by Peace Bond were referred to 
CCC, which tends to place offenders in individual counselling.  (Of those cases resolved by 
Peace Bond, 14.5% were referred to D.H., 46.6% to CC and 39.9% to S.K.).  The referral 
differentiations may therefore explain the different treatment modalities for the Peace Bond 
cases.   
 
5.4.1 Type of Treatment and Recidivism 
 
The recidivism rate (both 12- and 18-month) was assessed within groups defined by type of 
treatment (group, individual, or both).  Those who participated in group treatment had a lower 
rate of new assaults than those who attended both group and individual treatment or individual 
treatment only.  At 12-month follow-up the new assault rates were 0% for those in group 
treatment, 6.9% for those in both individual and group treatment and 8.1% for those in individual 
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treatment.  The corresponding new assault rates at 18-month follow-up were 0%, 9.8% and 
22.2%.   A chi-square test was used to check for differences in the recidivism rates associated 
with each type of treatment.  No statistically significant differences were observed, although the 
18-month follow-up sample showed a borderline significance (p=.074).  A chi-square test was 
also used to check for the influence of the risk factors on the relationship between type of 
treatment and recidivism. No significant differences were observed.   
 
5.5 Treatment Dosage 
 
As noted in the flow chart at the beginning of this chapter, the client may drop out or complete 
the mandated treatment and then return to one or more of the agencies for subsequent treatment 
cycles.  In total, there were 74 clients who were referred to treatment more than once by the 
Probation Officers, and 82 clients attended treatment at two or more agencies, out of a total of 
999 clients.   
 
As depicted in the flow chart, clients can attend more than one group cycle, alone or together 
with other types of counselling and at one or multiple agencies.  In order to calculate the 
treatment dosage, we added all of the sessions – all group sessions for group completers, all 
individual sessions for individual treatment completers and all sessions, including both 
individual and group, for each of these two groups.  As shown in Table 38 below, on average, the 
clients who completed their initial group treatment attended a total of 14 group sessions.  Half of 
all clients received between 11 and 14 group sessions. 82  Individual treatment completers 
received an average of six (median of five) individual sessions over the full course of their 
treatment.  Half received between one to five sessions and a large majority (90%) received ten 
sessions or less.  Over the course of their participation in batterer treatment programs, on 
average, the clients received between 17 and 14 sessions which included both group and 
individual treatment.  A large majority of them (between 80 and 84 percent) received up to 18 
individual and/or group sessions. 
 
Table 38.  Treatment Dosage by Type of Treatment Completed 
 

Group Treatment Completers Individual Treatment Completers 
Total number of 
group sessions 

m, mdn=14 

Total group & 
individual sessions 

m, mdn=17 

Total number of 
individual sessions 

m=6, mdn=5 

Total group & 
individual sessions 

m=14, mdn=15 

Number 
of 

sessions 
# % C. % # % C. % # % C. % # % C. % 

1 to 5 4 1.2 1.2 2 0.6 0.6 153 50.0 50.0 23 7.5 7.5 
6 to 10 28 8.2 9.4 13 3.8 4.4 120 39.2 89.2 85 27.7 35.2 
11 to 14 171 50.0 59.4 33 9.6 14.0 20 6.5 95.8 40 13.0 48.2 
15 to 18 124 36.3 95.6 227 66.4 80.4 9 2.9 98.7 111 36.2 84.4 
19 to 23 15 4.4 100.0 55 16.1 96.5 2 0.7 99.3 36 11.7 96.1 
23 + 0 0.0 0.0 12 3.5 100.0 2 0.7 100.0 12 3.9 100.0 
Total 342 100  342 100  306 100  307 100  

 
                                                 
82 Those who completed fewer than 18 group sessions in Phases I and II were defined as group drop-outs by YWCA 
Sheriff King program and those who completed less than 10 group sessions were defined as group treatment 
completers by Calgary Counselling Centre. 
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As the following comments suggest, some stakeholders were of the opinion that not all clients 
require the same treatment intensity and length, while others suggested that more uniformity is 
required.  
 

• On the overall treatment is working well, we have good agencies and programs…they are 
making a difference for some people [but] sometimes the programs are overkill, some 
need “treatment light”, instead of these expensive processes…it might mean that we need 
different agencies or maybe existing agencies change their treatment approaches. 

• One issue: not everyone needs a 13-week program. 
• Need to have uniformity in program completion dosage, need to establish guidelines, 

number of sessions, completion requirements.  Original agreement is more about how 
much they were going to pay, but CCC and YW have different ways of doing business. 
Need formal structure and protocols 

• Evaluation of offenders who are not benefiting from treatment - any different treatment 
options? 

 
5.5.1 Treatment Dosage, Risk, Peace Bonds and Recidivism 
 
The total number of individual, group, and both types of treatment sessions was calculated for 
those persons who completed treatment.  This total was then assessed within groups defined by 
specific variables.   
 
When the number of individual, group, and total treatment sessions was compared between 
Peace Bonds and other dispositions, a significantly lower median number of total group sessions 
(12, with a mean of 10.4) was seen for individuals receiving Peace Bonds, with a mean 10.4), 
compared with a median of 13 (mean 11.6) for other dispositions (p=.044 using Mann-Whitney 
U test).  On the other hand, the median number of individual sessions was higher among Peace 
Bond cases (median 5, mean 5.7), compared to other dispositions (median 4, mean 4.5), p=.001 
using Mann-Whitney U.  This is consistent with the finding discussed above, that individuals 
whose cases are resolved by Peace Bond are more likely to receive individual counselling, 
perhaps because they are more often referred to CCC. 
 
Control for risk factors (alcohol, prior convictions, unemployment, and education,) tended to 
make the group treatment-Peace bond relationship become non-significant statistically, which 
may be due to the small number in the sample.  No interactive relationships were noted.  The 
observed association between Peace Bond presence and a higher number of individual sessions 
remained significant after control of risk factors.  The number of group treatment sessions was 
higher among those with a prior offence (p=.021), and slightly lower among persons whose cases 
were concluded with a Peace Bond (p=.045).83  
 
Those individuals who re-offended within twelve months had a higher average number of group 
sessions (p=.015) although there were only five people in this group.  No effect was seen for 18-
month recidivism. For the total number of sessions, both group and individual, there were no 
significant associations with the risk factors, but again the people who re-offended reported a 

                                                 
83 A T-test was used in these statistical analyses. 
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higher number of treatment sessions (p=.046 at 18 months, p=.019 at 12 months).  Again, there 
were very small numbers of re-offenders in this sample (seven and 14 respectively)84. 
 
A separate study would be required to conclusively determine the offender profiles that would 
best correspond with specific types and length of treatment.  Some literature exists, however it is 
not conclusive.  Gondolf (2002, U.S.), in his large-scale evaluation of four treatment sites, did 
not find that program content and structure impacted program outcome.  Despite the differences 
between the four programs (duration of group counselling varied from three months to nine and 
the level of additional supports were quite different), the “programs had amazingly similar 
outcomes.”   He attributes this to the fact that the shorter program compensated for program 
length with a more effective intervention system.  That is, it moved men into the treatment 
program more quickly and responded more quickly and decisively to non-compliance and re-
offense.  Hanson and Wallace-Capretta (2000-05, Can.) examined the relative effectiveness of 
four Canadian treatment programs.  They found that there was little difference in recidivism rates 
across programs despite substantial differences in treatment philosophies (cognitive-behavioural, 
humanistic, pro-feminist, eclectic).  The highest recidivism rate was observed in the program that 
had the weakest program implementation.  The authors conclude that, given the lack of different 
impact for treatment approaches, “it is difficult to tell whether the programs are equally effective 
or equally poor.”  However, they add that the small positive treatment effects found in other 
studies indicate that adequately implemented treatment may reduce the recidivism rates of 
abusive men.   
 
5.6 Attrition in Treatment 
 
Attrition is a common and serious problem in treatment programs, although the numbers vary 
from study to study.  According to Gondolf, (2000, U.S.) as many as 50% of men who initially 
contact a program for an intake appointment never appear and drop-out rates range from 40% to 
60%.  Canadian studies indicate an attrition rate ranging from 20% to 60% (McGregor et al., 
2002; Tutty et al., 2001; Rondeau et al. 2001; Hanson and Wallace-Capretta, 2000-05; Cadsky et 
al., 1996).  It should be noted that those studies included both batterers who were mandated by 
the Courts and those who were not. 
 
Daly and Pelowski (2000, U.S.) say that differences in the calculation of drop-out rates across 
studies make any conclusions about attrition rates difficult.  Some researchers calculate rates 
from men’s initial contact with the program until completion and others calculate from intake 
until the end of treatment.  The practices of the programs being researched also differ.  Some 
programs require men to re-enter repeatedly until they complete.  Others require sessions longer 
than the local court mandates, so men may drop out but still complete court requirements. 
 
The Synergy evaluation calculated attrition rates in two ways.  First, clients who were referred 
by Probation and/or initially contacted an agency but did not have any treatment sessions were 
considered as “no-shows.”  Second, clients who started their first treatment cycle but did not 
complete it were considered to have “dropped out.”  A total of 10% of the HomeFront accused 
did not show to treatment, 33% dropped out of group treatment and 36% dropped out of 
individual treatment.  In total, the HomeFront treatment attrition rate is between 43 and 46 
                                                 
84 A T-test was used in these statistical analyses. 
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percent, which is similar to rates cited elsewhere, where the numbers range from 20 to 60 
percent.  As Table 39 below demonstrates, the most frequently cited reason for clients’ dropping 
out was “started treatment but disappeared,” at 20% for group treatment and 13% for individual 
treatment. 
 
In response to concerns raised by stakeholders that individuals whose cases were resolved by 
Peace Bond may not be as committed to treatment as other court-mandated clients, the links 
between Peace Bond and attrition were analysed.  Interestingly, no-shows were less frequent 
when Peace Bonds were present (9.4% vs. 14.6% for other dispositions, with a borderline 
significance or p=.072).  As well, drop-out rates were lower for those with Peace Bonds (17.3% 
as compared to 24.1% of other dispositions, p=.062, using a Chi-square test). 
 
Table 39.  Treatment Completion Status 
 

Completion Status Group 
Treatment 

Individual 
Treatment 

Completed Treatment 342 66.9% 307 64.2% 
Started treatment but disappeared/unable to reach/no info 104 20.4% 60 12.6% 
Unsuitable for treatment agency 15 2.9% 17 3.6% 
Change in client circumstances: work , childcare, etc. 13 2.5% 34 7.1% 
Referred to different agency by probation 11 2.2% 10 2.1% 
Moved 11 2.2% 16 3.3% 
Not suitable for group treatment 6 1.2% -- -- 
Incarceration 5 1.0% 5 1.0% 
Referred to a different agency by treatment program 4 0.8% 29 6.1% 
Total 511 100.0% 478 100.0% 

 
Despite the fact that HomeFront’s attrition rate is comparable to that obtained elsewhere, these 
findings are still a cause for concern, as many of the risk factors for non-completion of treatment 
are also the same for continued abuse.  Research has found that program drop-outs are two to 
three times more likely to re-assault their partners than those who complete treatment. (Gondolf, 
2002, U.S.; Baba at al., 1999, U.S.) This indicates that high-risk offenders may not be 
completing treatment (Rooney and Hanson, 2001, Can.).   
 
These findings are supported by HomeFront data.  Individuals who did not show up for treatment 
tended to be at higher risk for re-offending than those who did.  With the exception of alcohol 
involvement (where no difference was seen, p=.554), increased risk was seen for the other three 
key factors:  prior offence (p=.008), unemployment (p=.002),and less than high school education 
(p=.004.)85  New offence rates were also slightly higher among persons who failed to appear for 
treatment at both 12-month follow-up (8.6% vs. 7.2% for those who did attend treatment) and 18 
months (11.7% vs. 11.0%) but these differences were not statistically significant.  
 
People who dropped out of the program tended to be higher risk than others, with significant 
effects being observed for prior offences (p<.001) and less than high school education (p=.011). 
The recidivism rate (for new offences) was almost twice as high for drop-outs at both 12 months 

                                                 
85 Fisher Exact test was used in this section. 
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(6.5% for non-drop-outs, 12.9% for drop-outs) and 18 months (10.2% for non-drop-outs, 19.4% 
for drop-outs), but, possibly due to the small sample size, the difference was not statistically 
significant.   
 
In response to the concern that higher risk offenders are not completing treatment, Daly and 
Pelowski, (2000, U.S.) call for increased, and improved, research in program attrition and 
recommend several strategies for improving program retention.  These include providing 
additional psychosocial treatment to men who need it, careful preparation of men for their own 
reactions to group intervention and the use of motivational enhancement strategies to facilitate 
men’s movement through the various stages of change. 
 
6. BREACHES AND TREATMENT COMPLIANCE 
 
The connection between judicial monitoring and treatment compliance has been raised several 
times in the academic literature.  Buttell and Pike, (2002, U.S.) speculate that attrition rates are 
lower in areas where the Judiciary is supportive of treatment programs and meaningful sanctions 
are imposed for non-compliance.  In support of this theory, Gondolf (1998, U.S.) points to the 
importance of court monitoring of compliance with treatment orders in order to decrease 
program attrition.  His study examined the impact of implementation of a 30-day court review of 
compliance.  The number of offenders who did not complete the batterer program dramatically 
decreased from 52% to 35% after the review was instituted.   Those who completed the program 
were half as likely to be re-arrested for assault (domestic violence or not) as those not referred to 
the program (16% vs. 37%, n = 400). The re-arrest rate for domestic violence cases was only 8% 
for those who completed the program as compared to 14% for those who were not referred.  
Similarly, a 1999 study showed that monitored attendance was one of only two variables which 
predicted completion of a treatment program.  (DeHart et al., 1999, U.S.) 
 
Heckert and Gondolf (2000a, U.S.) conclude that increasing perceptions of criminal justice 
sanctions alone may not prevent batterers from re-assault.  They also put forward two additional 
conclusions:  it may be more useful to enhance the treatment component of batterer programs 
than to depend on the imposition of sanctions to prevent recidivism; and the criminal justice 
system may need to increase the certainty of arrest to reach a threshold where perceptions of 
certainty become firm enough to produce a specific deterrence effect. 
 
HomeFront protocols require that the treatment agencies advise the Chief Probation Officer, 
through the offender’s assigned Probation Officer, of any offender who fails to make contact or 
schedule an appointment within a week of their referral; fails to make the first two appointments; 
misses two scheduled appointments in a row; or who drops out of treatment without a reasonable 
explanation such as illness, relocation or referral elsewhere.   
 
This evaluation identified both positive and negative developments associated with ensuring 
treatment compliance.  On the one hand, as discussed in Chapter Five, the breach rates were 
higher during the HomeFront implementation period than they were during the baseline period 
(21 as compared to 15 percent).  However, evaluation data also suggests that a certain degree of 
inconsistency exists in how treatment compliance is enforced.   
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Specifically, while those who do not show or drop out of treatment tend to be breached more 
often than those who complete treatment, the rates of breaches are comparatively low.  At 12-
month follow up, 19.4% of drop-outs breached probation, with 17.7% breaching a Peace Bond 
(compared with 5.1% and 5.4% of non-drop-outs, p=.001 and .003 respectively.)  Similarly 8.6% 
of those who did not show to treatment breached probation (as compared to 7.2% of those who 
showed) and 9.7% breached a Peace Bond (as compared to 6.8% of those who showed).  
However, the differences between the breach rates of those who did and did not show were not 
statistically significant.86 
 
There are several issues associated with the breaching process.  One is that, although probation 
may breach an offender and enter that breach into the computer, it does not necessarily follow 
that a Police Officer will track the offender down and charge him/her with the breach.  The other 
is the complexity of the breaching process itself.  The AMHB evaluation included a review of 
the probation files of a sub-sample of the HomeFront accused and provides some possible 
explanations for the inconsistencies between breaches and treatment compliance.   
 
“During the process of review of some probation files… a number of cases were observed in 
which the offender was not called to account for refusing to attend treatment.  In some cases, the 
file is simply closed because the offender is uncooperative, while in others the process of 
breaching the offender for non-reporting or non-attendance at treatment is lengthy and 
frustrating for probation officers (e.g., outdated contact information, lengthy series of failures to 
attend reporting appointments, warrants issued which cannot be successfully executed as 
offender’s whereabouts are not known).  The current guidelines for the breach process allow a 
great deal of time to go by between non-compliance and consequence.  Further, they extend 
treatment length in those cases where the offender eventually returns, and make it likely that the 
offender will simply ‘disappear’ in others.”  (Cairns, October, 2003) 
 
As demonstrated above, and as confirmed in the AMHB study, those offenders who delay 
linkages with treatment, who do not show and who drop out of treatment are at greater risk for 
re-offence than those who make quick linkages and complete treatment.  Imposition of sanctions 
is important to ensure that those at higher risk for re-offence are closely monitored and are made 
accountable for non-compliance.  The Crown, Probation and AMHB are currently discussing the 
possibility of developing a risk assessment process which would inform the intensity of 
probation supervision, while taking into account the existing workload challenges.  As has been 
noted earlier, Probation and Crown have also established an informal agreement to file a breach 
if no connection with treatment has been made 6 to 8 months into the order.  HomeFront partners 
may also consider two other options, namely setting a specific court-mandated period within 
which the offender must enter treatment and establishing a court-based review date to enhance 
supervision. 
 
7. SUMMARY  
 
In many respects, the findings of this evaluation mirror the discrepancies and confusion in the 
academic literature.  Some results are positive.   Offenders are moving into treatment quickly and 
the AMHB evaluation and partner check data indicate positive effects from that treatment.  The 
                                                 
86 Fisher Exact test was used in this section. 
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recidivism rates are not as high as those found in some academic studies but they are higher than 
the results of other studies.  In other words, recidivism rates are inconclusive.  Consistent with 
the literature, this evaluation did find higher new offence recidivism rates for treatment drop-outs 
and no-shows than treatment completers.   
 
 It would seem that HomeFront has made significant progress towards the goal and outcomes 
described at the beginning of this chapter.  That is, it has increased offender accountability 
through the imposition of legal sanctions and provision of opportunities for treatment and 
rehabilitation.  It has linked offenders to treatment in a timely manner and there are indications 
that offenders’ use of violence is reduced.  There is, however, still much to be done.  Attrition 
rates (although consistent with the literature) are a cause for concern, particularly since drop-outs 
and no-shows tend to be at higher risk than treatment completers; breaches are not occurring 
consistently for those who drop out of treatment; and consistency in Probation referrals to 
treatment is hindered by the absence of a single formalized risk assessment instrument.    
 
 
  



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  140 

CHAPTER EIGHT 
WORKING WITH VICTIMS AND CHILDREN 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) has identified the key 
elements of an effective response to victim needs.  Such work is premised on a broad 
understanding of victim support, which includes not only advocacy and connection to 
community services but also counselling and assistance as the victim builds an independent life.  
The Working Group divides the elements of victim and advocacy services into two categories:  
services linked to the justice system and community-based programs.   
 
The HomeFront project provides services in both categories; HomeFront partners offer justice-
based support to victims and work to link the victims to the broader array of services that are 
available in the community.  Both of these functions are reflected in one of the HomeFront 
evaluation goals:  to protect the community through the provision of services to the victim and 
facilitate their active involvement in the criminal justice system.  That goal is measured through 
three long-term outcomes: 1) victims and their children are safer; 2) victims are more confident 
in the criminal justice process; and, 3) victims and their children experience improved quality of 
life as a result of their involvement with criminal justice and treatment agencies.  Over the course 
of the pilot project, two parallel evaluations collected the information required to determine 
whether HomeFront achieved these outcomes.  The Synergy evaluation described in this report 
gathered quantitative information primarily related to the confidence of the victims in the 
criminal justice process (the second outcome).87  Resolve Alberta is currently undertaking a 
study comparing community and justice responses to domestic violence in three prairie 
provinces.  As part of that work, Resolve produced a report summarizing the feedback and 
viewpoints of women whose partners appeared in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court. 
Information presented in that report relates to all three outcomes.  This chapter refers to some of 
the key results of that report.  
 
This chapter describes the frequency and continuity of contact between HomeFront service-
providers and victims, as well as service-providers’ efforts to connect the victims and children 
with community resources.  The impact of the advocates’ work on victim participation in the 
criminal justice system is also discussed.  The chapter concludes with an explanation of new 
victim notification protocols and a discussion of stakeholders’ suggestions regarding the future 
role of HomeFront in the provision of services to victims and children. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
87 The Synergy evaluation also collected some data that addressed the third outcome, by quantifying victim referrals 
and service use.  
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2. HOMEFRONT AND RELATED VICTIM SERVICES  
 
The flow chart on the following page depicts the continuum of services provided to victims 
whose partners appear in the Domestic Violence Docket Court.  As the flow chart shows, after 
charges are laid by the Police, the victim may be contacted by the Victim Assistance Unit (VAU) 
of the Calgary Police Service (CPS).  The VAU may immediately refer the victim to Calgary 
Legal Guidance (CLG) and the CPS Domestic Conflict Unit will send the victim information to 
the HomeFront Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs).  If the case concludes in the Docket 
Court with a not-guilty plea, the DCCWs will refer the victim to CLG.  If the case concludes in 
the Docket Court with probation or a Peace Bond, then Probation will provide victim 
information to the Partner Support Program (PSP).  If the order includes treatment conditions, 
and if the offender attends treatment as ordered, then the batterer treatment agencies will contact 
the victim as part of the partner check process.  In addition, the victims may work with numerous 
other resources, such as the Public Assistance Unit, shelters and other community agencies.  
Among all these services, only the DCCW program was created as part of HomeFront.  The 
remaining services were in existence prior to HomeFront, although CLG received increased 
funding to accommodate referrals from the DCCWs.  The remainder of this section discusses in 
more detail the programs that deliver services to victims whose partners appear in the Domestic 
Violence Court. 
 
2.1 Victim Assistance Unit (VAU) 
 
The VAU was established in 1977, and includes a trained group of victim support volunteers 
supervised by Calgary Police Service personnel.  The VAU’s involvement begins when the 
crime occurs and ends when the charges go to Court.  VAU contacts all of the victims whose 
cases go to the Domestic Violence Court, .  The volunteers provide support, information and 
referral services to the victims of crime.  The VAU volunteers talk to the victims on the 
telephone, visit them in the home or at the hospital, accompany them to Court, and, if necessary, 
provide bereavement support.  The VAU is comprised of several programs, as follows:  
 
• The Victim Assistance Support Team (VAST) was created in February 2000 to provide 

support services to people at home or in the hospital who have witnessed or been the victims 
of crime or tragedy.  In addition to general support, VAST also provides assistance in 
completing Financial Benefits for Injuries applications.  Referrals to community agencies are 
made in relation to counselling, shelters, financial assistance and/or child resources.  
Members may also accompany individuals to Court and provide bereavement support.  The 
VAST team is available 24 hours a day, seven days a week, through officer referral.   

• The VAU Restitution Request Program assists victims in applying for compensation through 
the criminal courts when someone is charged. 

• The Victim Impact Statement Program assists victims with the completion of a Victim 
Impact Statement. The unit delivers the statement at the first appearance of the accused.  

• The VAU Court Accompaniment Program has volunteers accompany victims, in a support 
capacity, to Youth Court, Provincial Court or Court of Queen's Bench.   
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2.2 Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs) 
 
DCCWs provide support to the victims of domestic violence from the time domestic violence 
charges are laid until they move out of the Domestic Violence Court.  The Case Workers assist 
victims through the criminal justice system by helping them to understand the Court process, 
ensuring that they have the opportunity to provide information to the Crown Prosecutor, 
identifying how information can be accessed regarding the status of the offender, assisting with 
assessing risk as it relates to planning for safety, communicating information on the outcome of 
an offender’s Court appearance and providing referrals to community resources as required.  
DCCWs are expected to attend Court and be prepared to respond to questions from the Judge.  
When the victim chooses to attend Court, the Case Workers ensure that the victim is offered 
accompaniment.   
 
2.3 Partner Support Program (PSP) 
 
The Partner Support Coordinator strives to increase the safety of victims of domestic violence 
while the offender is involved with the Alberta Solicitor General.  The supervising Probation 
Officer sends referral information to the Partner Support Coordinator within two working days of 
involvement with the offender.  The Coordinator is then responsible to maintain contact with the 
victim and/or new partner for the duration of the supervision, with the permission of the victim.  
Volunteers are used to assist with this work; usually between 12 and 14 work in the program per 
year.  When the Partner Support Coordinator/volunteer identifies an escalating risk of violence, 
the supervising Probation Officer is notified.    
 
2.4 Calgary Legal Guidance (CLG) 
 
CLG provides a Court Preparation and Restraining Order Program.  The Victim Assistance Unit 
(VAU) will inquire as to the victim’s interest in the Court Preparation service and, if interest 
exists, a referral is made to CLG.  A detailed protocol has been developed between VAU and 
CLG.  The protocol guides direct referrals, negates the need for the client to reach out on his or 
her own, and increases the likelihood that the victim will actually make a connection with CLG.  
As shown in the flow chart, the DCCWs also refer to CLG those victims whose cases proceed to 
trial court. 
 
The Court Preparation lawyer and social worker meet with the victim as early as the day 
following the VAU referral. The program assists the victim by addressing legal, emotional and 
safety issues and helps the victim obtain a Restraining Order, if one is required. The lawyer and 
social worker continue the contact with the victim by phone or in person, as circumstances 
require. In addition to individual contact, the victim whose partner’s case goes to trial court is 
invited to participate in a group session with other victims which is held in an empty courtroom. 
The lawyer and social worker jointly facilitate these sessions, addressing all the issues associated 
with court attendance.  In addition to the sessions offered prior to attending court, at least one 
support and information session is provided following the conclusion of the court case.   
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2.5 Batterer Treatment  
 
Three agencies provide therapeutic treatment services to offenders mandated by the specialized 
Domestic Violence Court: Forensic Assessment and Outpatient Services (FAOS), which is a 
provincially funded and mandated organization; and Calgary Counselling Centre and the 
YWCA’s Sheriff King Home, which are community-based agencies.  All three organizations 
provided treatment services prior to the beginning of HomeFront.  A fourth community agency 
was involved in HomeFront at the beginning of the project; referrals to that agency were 
discontinued in 2002. 
 
All participating batterer treatment agencies, with the exception of FAOS, implement partner 
checks.  Partner checks maintain phone contact between program staff and the abused partners 
for the duration of the program.  The purpose of the checks is to ensure that the partners are safe, 
to provide partners with support, safety planning and referrals if required, and to inform them of 
group content and facilitation approaches.  Partner checks also help monitor offender behaviour 
and keep offenders accountable.   
 
2.6 Calgary Crown Prosecutors’ Office Public Assistance Unit (PAU) 
 
The PAU started in 1988 with a mandate to work with the Crown’s office by providing 
information to anyone who calls to inquire about charges that have been laid or about related 
Court hearings and results.  The PAU works with victims, but also fields many calls from 
accused without legal representation and anyone else who is interested in receiving this 
information.  Currently, there are two people employed in the unit. 
 
The PAU responds to a multitude of different queries, many of which are made at the time 
charges are laid.  Many of the callers seek information about charges and whether they can be 
withdrawn.  The PAU explains the Court processes, and the procedures related to consultation 
with the victim and/or the accused.  
 
2.7 Other Community Agencies 
 
At any point in the criminal justice process, victims or their children may be involved with a 
number of other community agencies, such as first or second stage shelters, peer support 
organizations, community-based programs which target diverse client groups, programs for 
children and youth, and/or Calgary Communities Against Sexual Abuse (CCASA), which is an 
agency that works with victims who experience sexual assault. All these agencies were in 
existence prior to HomeFront and function independently from HomeFront.  
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3. VALUE OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY DOMESTIC COURT CASE 
 WORKERS 
 

The Best Practices Review indicates that comprehensive victim services and advocacy programs 
are considered by many writers to be essential to the success of a specialized court program.  
Indeed, research suggests that court-based programs that do not employ advocates may fail to 
meet women’s needs, even when those women are resourceful in seeking out help and 
information.   Some researchers maintain that victims are unlikely to participate in the justice 
system if their basic safety, support and survival needs remain unmet.  (Ad Hoc Federal-
Provincial-Territorial Working Group, 2003, Can.; Tutty and Rothery, 2002, Can.; Weisz, 1999, 
U.S.; Mills, 1998, U.S.; Hart, 1995, U.S.) 
 
Inclusion of the victim’s voice in the Court proceedings and the support provided by the DCCWs 
represent key methods by which HomeFront has changed the way domestic violence is addressed 
in Calgary.  Prior to HomeFront, victims did not have access to a worker who would seek them 
out, who could speak for them in Court and support them, on a consistent basis, throughout the 
Court proceedings.  Process evaluation respondents indicated that services provided by 
HomeFront to victims were instrumental in improving the ability of the community to address 
the issue of domestic violence.  Over time, in 2001, 2002 and 2003, 88.5%, 100% and 82.7% of 
respondents saw provision of individual support to victims as a success.  Specifically, 
respondents commented on the DCCWs’ abilities to personalize the system for victims, to 
connect with victims prior to and during Court, and to provide support.  The following are just a 
small sample of the comments which illustrate this view:  
 

• Prior to 412, the Public Assistance Unit played the DCCW role and the work with victims 
was hit and miss. [There were] lots of difficulties…due to the fact that the victims make 
themselves unavailable, now DCCWs chase these people down and get them involved.  

• A lot of times when [DCCWs] speak to victims, they’re in a position to ask, do you want 
other charges laid. Here’s a name that you can speak to. [They] personalize the system a 
lot more than it was before. When [DCCWs] offer the victims’ resources for treatment, 
[they] say, tell them that [DCCWs] referred you, so they’re feeling that they’re getting a 
little more special treatment. 

• I think [the project is] addressing safety issues in the short term. The DCCWs are talking 
to the victims whenever they can and presenting their point of view. …We’re able to delve 
more deeply into seeing to the victim’s actual needs and to address them. 

• When [the DCCWs are] physically there in Court with them, especially those who are 
very scared, whether they’re scared of him or what this has meant for their family…it’s 
important for them to have someone there sitting next to them. On Friday, a woman was 
physically leaning on [a DCCW] because she just couldn’t deal with it, so that’s needed 
in Court. 

• The project gives freedom to the victim and assurance that someone knows her situation, 
hears her voice and values her feedback, she feels that she is not alone in this.  A lot of 
times the victims don’t have support, but [DCCWs] support her either way, whether she 
chooses to leave or to stay, this reinforces her trust in the system. 
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Resolve Alberta’s interviews with HomeFront victims also indicated that the DCCWs are filling 
a need.  Over half of the women who responded to questions about DCCWs said they found 
them helpful (16/28 or 57%), with many pointing to the usefulness of the information provided,  
and almost 90% (17/19 or 89.5%) said that the DCCWs were supportive.  (Tutty and Nixon, 
2004, Can.) 
 
4. CONTACT WITH VICTIMS  
 
As noted in the service description section above, there are a multitude of organizations and 
programs, including those that do and do not work with HomeFront, which provide services to 
victims of domestic violence.  This section describes HomeFront service-providers’ contact with 
victims and discusses issues and challenges related to the services victims receive from 
HomeFront and community agencies. 
 
4.1 Contacts by HomeFront Services 
 
Quantifying contact with victims is one way of measuring the availability of victim support.  The 
quality of that support is discussed in detail elsewhere (Tutty and Nixon 2004, Can.; see 
Companion Document).  As part of this evaluation, data was collected about the frequency and 
rate of victim contact with three groups of service-providers: Domestic Court Case Workers, the 
Partner Support Program and the batterer treatment agencies.  CLG also provided aggregate 
information about its services. 
 
4.1.1 Domestic Court Case Workers 
 
DCCWs provide support to victims from the time the domestic violence charges are laid until 
their cases move out of the specialized Domestic Violence Court.  While there is no precise 
standard established by HomeFront, it is expected that the workers will contact most of the 
victims prior to the disposition in the Docket Court.  Hoyle and Sanders (2000, U.K.) describe an 
ideal victim advocacy program which ensures that advocates contact victims as soon as possible 
after arrest so that the time provided by the arrest and bail procedures is used constructively.   
 
In cases where victims could be reached, DCCWs contacted 96% of them prior to the date of 
disposition and 20% prior to the accused’s first appearance in the Domestic Violence Docket 
Court.  DCCWs often contacted the victims more than once, either by phone, in Court or both.  
For example, among the 1,948 victims who were contacted, 62% received multiple telephone 
and/or in-person contacts. 
 
DCCWs were not able to contact 29% of victims. By comparison, the no-contact rate in, London, 
Ontario’s Coordinated Prosecution Court was reduced from 63% pre-program to 24% at post-
program. (Moyer et al, 2001). The absence of victim contact information (in 20% of the cases) 
and difficulties in reaching victims when contact information was available likely contributed to 
HomeFront’s victim contact rates.88  In fact, further analyses showed a statistically significant 
association between availability of victim information and victim contact rates (p =.000).   
 
                                                 
88 DCCWs receive contact information from the Calgary Police Service. 
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A median of 16 days elapsed between incident and the first contact with the victim by DCCWs 
(an average of 46 days) and these rates improved over time (see Figure 11). The improvement in 
contact rates can likely be explained by two factors: enhanced availability of victim information 
which, as discussed elsewhere in this report, can be attributed to the recent co-location of the 
DCCWs with the Domestic Conflict Unit of Calgary Police Service; and increases in the DCCW 
staffing contingent.    
 
 
Figure 11.  Median Number of Days between Date of Incident and First Contact by 
DCCWs   
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4.1.2 Contact by Partner Support Program 
 
Probation Officers send the Partner Support Program (PSP) the names of the victims whose 
partners have been given probation or Peace Bond conditions in the Domestic Violence and trial 
courts.  The volunteers are assigned an average of 25 victims and generally call victims in the 
evenings.  
 
On an annual basis, the program attempts between 3,000 and 4,000 contacts.  In about 36% (see 
Table 40) of the cases, the information is either not available89 or the partner cannot be reached; 
23% of the partners are contacted but are not interested in participating in the program; and about 
41% are contacted and choose to participate.  When the volunteers cannot reach the victim, or 
the victim is not interested in receiving services, the volunteers leave the PSP number with the 
victim and return the file to the Program Coordinator, or send the file to the Calgary Police 
Service for information update.  Over the period of probation, the partner support volunteers try 
to call a victim several times, depending on the victim’s individual requirements and assessed 
risk.    
 
                                                 
89 PSP receives victim contact information from Probation. 
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Table 40.  Partner Support Contacts90 
 
Type of Contact Number Percent
Contacted/Interested 1294 41
Contacted/Not interested 709 23
Unable to contact 1130 36
Total 3133 100

 
4.1.3 Contact by Batterer Treatment Agencies 

 
The participating treatment agencies began to consistently report partner safety information to 
the Synergy evaluation on March 1st, 2003.  After March 1st, 2003 the batterer treatment 
agencies were able to contact 122 victims, representing a total of 42% of accused receiving 
treatment within the same period of time.91  Of those victims who were contacted over the period 
of time that the accused participated in treatment, the agency staff were able to reach  49% of the 
victims once, 25% of the victims twice, 16% three times, 6% four times and 5% five times. 
 
4.1.4 Contact by Calgary Legal Guidance 
 
Calgary Legal Guidance reports that it received 213 referrals from HomeFront in 2002 and 215 
in 2003.   About 47% of these clients actually received CLG services.92  The reasons provided by 
CLG to explain the difference between the number of referrals and number of contacts include 
the following: declined intake, cannot locate, conflict of interest, inappropriate referral, and no 
contact made as yet. 
 
4.2 Issues and Challenges Related to Victim Contact 
 
This evaluation uncovered two key issues associated with contacting victims while their partners 
are in Court or in treatment.   First, there is debate among stakeholders as to whether contact by 
multiple service-providers is effective or overwhelming for victims.  Second, service-providers 
are encountering several practical difficulties in actually reaching victims.  
 
4.2.1 Contact by Multiple  Service-Providers 
 
As depicted in the flow chart at the beginning of this chapter, there are multiple service-
providers, both within and outside of the project, who work with victims whose partners appear 
in Domestic Violence Court.  As illustrated in the following comments, some process evaluation 

                                                 
90 Represents information in 2002 
91 This rate is likely an underestimate, because there were probably a number of victims who were separated from 
the accused and, therefore, would not have been called by the agency staff. 
92 No information was available that specifically identified the number of individuals who were referred by 
HomeFront and received CLG services.  The proportions reported here are based on the following information:  In 
2002, out of a total of 967 clients referred to CLG, 347 files were closed without services provided, 156 had no 
intake to date, 360 were closed with services provided and 104 were open and currently receiving services, resulting 
in a total of 464 out of 967 clients who received services in 2002.  In 2003, out of a total of 954 clients referred, a 
total of 447 clients (331 files closed with services provided and 116 open and currently receiving services) received 
services, resulting in a 47% rate. 
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respondents saw the benefits of having several service-providers involved, particularly as they 
assist victims to access needed information and contribute to continuity in pre- and post-Court 
victim contact. 
 

• The mandate of Partner Support is to contact anybody whose partner or ex-partner is on 
Probation for domestic related offences or involved in some sort of community 
supervision program whether it be Probation, Peace Bond, conditional sentence order, 
pre-trial release, so I think as the protocol goes, where [DCCWs] leave is where Partner 
Support should cleanly pick up…so that there’s a continuum of services throughout the 
initial charge and Police intervention to sentencing, so that services don’t drop off the 
face of the earth once there’s been a disposition imposed.   

• [DCCWs] sometimes have success in contacting victims that the [VAU] don’t and vice 
versa. If anything, it works well at that level. 

 
Opinion was divided, however, on whether so much contact overwhelmed the victim or 
contributed to positive outcomes, such as increased empowerment and safety.   
 

• The verbal reports we’re hearing is women saying, wow, look at all the support I’m 
getting. They’re not saying, why don’t you talk to each other. They’re saying this person 
called me, this person called me, and this person called me, everybody’s interested in 
whether I’m Ok, so they feel supported or empowered or resourced or something like 
that. .. People aren’t shocked or upset or hanging up—they’re spending the time.  

• I never realized there were so many people out there helping victims of violence, and so 
it’s just brought it to the forefront that there are all these services for people who are 
affected… [The victims are] sometimes overwhelmed with support from different people 
contacting them. 

• The victims get numerous people trying to contact them, get overloaded with all these 
people wanting to help, instead should have one person closely linked and consistent.  

 
Some stakeholders suggested that that a certain degree of service duplication exists, particularly 
among the VAU, DCCWs and CLG. 
 

• There are so many other agencies that have also contacted the victims— Victims 
Assistance Unit, DCCWs. …Also the friction between other agencies…I think they 
thought [DCCWs] were taking away their mandate so they’ve been very territorial. 

• The Victims’ Assistance Unit deals with all victims of crime; Victim Advocates and the 
Court Preparation Program deal specifically with domestic violence. There is overlap 
between the three services. 

• The DCCWs aren’t doing anything much different [than the VAU] and I think it’s 
duplication. They’re hiring more people … because they can’t get through it, but they’re 
doing what [the VAU] are doing, and I have real concerns about that. 

• 98% of the referrals that come to CLG are made by VAU, DCCWs calling CLG again to 
refer the client is duplication.   

 
CLG reports that about 40% of all of the victim referrals it received from DCCWs were also 
referred by VAU.  As the comments and data illustrate, some duplication may exist and victims 
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may be receiving repeated calls from multiple sources.  Direct feedback from the victims 
confirms that this is an issue.  The Resolve Alberta report found that the existence of so many 
service-providers was confusing for the women interviewed.  The Resolve report recommends 
clarification and identification of the various organizations involved in supporting victims of 
domestic violence. (Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.).  
 
4.2.2 Difficulties Contacting Victims 
 
As demonstrated in section 4.1 above, DCCWs, Partner Support volunteers and treatment agency 
staff all experience significant challenges reaching victims – their no-contact rates range from 
29% to 36% to 58%.  In particular, the DCCWs’ inability to contact victims prior to Court 
(which happens for 80% of the victims who are contacted) leaves some victims without on-going 
support and may affect Court proceedings and, ultimately, the ability to achieve early case 
resolution.  
 

• What’s been happening in Court when [DCCWs] are not able to contact a complainant, 
they adjourn the case to another day, particularly if it’s a really high-risk situation so 
that they can try to make contact. Usually things are handled within one adjournment... If 
[the DCCWs] haven’t spoken with [the victim before Court, they’ll] try for a bit 
afterward to follow up—a couple of phone calls to see what happened in Court… just to 
make sure that [the victims are] aware of resources. 

• This fellow was going to be released; the judge … wasn’t going to agree to the resolution 
until the victim had been contacted, and so it’s been put forward…to give DCCWs time to 
contact her. That adds to the docket as well. 

 
This evaluation identified several reasons for the difficulties in reaching victims, including lack 
of available information, service-provider workload, victims’ reluctance to engage with service- 
providers and the transient nature of some victims.   
 
A. Availability of Information 

 
As noted above, DCCWs were not able to contact 29% of victims, PSP was unable to contact 
about 36% of victims and treatment agency staff did not contact 58% of the victims.  HomeFront 
has worked to address this problem by improving the DCCWs’ access to victim information. 
Originally housed at the HomeFront offices, DCCWs are now located at the Domestic Conflict 
Unit (DCU) of the Calgary Police Service.  The purpose of this move was to develop stronger 
links between the DCCWs and the DCU, leading to earlier access by the DCCWs to victims of 
domestic violence.  An information-sharing agreement has been developed between HomeFront 
and the DCU so that the DCCWs are able to access victims’ names and contact information from 
the 24-hour police reports that list all the domestic cases where charges were laid during the 
previous day. 
 
No new referral protocols have been developed to improve the PSP’s access to victim contact 
information.  Generally, once a Probation Officer has been assigned, a referral is made to the 
PSP.  If the referral does not include the victim’s name or other identifying information, the 
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Partner Support Coordinator has to make several contacts with other sources, such as Calgary 
Police Service or the Probation Officer, to locate the needed information.   
 
B. Workload 
 
The DCCWs and the Partner Support Program volunteers have been significantly affected by 
workload considerations.   At the beginning of the project, two DCCWs (at that time called 
Victim Advocates) carried about 700 files or 17 to 35 new files per day.  In the early stages of 
the project, stakeholders commented on the heavy workload of the DCCWs.    
 

• So far in comparison to other Projects similar to this, [they’re] working with two Victim 
Advocates and other Projects are working with seven, and that’s in Ontario…The 
expectation was that [Victim Advocates] would have five new files each a day, and it’s 
anywhere from a total of 17-35 new ones a day… 

 
The DCCW workload considerations have been largely addressed over the course of the 
HomeFront pilot project, as the number of DCCWs has now increased to five.  The Partner 
Support Program, however, continues to struggle with workload.  Although the PSP has been 
able to locate sufficient resources to make the Coordinator position full-time, the program 
continues to need more volunteers to meet the service demand.   
 
 
According to the Program Coordinator, the optimal number of volunteers at any one time is 15 to 
18, but at times, particularly during the summer months, the program is down to five volunteers 
and there is a waiting list of about 200 to 300 victims.  The challenges experienced by this 
volunteer-based program are illustrated in the comment below: 
 

• The nature of volunteering is changing – people are volunteering less and it’s on their 
terms, they come when they can…  [While we are] eventually able to contact all who’re 
willing, we are still dealing with an average of 3 to 4 months delay before reaching most 
victims… 

 
C. Difficulties Reaching Victims  
 
The contact rates are also influenced by victims’ availability, frequent changes of address and 
unwillingness to connect with service-providers.   
 

•  [DCCWs] had made several attempts to get in touch with the victim; she didn’t want to 
be contacted,…didn’t return calls.  

• There are different reasons that the victims are not contacted. Sometimes [DCCWs] 
made several attempts, but there’s an answering machine, and [they] don’t generally 
leave a message. In situations where [DCCWs] do leave a message… a lot of times 
[victims don’t’ call back]. 

• …People move and are transient – the accused isolates the victim. 
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5. VICTIMS’ LINKAGES TO COMMUNITY RESOURCES  
 
The Best Practices Review indicates that victims’ services play an important role in connecting 
victims to practical, community-based supports.  Thelen (1999, U.S.) says that coordinated 
community responses are built on a recognition that the period of intervention and separation can 
be a very dangerous time for the victim. Protective services such as emergency housing, 
educational/support groups and advocacy in the legal, medical and welfare systems may increase 
victim safety.  Tutty and Rothery (2002, Can.) found that victims struggle with a number of 
practical concerns, related to safety, legal difficulties (especially regarding custody and access to 
children), employment, housing and finances.   Domestic violence researchers also point out that 
battered women are often isolated from social supports and networks by their abusive partners 
and therefore may not have the means to connect with needed help and resources themselves.  
This section describes the linkages that the victims had made at the time of their partners’ 
appearance in the Domestic Violence Court, the referrals to community services which were 
made by the Domestic Court Case Workers and the PSP, and various issues and challenges 
associated with victim and child engagement with community services.  
 
5.1 Connections Made by DCCWs and the PSP  
 
Available information suggests that at least 18% of the victims were, at the time of first contact 
with the DCCWs, engaged with one or more treatment agency. The top eight agencies included 
private psychologists or therapists, YWCA Sheriff King Home, Calgary Counselling Centre, 
Calgary Women’s Emergency Shelter, Calgary Legal Guidance, Alberta Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse Commission, Discovery House, and the Victim Assistance Unit.  Some of the children (at 
least 1.5%) were also engaged with treatment agencies, including Calgary and Area Child and 
Family Services Authority, YWCA Sheriff King Home, Alberta Children’s Hospital, Calgary 
Women’s Emergency Shelter and Discovery House. 
 
Those who were not so engaged required direction regarding, and information about, sources of 
support available to them and their children.  This section quantifies the referrals made by the 
DCCWs and the Partner Support Program.  No specific information about referrals made by 
Calgary Legal Guidance or during the partner checks was available. 
 
5.1.1 DCCW and PSP Referrals 
 
DCCWs and PSP volunteers provided multiple referrals.  The top six DCCW victim referrals 
included YWCA Sheriff King, Calgary Counselling Centre, Calgary Women’s Emergency 
Shelter, Discovery House, the Victim Assistance Unit and Calgary Legal Guidance.  The top five 
PSP referrals similarly included YWCA Sheriff King and Discovery House but also involved 
Probation and Police.93   
 
 
 

                                                 
93 There were multiple other programs to which both DCCWs and Partner Support Program volunteers referred, as 
listed in the Companion Document. 
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Children were directly abused in 7% of all specialized Docket Court cases, and about 30% of all 
of the incidents were witnessed by children.94  The DCCWs contacted child welfare authorities 
in connection with 31% of the cases and in 23% of all specialized Docket Court cases the child 
welfare system became involved. Current protocols require that child welfare authorities be 
notified by the Police in all cases involving children.  According to the stakeholders, these 
referrals are facilitated and enhanced by DCCW contact with the child welfare system.  
 
5.1.2 Initial Concerns about Number of Referrals Made by DCCWs  
 
As the following comments suggest, at the beginning of the project, community stakeholders 
reported that they expected, but did not see, a substantial increase in referrals as a result of 
HomeFront.  
 

• We have a few, [child referrals] coming from the Justice Project but it’s not 
significant…I think we have three families with children connected with the Justice 
Project. 

• The referrals from the Justice Project have been just coming in during the last two 
months. We anticipate with the trials coming up that they’ll increase—we hope that 
they’ll increase. 

• [DCCWs] don’t make any referral calls. They’ve told us that they’ve made lots of 
referrals to [our agency] but we don’t see the result of that at all. 

 
According to some feedback, referrals to community agencies began to increase over the period 
of 2001/2002 when more DCCWs were hired.  While stakeholder feedback suggests that the 
number of referrals made by DCCWs has increased, no information is available that would help 
determine the precise number of victims who followed through on referrals and contacted the 
agencies.  There are no formalized methods in place to track referrals or share information 
among the agencies.  First, HomeFront victim service-providers have no time to follow up with 
community services and determine whether the client has made a connection; and, second, most 
of the receiving agencies do not have systems in place which allow them to track HomeFront 
clients. The following comments illustrate this issue: 
 

• That’s one of the challenges is that we don’t have a coordinated plan—all of us as 
agencies don’t have a coordinated plan in terms of how to track added business, if you 
will, for women [victims] and children. 

• There’s no mandated referral for the children or women, and so unless we pick it up on 
intake, we’re not going to know necessarily that our load is going up because of the 
Justice Project, although we anticipate that over time it will. 

• They may be referred, but [other professionals] may not follow through with the referral 
and you don’t know how many are referred and you have no way of knowing how many 
to expect. 

• When PSP refers the clients to services, there’s really no way for them to follow-up on 
the referral unless the victim chooses to call back…   

                                                 
94 Defined as children being in the room when the assault occurred. 
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• The [victim] referrals are increasing…. One thing that we do here is we keep separate 
stats. For our records, we keep stats on the referrals we get from DCCWs, and from the 
referrals we get from other places.  

• Victims are hard to access… my experience is that you just keep trying. In spite of many 
different people trying to contact the victims, many are not being contacted, but it’s better 
that people are trying, however, need some way to share the information. The 
coordinated crisis line might assist – we don’t always have a number to call the victim.  
The whole process is very time consuming and not cost effective. 

 
5.1.3 Reluctance of Victims to Engage with Community Services 
 
As the following comments demonstrate, victims’ reluctance to contact community agencies 
further complicates the issue of linking the victims with support services.  Oftentimes the victims 
are not ready to engage with longer term services or are unable to find services that are free.   
 

• Research has shown that they [victims] are not often likely to contact support or 
counselors specifically at that time unless they enter a shelter. Once Court is finished 
with, once they’ve got information about what’s happening, if there’s custody stuff and 
once that’s on the way, then they take a deep breath and say, now I can take something 
else on. For them, we keep them going until that time, and when they’re ready, they’ll 
take the next step. 

• It’s very complicated clinically [linking victims to Treatment]...[it is] more a therapeutic 
function because you have to help someone who’s confused, not ready... I think these 
women are really at stage 1 in terms of understanding how Treatment really helps them. 

• Maybe the problem is that the victims don’t want the engagement: might have better luck 
in 6 months (after the case concludes). If victims are not interested we don’t push and try 
to respect their wishes. 

• Money is always an issue, there are not enough services that don’t require payment or 
that can’t wait before they get paid. There has to be willingness to hunt down the services 
that are a good fit. 

 
5.1.4 Linkages with Services for Children  
 
According to HomeFront’s Children’s Treatment Committee, evidence shows that exposure to 
situations of domestic violence can have serious negative effects on a child’s development.  The 
committee points to several studies which demonstrate that children who have witnessed family 
violence may be more likely to approve of the use of violence for conflict resolution and display 
higher rates of depression, anxiety and other emotional problems as compared to other children 
(cited in a proposal for Children who Witness Domestic Violence Programs, submitted by 
Children’s Committee, 2003).  
 
HomeFront stakeholders, as well as domestic violence researchers, place an emphasis on victim 
choice and self-determination.  That is, most believe that the victim’s wishes about engagement 
with services should be respected.  On the other hand, there is concern that the victim’s choice 
not to engage with community supports may have a detrimental impact on children who are 
exposed to family violence.  As shown in the following comments, some of the barriers 
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associated with linking children to community services include parents’ fear of the child welfare 
system, confusion about available treatment services, and victims’ difficulties negotiating 
systems by themselves. 
 

• I think the bottom line with kids is they’re on the bottom. We’re very concerned about 
everybody else’s rights except children. There’s a fine line. Women need to be able to 
make a choice about what they’re going to do, but sometimes they don’t make good 
decisions in regards to their kids, but we give them the choice, and kids end up not 
getting treatment. 

• Kids are witnessing violence and they’re supposed to get Treatment—that’s the Child 
Welfare Act, so obviously they’re not following through because we’re not getting 
them…What’s the cut-off line… She’s the one telling Child Welfare what happened, so 
Child Welfare says, they didn’t see it, they didn’t experience it, they don’t need to come 
to Treatment, and we know that’s not true, but obviously it’s happening because we’re 
not getting those kids.  

• Parents want their children to receive certain services, but are confused about the age of 
consent and where to go and what to do to get services.   

• [We] should look at it from the perspective of feminist analysis, it’s insulting to tell 
women that they should go to counseling, but, if there is a concern for children, there 
should be a way to support Mom’s parenting. 

 
HomeFront’s Children’s Treatment Committee was created to improve the process linking 
children to treatment options.  The Committee has developed an inventory of all specialized 
domestic violence treatment programs for children in Calgary and guidelines for children’s 
treatment, contributed to the development of a Safe Visitation Program which provides 
monitored exchange and supervised visitation for families affected by domestic violence and has 
obtained funding to support services to children whose parent(s) have appeared in the specialized 
Domestic Violence Court.   
 
5.1.5  Treatment Linkages – Resource Considerations 
 
Although, on the one hand, service-providers indicate that better linkages of victims and children 
to community services are necessary, they are also concerned that an increased number of 
referrals will not be accompanied with additional resources, particularly because the victims 
often have no money to pay for services.  
 

• Many of these women are separated, as we know, and supporting children, so they are in 
a very different financial position —and this happens often in family violence—so we are 
now in the position of having funding for the offenders and no funding for victims... 

• Right now as far as I understand, we don’t get paid for those kids to come, and that’s 
going to be another big concern…The same is true for the women [victims] who come. 
We end up treating them almost pro bono. 
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6. VICTIM PARTICIPATION IN COURT-RELATED PROCESSES 
 
According to the Best Practices Review, victim support services may lead to more effective use 
of the legal system by victims.  For example, victims may be more likely to obtain protection 
orders and testify in court when they are supported by advocates. Weisz (1999, U.S.), while 
acknowledging that empirical evidence is scarce in this area, says that advocacy often facilitates 
victim participation in, and commitment to, the criminal justice system because it helps victims 
learn about their legal options within a supportive context.  Similarly, Thelen (1999, U.S.) says 
that a trained advocate can help victims navigate through an overwhelming system and make the 
many important decisions which lie before them.  Without such support, victims may be more 
likely to regret their involvement in the legal system and may not feel able to continue that 
involvement.  Tutty and Rothery (2002, Can.) also found that such assistance helps women to 
follow through with legal actions and proceedings.  Similarly, Dawson and Dinovitzer (2001, 
Can.) found that the two most important determinants of victim cooperation with prosecution 
were the availability of videotaped testimony and meetings between victims and victim/witness 
assistance workers.  The evaluative literature on specialized courts indicates that victim follow-
though has a crucial impact on court proceedings; victim participation in the legal process is 
often a key factor in whether the accused pleads guilty or is found guilty at trial. (Moyer et al., 
2000, Can.) 
 
Of particular interest is the fact that at least two evaluations determined that women who 
received advocacy support actually experienced less subsequent violence.  Giles-Sims (1997, 
U.S.), as part of a literature review on the psychological and social impact of partner violence, 
says that, theoretically, social support may provide some psychological buffer to the effects of 
violence.  Research indicates that almost any support helps victims to deal with battering and 
may actually play a role in reducing the amount and frequency of abuse.  Victims with the least 
social support tend to seek help less, remain for longer periods of time in abusive relationships 
and experience more severe abuse. 
 
In this section, we compare and contrast the impact of victim participation in the criminal justice 
system with case outcomes. The following are used as indicators of victim participation:  
reporting initial and subsequent incidents to the Police; not recanting earlier statements made to 
the Police; accepting services; and obtaining protection orders.  In this section we compare these 
indicators with case outcomes, specifically the resolutions in the Domestic Violence Docket 
court and the presence of repeated offences. 
 
6.1 Reporting the Incident 
 
The victim was the most frequent reporter of the initial incident (70%), rather than a neighbour 
(7%), the accused (5%), a child (4%) or a passer-by (3%).  This proportion has remained 
relatively stable over time and is similar to the 82% statistic reported by the Winnipeg Family 
Violence Court.  If the case comes to Court repeatedly, victims’ reporting rates of new offences 
increase.  For example, the victims are more likely to report new offences during subsequent 
incidents, such as assault with a weapon (67% as compared to 63% during the first incident), 
common assault (73% as compared to 68%), break and enter (90% as compared to 71%) and 
theft (100% as compared to 84%).  As would be expected, Probation or Police are more likely 
than the victims to report subsequent breaches.   For example, Police or Probation report 51% of 
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breaches of recognizance (compared to 4% of victims), 54% of breaches of probation (compared 
to 4% of victims) and 54% of breaches of court order/Peace Bond (compared to 11% of victims).  
Additionally, for new offences, the rate of victim reporting was similar for cases which were 
initially resolved with guilty pleas, not guilty pleas or Peace Bonds (just over 70%).  However, 
the rate of victim reporting breaches was lower for Peace Bond resolutions (25.8%) as compared 
to cases which were resolved with guilty (36.6%) or not guilty (34.1%) pleas.   
 
This information suggests that victims are not deterred from reporting subsequent offences by 
their earlier participation in the Court process, with the possible exception of Peace Bond 
resolutions which seem to decrease the likelihood of victims’ reporting subsequent breaches. 
 
6.2 Contact by DCCWs and Victims’ Willingness to Use Services  
 
Two variables related to DCCWs were analyzed, one defined simply by whether the victim was 
contacted by DCCWs or not, and the other by whether the victim refused DCCW services. 
 
Contact by DCCWs  
 
• There was a significantly higher likelihood for DCCW contact in cases where the accused 

had a prior conviction or was unemployed (16.2% and19.4% respectively, compared to 
12.9% and 13.4% for cases with no prior offence and who were employed, p-values .018 and 
.002).95  

• Issuance of a Peace Bond was significantly associated with presence of a contact by DCCW 
(18.9% vs. 12.1% for incidents with no Peace Bond, p <.001).  

• The proportion of victims who reported subsequent offences was similar for people who were 
contacted by DCCWs (40.6%) and those who were not (44.2%).   

• There were no significant associations between re-offence rates and DCCW contact or 
service refusal rates.  

 
Service Refusal 
 
• About 27% of victims contacted by DCCWs and 23% of those contacted by Partner Support 

Program volunteers refused all services.  
• The victims were less likely to refuse DCCW services in cases where alcohol was involved 

(33.9%, compared to 44.4% in alcohol incidents, p=.048).   
• Issuance of a Peace Bond was significantly associated with lower service refusal rates 

(p=.030) 
 
It is difficult to determine any clear pattern in these results.  DCCWs seem equally likely to 
contact the partners of both high-risk (presence of alcohol) and low-risk (issuance of Peace 
Bond) batterers. Victims at greater risk (e.g. where alcohol is involved) are more likely to accept 
services, despite what some of the literature says about women in high-risk situations being the 
most isolated.and least likely to seek out assistance.  At the same time, low-risk women also 
seem likely to engage with service-providers. 

                                                 
95 Fisher Exact test was used in this section. 
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There is, however, support for these somewhat contradictory results in the literature.  Many 
academics argue that women are the best judges of whether they need assistance, and what kind 
of services work for them and that service-providers should not operate from pre-conceived 
notions of who needs the service the most or is most likely to access it.  In analysing the 
decisions of victims of domestic violence, several researchers have come to the conclusion that 
victims are making rational, purposeful decisions which best meet their needs and those of their 
children (Lewis et al., 2000, U.K.; Goodman, Bennet and Dutton, 1999, U.S.; Ford, 1991, U.S.)   
As Lewis et al. conclude, women are “active agents, engaged in a complex process of ‘active 
negotiation and strategic resistance’ both with their partners and with the range of helping 
agencies, in their struggle for safety and justice.” It is entirely possible that the women in the 
sample above who refused services correctly assessed that their partners were at a low risk to re-
offend and therefore concluded that they did not need any further assistance in dealing with the 
problem. 
 
This does not negate the theory, explained earlier, that victims with the least social support tend 
to seek help less, remain for longer period of time in abusive relationships and experience more 
severe abuse.  The academic literature is clear that victims of domestic violence are not a 
homogeneous group.  It is quite probable that there are at least two subsets of victims – those 
who are  isolated, reluctant to seek support and experiencing serious abuse and those who have 
accurately assessed that they do not need support services and that the abuse they have 
experienced has come to an end.   
 
6.3 Recanting 
 
Data analysis identifies two emerging trends in relation to victims recanting.96  It appears that 
victims who recanted were more likely to attend Docket Court (55 % of those who recanted in 
Domestic Violence Docket Court attended the Court as compared to 36% of those who did not 
recant).  It is possible that the recanting victims attended Court to provide support to the accused.   
This theory is somewhat supported by data from the Resolve Alberta interviews with victims.  
The few women who explained why they attended Court said they did so to support their 
partners.  (Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.) 
 
Patterns for Docket Court resolutions were different depending on whether or not the victim 
recanted.  For the four main resolution categories, in cases where an individual recanted, 20.8% 
of the accused pled guilty, 28.9% of the cases were withdrawn with a Peace Bond, 11.9% were 
withdrawn, and 38.4% of the accused pled not guilty.  The numbers for non-recanting cases were 
26.5%, 35.9%, 4.4%, and 33.1% respectively, and the overall p-value was <.001.  As would be 
predicted, cases where recants were present were less likely than the cases where the victims did 
not recant to conclude with a guilty plea and more likely to be withdrawn. 
 
Interestingly, there was no association between recanting and variables related to contact by 
DCCWs, such as DCCW contacting or not contacting the victim, length of time between the 
incident and first contact by the DCCWs, number of contacts by DCCWs or refusal by victim of 
DCCW services.  Moreover, none of the risk factors were significantly associated with the 
likelihood of the victim recanting, although those where the accused had less than high school 
                                                 
96 Six percent of victims recanted in docket Court and 12% recanted in trial court. 
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education demonstrated a borderline relationship (8.8% of higher education individuals were in 
cases where the victim recanted, vs. 5.7% for lower education, p=.052).  Recidivism rates were 
slightly higher in cases where the victim recanted (at 12 months, the re- offence rate was 7.3% 
for recant cases, and 6.2% otherwise, and at 18 months, the figures were 8.6% and 6.8%), but the 
results were not statistically significant.97  These results further support the argument presented 
above about the heterogeneous nature of the victim group.  
 
7. VICTIM SAFETY 
 
Direct feedback from victims is an important component of calculating victim safety statistics.  
The recidivism rates discussed in Chapter Five are incomplete indicators of victim safety as they 
are based on Police and Crown data and not victim self-report.  Many incidents are not reported 
to the Police and the legal system does not consider non-physical abuse (e.g., verbal and 
financial abuse) as chargeable offences.   This evaluation included one direct estimate of victim 
safety – the information collected by batterer treatment agencies during partner checks, as 
discussed in Chapter Seven.   
 
Additionally, Resolve Alberta has submitted a report to HomeFront which summarizes the 
feedback of victims whose partners appeared in Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court.   That 
report indicates that many, but certainly not all, victims feel that HomeFront is focused on their 
safety.  Of the 18 women who were asked whether they believed their safety was a priority for 
the DCCWs, the majority (16/18 or 89%) said that this was so.  Of the 12 women who provided 
similar feedback on the Crown Prosecutors, seven (58.3%) said that their safety was a priority 
for the Crown, four (33%) said it was not and one was mixed.  Seven of 17 women (41.2%) said 
they felt safer knowing that Probation was involved with their partners; seven (41.2%) did not 
and three were mixed. And finally, in describing the HomeFront experience in general, nine of 
19 (47.4%) women said they felt safer as result of Court involvement, eight (42.1%) did not and 
two (10.5%) had mixed reaction.  (Tutty and Nixon, 2004, Can.) 
 
7.1 Victim Notification Protocols 
 
Ultimately, many of HomeFront’s components work to enhance victim safety: assessment of 
safety and referrals by the DCCWs, the Partner Support Program, Calgary Legal Guidance and 
the batterer treatment agencies; early case resolution; inclusion of victim viewpoints during the 
Court conferences; and offender accountability for breached probation conditions.  All of these 
activities have been discussed elsewhere.  In addition, HomeFront partners work to enhance 
victim safety and participation in the criminal justice system by notifying victims of the partner’s 
status in the system.  The Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) 
identifies provision of information to victims throughout the process, (for example advising the 
victims of the outcome of bail hearings and of any conditions that result from these hearings) as 
a significant component of effective prosecution practices. Bennett, Goodman and Dutton (1999, 
U.S) also emphasize the importance of keeping victims informed of the status of their cases and 
informing victims about possible dispositions and the probability of incarceration.  In the early 
stages of the HomeFront project, stakeholders identified some gaps in victim notification 
protocols.  
                                                 
97 Fisher Exact test was used in this section. 
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• If the Justice of the Peace releases an accused, a police officer from the arrest processing unit will contact 

the victim. 
• When an accused is granted bail, detained or has bail varied by a Provincial Court Judge, HomeFront 

caseworkers will contact the victim. 
• When an accused or the Crown applies to the Court of Queen's Bench to speak to an accused’s bail status, 

the bail clerk in the prosecutors’ office will notify the Public Assistance Unit (PAU) about the application.  
PAU will then notify HomeFront, the relevant  prosecutor and/or police. HomeFront will contact the 
victim and the child welfare worker, if appropriate, for their input.  Upon request, PAU will provide the 
results of the bail hearing. 

• The summary conviction clerk will notify PAU on all domestic files when an accused serves a Notice to 
Appeal the conviction/sentence.  PAU will then notify HomeFront to contact the victim and the child 
welfare worker, if appropriate, for their input.   

•  Support staff at the Appeals Branch will notify PAU on all domestic files when an accused serves a 
Notice to Appeal the sentence/conviction in the Court of Appeal.  All Calgary Crown clerks who receive a 
request to forward a file to the Appeals Branch will notify PAU.  PAU will then notify HomeFront to 
contact the victim and child welfare worker, if appropriate, for their input.  

• Many victims are concerned about the timing of an accused’s release on bail or sentence disposition. To 
assist these victims the PAU will fax a “Victim Notification Required” form to the facility where the 
accused is being held.  Upon the accused’s release the facility will notify the 24-hour police service phone 
line (206-8559).  The police service will then contact the victim to confirm when the accused was released 
and his/her conditions of release, if any.  If the victim cannot be located the investigating officer is 
contacted.  In cases where a victim’s safety is an issue, police may send a car out to notify the victim of the 
accused’s release. 

• Victim notification requests on files where the offender is serving 2 years or more in a Federal institution 
will be referred to the victim notification liaison person at the Calgary District Parole Office (292-5523). 

 
• It’s confusing because [the Treatment agencies would] have a call from a woman who 

says that the Police just called me and told me that they are letting my partner out. He’s 
getting out this morning, and they’ve had no interaction at all with the VAU team or the 
[DCCWs]. There’s been no contact at all through this working Project, and they’re 
phoning out of their own resources… 

• Provincial Court was charging a Court fee to victims to get release documents,[we need] 
a way] for the victims to get the information without paying.  

 
To address these concerns, HomeFront and the Public Assistance Unit developed a victim 
notification procedure which allows them to release information to victims.   The protocol is 
reproduced below in Box 1.  98 
 
Box 1.  HomeFront Victim Notification Protocols 
  
 

                                                 
98 Reproduced from the Victim Notification Protocol – Domestic Violence Files. Calgary Crown Prosecutors’ Office 
and HomeFront.  September 25, 2002.  
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8. HOMEFRONT’S FUTURE ROLE IN THE PROVISION OF SERVICES  
 TO VICTIMS AND CHILDREN 
 
Over the course of the evaluation, stakeholders called on HomeFront to clarify its role in the 
provision of services to victims and children.  In looking to the future, they suggested that 
HomeFront enhance the linkages of victims and children to community services; broaden its 
current case work by assisting victims in cases where charges have not been laid, as well as at 
trial; and engage in systemic advocacy. 
 
8.1  Linking Victims and Children to Treatment 
 
Respondents provided a number of recommendations related to linking victims and children to 
treatment.  These included: establishing better connections with the communities where victims 
live; inviting individuals representing other services, such as shelter outreach or child welfare, to 
attend Court hearings; ensuring that DCCWs provide direct referrals by making contact, if the 
victim consents, with the receiving agency; and  engaging in discussions and linkages with 
representatives of other systems which work with children. 
 
8.1.1  Connecting with the Community 
 

• Reaching victims who are not accessing, this should be everybody’s role. Getting to know 
community leaders, formal and informal, ethno specific media.  HomeFront has done a 
little of that.  

• Increase involvement with victims and their communities - [this] improves their ability to 
be safe - become acknowledged community experts. 

 
8.1.2  In the Courtroom 
 

• One of the things we talked about [in order to link victims with Treatment agencies] 
originally was the outreach program of the shelters having people actually sit in the 
Courtroom on certain days and take referrals right at that time. They’d have outreach 
right in the Courtroom…People need to have a face; they need to have a connection, and 
then they phone through. If that doesn’t happen, they tend not to unless sort of forced. 

 
8.1.3  Direct Referrals 
 

• The Advocates could get permission from the women to be called by somebody 
else…There’s no technical or legal reason why that can’t happen. If the client says, 
please do this for me, there’s absolutely no reason why they can’t call directly. 

• I think our referrals would increase with the direct written referrals, and they’re 
[DCCWs] working on that…it’s easier to follow-up with a referral if we have a direct 
referral on a piece of paper other than the client going to call us 

• Children’s issues – facilitating process of linking children affected by D.V. to treatment 
agencies. 
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8.1.4  Engage in Discussions with other Systems 
 

• Should look at how we can creatively engage kids, e.g. partnerships with Boards of 
education, need to go where kids are.  Kids in shelters are ok – have services there, but 
do need to link up with others for longer-term work.  There are some innovative 
programs which identify children at risk in schools.  Need to have clear conversation 
around how to engage kids. 

 
8.2 Provide Support to Victims During Trial 
 
Jane Ursel (2001, 1998, 1996, 1994, Can.) writes extensively about the need to support victims 
throughout the process, arguing that if the victims feel supported by the system, even those who 
are not yet ready to make a final break from their batterers will continue to engage the criminal 
justice and legal systems until such time as they can disengage themselves from the violence.   
HomeFront stakeholders are similarly concerned with the availability of services to victims 
whose partners proceed to trial.  Currently, DCCWs discontinue their services to victims upon 
conclusion of hearings in the Domestic Violence Court.  HomeFront stakeholders suggested that 
continuity of services to victims from docket to trial is an important consideration. 
 

• [We need] more staff to address victims issues when accused pleads not-guilty during 
first appearance [in Court]. 

• [We need] dedicated trial Court… HomeFront should be able to work together with 
existing services such as CLG. 

• It’s important for HomeFront to facilitate the continuation of services for victims and be 
their voice in the process.  

 
8.3 Provide Support to Victims whose Partners are not Charged 
 
HomeFront’s contact begins when the accused is charged.  If the accused is never charged, there 
are no HomeFront services available to the victims.  Some of the challenges discussed earlier in 
this chapter, such as the difficulties in contacting and engaging victims, might be addressed if the 
victims were engaged earlier in the process, before the criminal justice system became officially 
involved.  HomeFront is currently exploring the possibility of implementing an early 
intervention program to assist these victims.  The following comments illustrate some of the 
ideas related to this approach: 
 

• Ideally a social worker should accompany  the  police officers around the initial call to 
get initial information, in cases where charges are or are not laid 

• Case workers will analyze case and will look at those where charges were not laid and 
where victim was not cooperative, and will determine whether assistance is required.  
[They] will go out on calls if assistance is required, [and] may provide intervention. 

• Originally [we saw HomeFront] as a full package that included victims and victim’s 
families.  If there is an area for expansion, it would be becoming more proactive with 
victims and children, i.e., early intervention project.  I’m now sensing that the families 
are left behind; there is no proactive help for them. 
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8.4 Engage in Systemic Advocacy 
 
Stakeholders saw a role for HomeFront in addressing broader systemic issues impacting victims 
and children.  They thought that HomeFront could be working with various levels of government 
to improve the societal response to domestic violence, as well as with organizations with 
mandates to address housing, financial and health needs. 
 

• Hopefully the roundtable will be able to address the resource issue that is relevant here 
as well.  HomeFront needs to engage in advocacy with government at a larger level, 
needs to get funding base that’s broad enough, so that we are  not beholden by 
government, I’d like to see HomeFront more involved with Federal government through 
Federal justice and health, and make connections through the Minister of Health. 

• We don’t know how accessible we are and whether or not HomeFront assists victims in 
addressing their basic needs. HomeFront could be a huge advocate for the issues such as 
SFI and affordable housing. 

• HomeFront should be advocating for the needs of the children –  children need 
resources. 

 
9. SUMMARY  
 
Overall, the results indicate that HomeFront has been successful in increasing victim 
involvement in the criminal justice system and in providing many victims with the information 
they need.  The vast majority of victims contacted engage with the DCCWS and many continue 
to report subsequent offences.  Many victims, through both the Resolve interviews and the 
treatment agency partner checks, report increased feelings of safety as a result of involvement 
with HomeFront, although this is certainly not the case for all victims.    
 
Several issues remain outstanding, including difficulties contacting victims, potential service 
duplication among the multiple service-providers involved in this work, uncoordinated referral 
processes and problems linking children to services. Over the course of the evaluation, 
Homefront stakeholders suggested that the project needs to clarify its role in the provision of 
services to victims and children.  They recommended that HomeFront enhance the linkages of 
victims and children to community services; broaden its current case work by assisting victims in 
cases where charges have not been laid, as well as at trial; and engage in systemic advocacy. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  164 

CHAPTER NINE 
WORKING WITH DIVERSE COMMUNITIES 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Hart (1995, U.S.) maintains that coordinated community responses must help ensure the 
sensitivity of responding agencies to issues of race, language, religion, culture, class and ability.  
Research indicates that this is an important point, as several studies have highlighted the gaps in 
services and discrimination faced by women of colour, Aboriginal women, lesbians, those who 
can’t speak English, women from religious minorities, the poor, the differently abled and other 
marginalized groups. (Nurius and Asplund,1994, U.S.; West, 1997, U.S.;  LaRocque, 1994, Can.; 
National Clearinghouse on Family Violence, 1997, Can.; Chesney et. al., 1998, Can.; Rivers-
Moore, 1992, Can.)   
 
One of HomeFront’s goals is directed at addressing this issue.  As outlined in the Logic Model 
discussed earlier in this report, HomeFront seeks “to increase accessibility of diverse groups and 
populations to the justice system.”  However, according to some respondents, this goal is not 
appropriately stated to reflect the type of work that needs to be accomplished by HomeFront.  In 
some cases, as will be described below, certain population groups are over-represented in the 
justice system.  HomeFront’s objective is not to contribute to that over-representation by drawing 
more people into the system but rather to enhance the sensitivity of responding agencies to the 
issues of diverse populations.  Specifically, HomeFront works towards two intermediate 
outcomes:  1) services are equitable for the diverse accused and the victims; and, 2) HomeFront 
processes enhance equitable access to services by diverse populations. 
 
This chapter addresses HomeFront’s work in the area of diversity.  It discusses the use of the 
justice system, as well as victim and treatment services, by various client groups and identifies 
related issues and challenges that have emerged in the course of the project.  The chapter 
highlights considerations related to the use of services by Aboriginal people, visible minorities, 
those who are not able to converse in English, people with disabilities and, where information is 
available, gay and lesbian clients.   
 
2. DIVERSE GROUPS IN THE DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COURT99 
 
As discussed in Chapter Four, 67% of both the HomeFront accused and the victims identified 
themselves as White or European, while 11% identified themselves as Aboriginal and the 
remaining 22% represented other visible minorities.   The proportion of visible minority accused 
in the HomeFront sample (21%) is consistent with the most current estimates of visible 
minorities in Calgary’s population (19.3% as cited in 2001 Statistics Canada Census).   
Comparison of the evaluation data to the 2001 Canada Census information, however, suggests 

                                                 
99 For a useful overview of domestic violence issues as they relate to diverse populations, please refer to “Cooper, 
Warthe, and Hoffart, 2004. Family and Sexual Violence Sector Review.  Review of Best Practices in Family and 
Sexual Violence Programming, Submitted to: the Family and Sexual Violence Review Advisory Committee.”  
Many of the academic references listed in this chapter are taken from that report. 
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that Aboriginal groups have been, and continue to be, over-represented in Calgary courts.  
Specifically, North American Indian and Métis groups constitute about 3% of Calgarians.   
 
HomeFront’s results are duplicated in other reports examining Aboriginal over-representation in 
the justice system.   Statistics from the 1999 General Social Survey (GSS) show that, nationally, 
Aboriginal women reported a five-year spousal assault rate of 25%, which is three times higher 
than the rate for non-Aboriginal women; Aboriginal men reported rates of 13%, which is almost 
twice as high as the rate for non-Aboriginal men.  It has been suggested that the three leading 
factors which sustain family violence in Aboriginal communities are alcohol and substance 
abuse, economic problems and intergenerational abuse (Green, 1996, Can.).  The GSS also found 
that, nationally, immigrant and visible minority women and men reported five-year prevalence 
rates slightly lower than the comparable national averages:  6% of immigrant and visible 
minority women, as compared with 8% of all Canadian women, and 4% of immigrant and visible 
minority men, as compared with 7% of all Canadian men, reported that they had been assaulted 
by their spouses at least once in the preceding five years.   
 
Researchers and stakeholders suggest that gay, lesbian, and bisexual groups are under-
represented in the justice system.  According to some sources, an average of 25 to 33 percent of 
all gay and lesbian relationships involves same-sex domestic violence (National Coalition of 
Anti-Violence Programs, 1999, quoted in Oxenbury, 2004, Can.)  Turell (2000) observes that, 
“[e]ven with documentation, the antifamily violence movement largely ignores service provision 
to victims of same-sex relationship violence; conversely, the gay and lesbian community ignores 
the violence.  Both of these phenomena result in a silence about gay/lesbian battering, much like 
that of heterosexual relationship violence of decades past.”  It is also generally agreed in the 
literature that tolerance of high levels of abuse against women with disabilities is widespread 
(Howe, 2000).   
 
The viewpoints expressed by HomeFront stakeholders regarding under-representation of these 
two groups support the academic research:  
 

• We are still missing a big part of our community at court i.e., people with disabilities, 
gay, lesbian, transgendered community. We are not seeing these groups in court. 

• We treat [gay and lesbian couples] the same as we would heterosexual couples…we miss 
some of them because police miss the issues and think that they are roommates or friends. 
Couples don’t declare their sexual orientation. Some go in other courts.  

• We don’t see a lot of [people with] physical handicaps… If the caregiver who is abusive 
is a family member then it makes sense to see them in our court, but we are lacking in 
capacity to …clearly identify relationships between accused and victim. 

 
However, contrary to the literature and stakeholder feedback, it appears that neither the disabled 
nor gay and lesbian accused are under-represented in the Domestic Violence Docket Court.  
About 16% of the accused in the Domestic Violence Court and 18% of victims indicated that 
they had a disability.  According to Statistics Canada “one out of every seven Canadians aged 15 
and over has some level of disability – an estimated 3.4 million people, or 12.4 percent of the 
Canadian population living in households in the ten provinces.”  The Health and Limitations 
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Survey of Statistics Canada (1991) estimates an even higher proportion (17.7%) of disabled 
people in the general population.     
 
Also, there were 19 cases in Domestic Violence Docket Court which involved a spousal 
relationship between two men and 19 cases which involved a spousal relationship between two 
women or a total proportion of 1.3% same-sex relationships (38 out of 2,809 cases).  According 
to Statistics Canada Census (2001) a total of 34,200 couples identified themselves as same-sex 
common-law couples, accounting for 0.5% of all couples in the country.   
 
It is possible that both the HomeFront and the Census figures represent significant under-
reporting.  First, the general population data to which HomeFront information was compared 
might, in itself, be reflective of under-reporting by both the disabled and gay/lesbian groups. 
And, second, no comparable information was available to describe the rates of representation of 
people with specific types of disabilities. 
 
2.1 Diverse Groups and Court Processes 
 
This section examines the Court’s response to diverse offenders, and describes Domestic 
Violence Court resolutions, conditions and dispositions, as well as the length of the process 
itself.  As will be noted later in this chapter, the relationship between the Court’s response and 
the offenders’ background information is not linear and is affected by the interaction of other 
variables, such as case complexity, presence of previous offences and alcohol or substance use.  
However, trends can be identified which suggest that HomeFront has experienced some 
successes in addressing diversity issues, although there are areas which need continued work.   
 
2.1.1 Resolutions and Ethno-Cultural Background 
  
Table 41 on the following page compares the Domestic Violence Court, trial and baseline 
resolutions among various ethno-cultural groups.100  As can be seen from the table, Aboriginal 
accused in the Domestic Violence Docket Court tended to plead not guilty and proceed to trial 
(45%) more often than the accused with White/European background (36%), or those of other 
origins (33%).   When Aboriginal offenders pled not guilty in the Domestic Violence Docket 
Court and proceeded to trial, proportionally more of their cases were dismissed at trial due to 
lack of evidence – 52% as compared to 35% of White/European accused and 30% of the accused 
representing other minority groups.  There were no such differences among groups’ guilty plea 
rates in the baseline data set: 46% of White/European accused, 47% of Aboriginal accused and 
48% of other accused pled not guilty during the baseline period. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
100 Low proportions of the accused that self-identified as having a disability or as gay, lesbian or bisexual do not 
allow the same type of comparisons.   
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Table 41.  Case Resolutions by Ethno-Cultural Background101  
 

 White/European Aboriginal Other 
 HF Base Trial HF Base Trial HF Base trial 
Guilty Plea 22.6% 26.2% 18.7% 34.8% 24.1% 20.4% 13.5% 27.4% 18.7% 
Peace Bond 34.6% 7.1% 23.4% 18.1% 11.4% 11.8% 48.9% 5.9% 27.8% 
Dismissed 0.2% .0% 34.9% 0.0% .0% 51.6% 0.0 .0% 29.9% 
Withdrawn 5.1% 15.3% - 1.7% 11.4% - 3.7% 15.6% - 
Pled not guilty 36.5% 46.1% - 44.6% 46.8% - 32.7% 47.8% - 
Found guilty - - 11.6% - - 7.5% - - 13.9% 
Found not guilty - - 5.1% - - 1.1% - - 3.5% 

 
Similar to the Calgary specialized Docket and trial court data, Ursel (2001, Can.) also found that 
60% of cases involving Aboriginal accused in the Winnipeg full court were dismissed due to 
lack of evidence, as opposed to 44% for non-Aboriginal men.  According to Ursel, this “suggests 
an even greater reluctance on the part of Aboriginal victims to attend to court and testify than 
non-Aboriginal victims.” The issue of differential involvement of victims of various 
backgrounds is explored later in this section.  
 
In contrast to the resolution rates of cases involving Aboriginal accused, those cases with 
accused representing visible minority groups were more likely to be resolved with Peace Bonds 
in the specialized Docket (49%  as compared to 35% of cases involving White/European accused 
and 18% of those involving Aboriginal accused).    
 
A. Resolutions, Ethno-Cultural Background and Risk 
 
Aboriginal accused were significantly more likely to plead not guilty and proceed to trial 
(p=.003).102  As with many observations which take into account ethnicity and race, this 
relationship is complicated by the fact that other potentially confounding variables are associated 
with both race and the risk factors.  For example, in this case, the presence of alcohol in the 
suspect was seen in 28.6% of cases involving “other” race compared with 52.9% for Aboriginal 
accused (p<.001), and Aboriginal persons had a much higher rate of prior convictions (83.5%, as 
opposed to 33.5% for “others” and 58.2% for Europeans, p<.001).  As well, Aboriginal accused 
had significantly lower levels of education and higher rates of unemployment (p<.001 in both 
cases).  All of these risk factors were also significantly associated with type of plea, so it is 
somewhat difficult to determine if there is really any effect of race or whether the observed 
pattern is actually the effect of other factors also associated with race.  To control for the effect 
of the four risk factors, stratified analyses were done so that the effect of race could be assessed 
within strata defined by the risk group. 
 
When the presence of alcohol was controlled for, it was seen that there was no longer a 
significant association between race and pleading not guilty (p=.167) for non-alcohol cases, 
while for cases involving alcohol the effect persisted (p=.005), although numbers of cases were 

                                                 
101 Other resolutions which were not depicted in the table included stays of proceedings, warrants, and cases where 
accused were deceased, the proportions of which ranged between 7.5 and 0 percent. 
102 Chi-square was used for all analyses in this section. 
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small (only ten Aboriginal individuals).  Interestingly, controlling for prior convictions 
eliminated the race effect, and this was also seen for education.  An association between race and 
not guilty pleas was still present for employed individuals (.036).  In summary, it appears that 
most of the observed relationship between race and type of plea can be explained by the 
associated risk factors, and the effect of race itself is probably fairly small. 
 
2.1.2 Dispositions and Ethno-Cultural Background 
 
Table 42 depicts differences among Domestic Violence Court, trial and baseline dispositions as 
compared across three ethno-racial backgrounds.  In the Domestic Violence Docket Court, 
Aboriginal accused were more likely to receive supervised probation (44% as compared to 28% 
of White/European accused and 18% of the other accused), incarceration (23% as compared to 
7% and 3%), time in custody (12% as compared to 4% and 0.5%), and intermittent sentence (6% 
as compared to 2% and 1%).  
 
Aboriginal accused whose cases were resolved in trial were also more likely to receive 
incarceration (9% as compared to 2% of the White/European and other accused), and time in 
custody (8% as compared to 3 % for each of the other two groups).  There were no noticeable 
patterns that distinguished the three groups in the baseline sample.  
 
Table 42.  Dispositions by Ethno-Cultural Background103 
 

White/European Aboriginal Other 
Dispositions HF  Base Trial HF  Base Trial HF  Base Trial 

Supervised Probation 28.3% 25.2% 19.6% 44.2% 22.8% 17.0% 18.5% 29.4% 23.2% 
Incarceration 6.6% 11.0% 2.2% 23.1% 8.9% 9.1% 3.2% 10.0% 2.2% 
Fine 4.4% 11.8% 7.2% 1.9% 8.9% 2.3% 2.2% 10.0% 4.3% 
Time In Custody 3.6% 0.0% 3.3% 12.2% 0.0% 8.0% 0.5% 0.0% 2.9% 
Conditional sentence 2.1% 2.3% 1.5% 1.3% 0.0% 1.1% 2.4% 0.6% 0.7% 
Intermittent Sentence 1.8% 0.6% 1.3% 5.8% 1.3% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.7% 
Conditional Discharge 1.5% 2.7% 1.7% 2.6% 1.3% 0.0% 2.2% 1.1% 2.2% 

 
 
A. Dispositions, Ethno-Cultural Background and Risk 
 
Further statistical analyses suggest that disposition is a result of a complex interaction of severity 
of offence, alcohol use, presence of prior offences and ethnicity.  However, the relationship 
between the severity of dispositions and Aboriginal background remains, even if the risk factors 
are held constant.  When the rates of disposition were assessed within ethnic categories, it was 
seen that Aboriginal people were incarcerated or put on probation at much higher rates (p<.001 
in both cases).104  A stratified analysis was done to control for risk105, and unlike the results seen 
                                                 
103 Other dispositions which were not depicted in the table included absolute discharge, unsupervised probation, 
restitution and community service, the proportions of which ranged between 2.6 and 0 percent.  Additionally, Peace 
Bond and withdrawn charges were not included as these were discussed earlier on. 
104 Chi-square was used for all analyses in this section. 
105 These analyses were expanded to include variables which defined groups based on previous breaches, the number 
of previous offences against persons and total offences. 
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for the resolution variables above, the race effect (higher for Aboriginals) persisted, with the 
exception of persons with no prior convictions, where the incarceration rate was too low to make 
valid comparisons.  It was decided to so some further analysis looking at the nature of the 
previous offences.  To do this, variables were created which defined groups based on previous 
crimes against persons, previous breaches, and the number of previous offences against persons 
and total offences.  When these were used as control variables, the aboriginal-incarceration effect 
still remained, so it appears that the higher incarceration rates for Aboriginals can not be 
explained by the presence, nature and number of prior offences.  Jane Ursel (2001, Can.) also 
found that Aboriginal offenders in the Winnipeg specialized Court were almost twice as likely to 
be sentenced to a period of incarceration as non-Aboriginal offenders (30% as compared to 
17%).  Even controlling for weapon use, prior record and severity of offence, the discrepancy 
between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders who were incarcerated was 13%.   
 
2.1.3 Conditions and Ethno-Cultural Background 
 
Table 43 below describes the relationship between ethno-cultural background and probation 
conditions in the Domestic Violence Docket, trial and baseline docket courts.106  Again, the cases 
of Aboriginal offenders were resolved with conditions that are markedly different from the 
others: fewer Aboriginal offenders were mandated to batterer treatment by the Domestic 
Violence Docket Court (70% as compared to 77% of the White/European and 80% of the other 
accused) and more were mandated to alcohol counselling or assessment (69% as compared to 
53% of the White-European accused and 41% of the other accused), or were directed to abstain 
from alcohol (48% as compared to 37% of the White-European accused and 33% of the other 
accused).  The differences between the Aboriginal and “other” ethnic groups were statistically 
significant: the rate of assignment to alcohol treatment programs and orders to abstain from 
alcohol was higher for Aboriginal cases and lower for the “other” ethnic group (p=.011 and 
<.001 respectively).   
 
This is not an unexpected finding.  As noted by Berwin and Poteous (in Neilson and Walroth, 
2004, Can.), “First Nations people have been a group dispossessed of their language, culture and 
self-esteem.  The symptoms of this marginalization have been expressed in child sexual abuse, 
substance abuse, assault, neglect, unemployment, suicide, mental illness and cultural self-
hatred.”  
 
Some differences emerged when the conditions in trial courts and baseline dockets were 
compared across the three groups.  Specifically, more White/European accused were directed by 
the trial courts to alcohol/substance abuse assessment or treatment (11% as compared to 7% of 
Aboriginal accused and 10% of other minority groups), and to abstain from alcohol (10% as 
compared to 8% and 6%).  More Aboriginal accused received a firearm prohibition condition 
(11% as compared to 5% of White/European accused and 3% of other accused).  On the other 
hand, proportionally fewer Aboriginal accused in the baseline sample received alcohol/substance 
abuse assessment or treatment (22% as compared to 51% of White/European accused and 47% 
of the other accused), and abstain from alcohol conditions (0% as compared to 23% and 26%).  
 
 
                                                 
106 In many cases multiple conditions were issued by the courts. 
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Table 43.  Conditions by Ethno-Cultural Background107 
 

White/European Aboriginal Other 
Conditions DVDC108 Base Trial DVDC Base Trial DVDC Base Trial 

Offender treatment 76.8% 59.3% 20.0% 70.0% 66.7% 17.0% 80.5% 47.1% 29.0% 
Alcohol/ Substance abuse/ 
assessment/ treatment 53.5% 51.0% 11.1% 69.2% 22.2% 6.8% 41.1% 47.1% 10.1% 

Abstain from alcohol 37.0% 23.4% 10.4% 48.3% 0.0% 8.0% 33.4% 26.5% 6.5% 
No Contact/ Communication 
with the complainant 32.8% 29.0% 20.0% 32.5% 11.1% 9.1% 29.3% 41.2% 18.8% 

Other counseling as directed 29.6% 60.7% 14.3% 28.3% 66.7% 9.1% 27.5% 35.3% 14.5% 
Not attend residence of 
complainant 15.8% 0.7% 4.3% 15.0% 0.0% 2.3% 14.2% 2.9% 5.1% 

Attend FAOS for assessment 9.1% 24.8% 2.2% 5.8% 33.3% 2.3% 6.2% 29.4% 1.4% 
Order prohibition / condition 
firearms 9.1% 4.8% 4.1% 10.8% 11.1% 3.4% 9.2% 2.9% 2.2% 

Attend FAOS for 
counselling 3.6% 2.1% 0.0% 1.7% 11.1% 0.0% 3.8% 2.9% 0.0% 

Community service work 1.0% 22.8% 1.7% 0.8% 11.1% 0.0% 2.4% 14.7% 2.9% 
 
Of note are the higher rates of baseline conditions which required the Aboriginal accused to 
attend psychiatric counselling or assessment.  Eleven percent of Aboriginal accused were 
ordered to attend counselling and 33% were ordered for assessment, which is higher than the 
rates for the White/European accused (2% were ordered to attend counselling and 25% were 
directed for an assessment), and higher than the rates for the accused from other visible minority 
groups (3% were ordered to attend counselling and 29% were directed for an assessment).   
 
2.1.4 Early Resolution and Diverse Accused 
 
Early resolution of cases is one of the primary aims of HomeFront. Table 44 depicts the 
differences among various diverse groups in terms of length of time between the original 
incident and first appearance, time in the Domestic Violence Docket Court and the number of 
adjournments in that Court.  Populations groups studied include Aboriginal, White/European, 
visible minority, as well as accused who had a disability or needed an interpreter.   
 
The information in the table shows no substantial differences among the groups in the number of 
adjournments – the median number of adjournments was two for all of the diverse groups. Some 
trends did emerge in relation to both the length of time between the incident and first appearance 
as well as the time in Court.  For the Aboriginal accused, the highest average number of days 
elapsed between the incident and first appearance (54 as compared to 41 and 28 days for the 
White/European and accused representing other visible minority groups). Also, the Aboriginal 
accused and those accused with a disability experienced the longest average period of time 
between first appearance and disposition in the Domestic Violence Docket Court (43 and 40 days 
respectively).  Further analysis provides some explanation for the longer period of time in Court 
                                                 
107 Other conditions which were not depicted in the table included: sex offender treatment, contact only for purposes 
of access to children, no contact with children under 18, not to co-habit with the complainant, restitution and enter 
no relationship until completed treatment.  Their proportions ranged between 2.9 and 0 percent.  
108 DVDC – Domestic Violence Docket Court 
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for those with disabilities. Cases of accused who were deaf or hard of hearing took an average of 
105 days and cases of those with cognitive disabilities took an average of 48 days to conclude in 
the Domestic Violence Court, indicating that those population sub-groups face particular barriers 
in the Court.109  
 
Table 44.  Diverse Accused by Early Resolution Variables 110 
 

Number of 
Adjournments  

Days between the incident 
and first appearance 

Days between first 
appearance and disposition  

Diverse Groups Number Mean Mdn Number Mean Mdn Number Mean Mdn 
White/European 1770 2 2 1770 41.2 8.0 1770 36.1 18.0
Aboriginal 275 3 2 275 53.6 7.0 275 42.9 16.5
Other 537 3 2 537 27.7 7.0 537 39.8 18.0
No disability 1293 3 2 1293 31.32 7.00 1293 39.45 20.00
Disability present 249 3 2 249 31.08 7.00 249 40.31 21.00
Does not need an 
interpreter 2678 2 2 2678 45.5 8.0 2678 37.3 17.0

Needs an interpreter 176 3 2 176 28.7 7.0 176 35.4 16.5
 
A. Early Resolution, Ethno-Cultural Background and Risk 
 
With respect to time in Court, it was seen that the White/European ethnic group had a borderline 
significantly lower average number of adjournments (p=.068), while the length of time from 
incident to first appearance was much higher for Aboriginal accused and lower for the “other 
race category (p=.078 using a parametric analysis of variance and p=.002 using a non-parametric 
Kruskal-Wallis test).  No significant difference was seen for time from first appearance to 
resolution within racial groups. 
 
When risk variables were controlled for (using a two-factor analysis of variance), it was seen that 
the effect of race on the number of adjournments remained significant.  Controlling for other risk 
factors tended to cause the race effect on time to first appearance to become insignificant, 
although the small sample size in some categories makes it harder to draw firm conclusions. 
 
3. DIVERSE GROUPS AND VICTIM SUPPORT 
 
Some of the challenges experienced by diverse victims, and also some of the project’s 
achievements, are reflected in the HomeFront data related to the support victims receive and 
their involvement with the criminal justice system.  As discussed in earlier chapters, indicators of 
victim participation and access include linkages with victim services, willingness to testify in 
Court and lower likelihood of recanting earlier statements.  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
109 Note: there were five accused who were deaf and hard of hearing and ten accused with cognitive disabilities. 
110 Information about disability and interpretation needs of many accused was missing. 
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3.1 DCCW Contact and Diverse Victims 
 
Analysis of HomeFront data shows the following differences in contact and refusal rates among 
Aboriginal, White/European, other visible minority and disabled victims (Table 45).   
 
Table 45.  Diverse Victims by Service Contact111 
 

 
Number of days between 
incident and first DCCW 

contact 

DCCW did not 
contact the victim 

Victim refused 
DCCW services 

 Number Mean Median Number Percent Number Percent 
White/European 1155 42.48 13.00 81 7.1% 368 45.3% 
Aboriginal 194 33.64 12.50 42 21.9% 31 30.4% 
Other 361 37.68 16.00 45 12.6% 94 39.8% 
No Disability 1332 42.28 15.00 130 10.0% 381 42.1% 
Disability present 290 37.34 11.00 17 5.9% 94 47.0% 
No interpreters 
needed 2540 45.35 15.00 659 26.7% 515 43.5% 

Interpreters 
needed 107 29.74 19.00 24 22.9% 19 40.4% 

 
• White/European victims were contacted more often than Aboriginal victims or victims 

representing other visible minority groups – 93 as compared to 78 and 87 percent 
respectively.  These results might reflect the uncertain housing situations of many Aboriginal 
women.  As both Green (1997, Can.) and Ursel (2001, Can.) have noted, Aboriginal victims 
of violence are often economically disadvantaged.  They are likely, therefore, to find 
themselves struggling with a range of related economic issues, such as affordable and reliable 
housing.  

• White/European victims were more likely to refuse services (45%), followed by non-
Aboriginal victims representing other visible minority groups (40%), with Aboriginal victims 
being least likely to refuse services (30%), reflecting, perhaps, the benefits of recruiting an 
Aboriginal DCCW.  

• There are no clear trends in the contact rates of victims with disabilities: 6% of victims with 
disabilities were not contacted as compared to 10% of those without disabilities.  On the 
other hand, 47% of victims with disabilities refused services as compared to 42% of those 
without disabilities.  People with disabilities have a range of different requirements and the 
rates of contact or refusal may have been different if compared across specific types of 
disabilities.  However, low numbers in each of these sub-groups did not allow for such an 
analysis. 

• There were no differences in contact or refusal rates among victims who required or did not 
require an interpreter when working with DCCWs and the average length of time before first 
contact was higher for those who did not need an interpreter (30 as compared to 45 days).  
This data is contrary to the evaluation’s findings about the challenges of working with 
victims who have interpretation requirements, as discussed later in this chapter.  Further 
analysis of the results shows that the median length of time to contact was the highest (19 as 
compared to 15) and the average number of contacts the lowest for those who needed 

                                                 
111 Information about disability and interpretation needs of many accused was missing. 
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interpreters (2.17 as compared to 2.32 contacts),112 suggesting, perhaps, that a substantial 
group of clients experienced a delay or received fewer contacts due to their language 
requirements. However, the total number of contacts was not significantly different between 
groups defined by whether or not an interpreter was required.   

 
3.2 Participation of Diverse Victims in Court Proceedings  
 
As noted above, both the Winnipeg and Calgary Courts found that a higher number of cases 
involving Aboriginal accused were dismissed, possibly suggesting a greater reluctance on the 
part of Aboriginal victims to attend Court and testify than non-Aboriginal victims.  Some of the 
trends in HomeFront data are consistent with information collected in the Winnipeg Court, as 
shown in Table 46 below. 
 
• Proportionally more Aboriginal victims did not testify in trial court (58%), followed by 

White/European victims (38%) and “other” victims (35%). However, no significant 
associations were seen between race and testifying at trial court.   

• Proportionally more Aboriginal victims could not be located to testify at trial (16% as 
compared to 7% and 5% of White/European and other visible minority victims), and this 
effect was of borderline significance (p=.074).113 

• There were some, although not statistically significant, differences in recanting rates among 
White/European, Aboriginal or other victims in both Domestic Violence Docket and trial 
courts.  For example, 6.8% of White/European, 7.6% of Aboriginal and 8.4% other victims 
recanted in the specialized docket court and 7.7% White/European, 8.6% Aboriginal and 
6.4% other women recanted in trial.   

 
Table 46.  Diverse Victims by Participation in Court Proceedings 
 

 White/European Aboriginal Other 
 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Victim recanted in HF docket 76 7.0 18 10.0 19 5.7 
Victim recanted/was not cooperative at trial 40 13.6 10 15.9 7 8.6 
Victim did not testify in trial court  100 38.2 33 57.9 23 34.8 
Victim is gone and cannot serve at trial 22 7.4 10 15.9 4 4.9 

 
3.3 Reporting the Incident by Diverse Victims 
 
Reluctance of women to call the Police also serves as a measure of victim confidence in the 
criminal justice system (Buzawa and Buzawa, 2003, U.S.).  Table 47 compares the rates of 
reporting across victims of various ethno-cultural backgrounds, as well as those of victims with 
or without disabilities. As can be noted, Aboriginal victims were less likely than other victims to 
report the incident (61% as compared to 70% of victims representing other visible minorities and 
72% of White/European victims). Instead, it appears that the neighbors of these Aboriginal 
families were more likely to report the incident than those in other ethno-cultural groups.  Ten 
percent of the incidents involving Aboriginal victims were reported by neighbors as compared to 
                                                 
112 Not depicted in the table. 
113 Chi-square test was used for the analyses in this section. 
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7% and 5% of the incidents involving White/European and other visible minority victims.  The 
incidents which involved a disabled victim were most frequently reported by the victim, the 
accused, a child or a neighbor.  About 1% of the incidents, or a total of three cases, were reported 
by a professional, for example, social workers and hospital personnel.   
 
Table 47.  Reporting of Incident by Victims Representing Diverse Groups 
 

Victim Ethno-Racial Background Victim Disability  
White/European Aboriginal Other No disability Disability present 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Victim 684 72.3% 98 60.9% 238 77.0% 774 69.9% 161 70.9%
Neighbor 68 7.2% 16 9.9% 15 4.9% 72 6.5% 18 7.9%
Accused 53 5.6% 8 5.0% 13 4.2% 46 4.2% 12 5.3%
Child  38 4.0% 9 5.6% 16 5.2% 44 4.0% 12 5.3%
Relative 23 2.4% 6 3.7% 9 2.9% 29 2.6% 4 1.8%
Friend 29 3.1% 5 3.1% 5 1.6% 36 3.2% 6 2.6%
Passerby 22 2.3% 7 4.3% 5 1.6% 29 2.6% 4 1.8%
Parent  2 .2% 2 1.2% 0 .0% 26 2.3% 1 .4%
Teacher 1 .1% 1 .6% 0 .0% 12 1.1% 0 .0%
Social Worker 1 .1% 0 .0% 0 .0% 6 .5% 1 .4%
Care Giver 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
Hospital 7 .7% 1 .6% 1 .3% 7 .6% 2 .9%
Other 18 1.9% 8 5.0% 7 2.3% 27 2.4% 6 2.6%

 

 
4. DIVERSE GROUPS IN TREATMENT 
 
Both Tsai (2000, U.S.) and Karan et al. (1999, U.S.) speak to the need for effective, high-quality 
treatment programs, subject to standards and certification.  They recommend standards that detail 
the content, duration and quality of the programs, as well as the educational requirements and 
training of the therapists.  Speaking specifically in the Canadian context, Ursel (2001, Can.) 
recommends culturally appropriate, Aboriginal-specific treatment and support programs for all 
family members.  In fact, HomeFront has developed standards for domestic violence treatment 
programs which, among other directions, call for each program to analyze how it is responding 
to cultural differences among participants and staff.  Additionally, the protocols advise that the 
programs must have a plan for culturally competent practice, which may include referrals to 
appropriate culturally-based services, and must ensure a barrier-free environment. 
 
Researchers also suggest that programs that are designed for and delivered to specific cultural 
groups may be more effective for members of those populations (Cooper, Warthe, and Hoffart, 
2004).  The HomeFront batterer treatment agencies have developed a specific program for 
Aboriginal men and have been working in partnership with ethno-specific organizations to 
develop groups for other ethnic populations.  
However, as discussed in section five of this chapter, stakeholders indicate that treatment 
programs continue to experience challenges in delivering barrier-free services.  Quantitative data 
collected for this evaluation confirm that barriers exist in the delivery of treatment services to 
diverse communities, particularly for the Aboriginal accused.  
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• The average length of time between Domestic Violence Court disposition and treatment start-
up is higher for Aboriginal accused (a median of 48 days as compared to 28 days for 
White/European accused and 25 days for other accused) and for disabled accused (a median 
of 34 days as compared to 27 days for the accused without a disability).   

• Table 48 quantifies participation of diverse accused in treatment.  The visible minority 
accused were more likely to receive individual treatment (48%) than the Aboriginal (26.4%) 
or the White/European accused.  The Aboriginal accused were more likely to participate in 
group treatment (36%) than the White/European (34%) or the other accused (19%).  This 
finding can probably be explained by differences among individual agencies which receive 
HomeFront referrals.  As noted earlier in Chapter Seven, most of the accused who are 
referred to the YWCA Sheriff King Home receive group treatment.  Moreover, about half of 
all Aboriginal accused (53.7%) are referred to this agency rather than CCC or Discovery 
House.114  

 
Table 48.  Diverse Groups in Batterer Treatment115 
 

White/European Aboriginal Other 
Type of treatment 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Individual 145 25.3 14 26.4 100 48.1 
Group 193 33.7 19 35.8 39 18.8 
Individual & group 199 34.7 17 32.1 53 25.5 
Group & family/couple 1 0.2 0  0  
Individual & family/couple 7 1.2 0  12 5.8 
Group, individual & family/couple 15 2.6 0  3 1.4 
Individual treatment termination  
Change in client circumstances: 
work , childcare, etc. 22 6.3 4 10.5 8 5.8 
Started treatment but 
disappeared/unable to reach/no info 37 10.6 8 21.1 11 8.0 
Moved 7 5.3 2 4.3 6 2.9 
Completed treatment 179 51.1 13 34.2 87 63.0 
Group treatment termination 
Change in client circumstances: 
work , childcare, etc. 8 2.1 4 12.5 1 1.0 
Started treatment but 
disappeared/unable to reach/no info 65 17.3 13 40.6 14 14.3 
Moved 5 1.3 3 9.4 3 2.2 
Completed Treatment 258 68.6 9 28.1 58 59.2 

 
• There was a significant effect of race on type of treatment (group, individual, or both), with a 

p-value of <.001.116  This effect remained when risk factors were controlled for, except for 
cases involving alcohol, which was probably due to the small sample size in these strata. 

                                                 
114 In February of 2003, YWCA Sheriff King Home started an Aboriginal Men’s Treatment Group.  
115 Other treatment termination categories not included in this table were: referred to a different agency by the 
treatment agency, referred to a different agency by a Probation Officer, incarceration, not suitable for agency and 
not suitable for group treatment.  The rates for these categories ranged between 0 and 3.1 percent. 
116 Chi-square test was used in the analyses for this section. 
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• The Aboriginal accused were least likely to complete both group (28% as compared to 59% 
of the other visible minority accused and 69% of the White/European accused) and individual 
treatment (34% as compared to 51% of the White/European accused and 63% of the other 
accused).  The relationship was statistically significant for those in the “other” race category 
who were much more likely to complete both group and individual treatment, while 
Aboriginal cases had the lowest completion rates (p<.001 for both). For group treatment, the 
race effect was still seen after other risk factors were controlled for. In the case of individual 
treatment, the association between race and treatment completion became non-significant for 
people with no prior convictions (p=.440), unemployed cases (p=.257) and individuals with 
less than high school education (p=.220).  It should be noted that sample sizes became small 
in these strata.  A higher proportion of the Aboriginal accused than the other accused dropped 
out of group treatment because of a move and out of both individual and group treatment due 
to changes in their life circumstances. 

 
5. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Process evaluation respondents expressed a range of opinions regarding HomeFront’s ability to 
address diversity issues.  The general consensus appears to be that, although HomeFront has 
made some in-roads in enhancing the sensitivity of responding agencies to the requirements of 
diverse client groups, a great deal of work remains to be done.  Respondents identified diversity 
training, services to Aboriginal peoples and ability to address interpretation requirements in 
treatment as emerging successes, while challenges remain in engaging diverse communities and 
addressing victims’ interpretation requirements.   
 

• I think we still need to look at the whole area of diversity and what the barriers are for 
the diverse populations, and I think we need to do the same with the Aboriginal 
community.  

• Clients need access to transportation, to address their isolation, we try to be accessible 
by providing interpretation and information, working with individuals in diverse 
communities.  This should be kept on the table as a consistent issue. 

• Barriers are present across the board in criminal justice system – cultural and language.  
Some cultures will not talk to the police and authorities. We have to be positioned to 
reach out, have language capabilities, know the directors, understand the cultures, but 
this will always be a challenge. 

 
5.1 Engaging Diverse Communities 
 
Research emphasizes the value of engaging a broad range of stakeholders, including 
communities of colour and other marginalized populations, in full partnership in coordinated 
community responses.  Calgary is home to a number of organizations which work with 
Aboriginal, ethno-culturally diverse, gay, lesbian, bisexual and disabled individuals who are 
impacted by family violence.  In fact, between 34 and 44 percent of HomeFront stakeholders 
indicated that one of the reasons they were involved with HomeFront was “to ensure that 
culturally sensitive practices result in full/equitable access to services for Aboriginal groups, 
individuals with disabilities and other diverse groups.”  
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5.1.1 Establishing Structures 
 
HomeFront has included the representatives of a range of organizations in its work by inviting 
them to participate on various HomeFront committees, many of which are jointly accountable to 
HomeFront and the Calgary Domestic Violence Committee.  HomeFront began its work in this 
area by developing the Justice in Diversity committee. This committee brought diversity issues 
to the attention of the HomeFront Director and allowed for the cross-pollination of ideas related 
to addressing barriers experienced by visible minorities, gay, lesbian and bisexual people, people 
with disabilities, women in conflict with the law and seniors.  The committee met for about two 
years and then was discontinued, so that its members could focus their energies on more specific 
areas.  For example, the members continued working on an individual basis with the HomeFront 
administration on various issues, such as the translation of brochures, and started attending other 
related committees, such as the Multicultural Treatment Working Group, the First Nations 
Strengthening the Spirit Committee and the Persons with Disabilities Committee.  
 
The Multicultural Treatment Working Group – a sub-committee of a larger Treatment Issues 
committee – was struck shortly after the Justice in Diversity committee stopped meeting.  The 
focus of this committee was on treatment access issues, such as the training of first language 
counsellors.  The First Nations Strengthening the Spirit committee was created to address issues 
specific to Aboriginal peoples.  The committee developed an Aboriginal-specific domestic 
violence 24-hour help card and organized a conference on domestic violence in the Aboriginal 
community, which took place during “Turn Off the Violence” week.  The Persons with 
Disabilities Committee started meeting in 2001.  The mandate of this committee was to educate 
the general public regarding domestic violence as it affected persons with disabilities and to 
increase the accessibility of the justice system for persons with disabilities. The Committee 
delivered two community awareness seminars, one of them during the Turn Off the Violence 
week, and has been working on improving wheelchair access and police response to individuals 
with disabilities.   
 
5.1.2 Working to Engage the Aboriginal Community 
 
Process evaluation respondents suggested that the current committee structure and methods of 
including service-providers work well to respond to challenges experienced by Aboriginal and 
visible minority clients, as well as clients with disabilities. The stakeholders particularly 
identified the positive changes made in addressing issues specific to Aboriginal people. They 
highlighted the hiring of an Aboriginal DCCW, the intended Aboriginal Cultural Awareness 
training, the plan to develop an Aboriginal Treatment Committee and the implementation of the 
Aboriginal men's treatment program as positive developments in this regard, although they still 
emphasized the need for long-term engagement.   
 

• There has been a real effort to meet the needs of the Aboriginal community, for example, 
Aboriginal men’s treatment [group at Sheriff King Home]. 

• Training [on reserves] was successful, it allowed to reach out to Aboriginal community, 
and helped with the Aboriginal men’s program recruitment…we are now looking at 
[addressing issues of Aboriginal] women and children. 
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• We wanted to hire someone from the Aboriginal community because we see that not just 
as a Victim Advocate, but somebody who will assist us in that engagement process.  

• I’m amazed that they hired someone from the Aboriginal community into this position. I 
think it’s a good thing. The difficulty is that we don’t have Aboriginal people going 
through. If you have victims out there who are Aboriginal and learn that we’ve got a 
Victim Advocate who is Aboriginal, maybe they’ll come forward.  

• We’ve not been able to really on a long-term basis engage the Aboriginal community, 
and we know that’s an ongoing problem.  

 
5.1.3 Engaging Diverse Communities – Next Steps 
 
On the other hand, according to some respondents, there are few HomeFront structures or 
initiatives that allow stakeholders to address the issues of seniors, the homeless and mentally ill, 
women in conflict with the law and gay, lesbian and bisexual people.  
 

• We are still missing a big part of our community at court, for example, people with 
disabilities, gay, lesbian, transgendered community. We are not seeing these groups in 
court.  

• There is [lack of] linking with those who not easily accessed i.e., homeless, mentally ill. 
• [HomeFront should] find ways to reach people who are more isolated and/or not 

accessing services that have routinely let them down. 
 
The stakeholders added that HomeFront should work to engage all diverse communities by 
building better working relationships with organizations which serve them, engaging in public 
education activities, sharing evaluation results, hiring more diverse staff and working in 
collaboration to deliver treatment to specific client groups.  
 

• HomeFront needs to do more work in terms of… connecting with the agencies that 
specialize in this area – goes beyond training…have a better process [for building] 
working relationship with the immigrant serving and ethno-specific 
organizations…would like to be able to make quick linkages...need to make sure that all 
diverse clients have better experience when in court… need to pay more attention when 
uncover barriers.  

• Get to know community leaders, formal and informal, ethno specific media...  HomeFront 
has done a little of that.  

• Share evaluation results, particularly demographic results with different communities. 
• Provide public education in different languages.  
• HomeFront needs to do more about educating the public not just the groups they work 

with. 
• Might need more than one Aboriginal DCCW to assist with workload. 
• HomeFront should hire more diverse staff.  
•  What I would like to see is that we decide that female perpetrators go somewhere, that 

homosexual perpetrators go somewhere else, and that another agency is involved in 
multicultural Treatment.…The macro solution is to get them together—we have two gay 
men here, and someone else has four, and someone else has six, and we could have a 
group.  
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Respondents also suggested that engagement of service-providers could be maintained by 
implementing joint training and by ensuring that HomeFront services connect diverse victims 
with necessary programs.  
 
5.2 Diversity Training 
 
Between 45% (2001) and 37% (2002) of process evaluation respondents joined HomeFront “to 
learn how to make their organization more accessible to diverse client groups.”  It appears that 
diversity training is one of the ways that HomeFront helped these stakeholders reach their goal.  
There were progressively fewer respondents over the course of the evaluation who identified 
diversity training for HomeFront members as a concern (62% in 2001, 44% in 2002 and 35% in 
2003).  Moreover, many (40%) thought that HomeFront should take a lead role, or at least advise 
(34%), in the delivery of diversity training. 
 
Stakeholders indicated that training has been successful – there is an increased awareness of 
different cultures and communities among HomeFront partners.  Moreover, there seems to be a 
general belief among stakeholders that training is important in enhancing sensitivity to diversity 
issues among HomeFront partners and should be provided on a continuous basis to all staff, 
management and Court personnel.  
 

• The more cross-cultural training we can receive to know exactly what communities think, 
what their attitudes are, the better.  Sometimes we’re scammed.  A lawyer for an accused 
will say, my client was only doing what his mores expected of him within his cultural 
group, and when you talk to someone who’s familiar with that cultural group, they’ll say 
that’s garbage. That would not be accepted at all within that community. The more 
education you have, the better. 

• I think that [more] training [would be useful]… just in terms of cultural slurs or 
stereotypes and things like that. Generalizations need to be addressed as well as 
gay/lesbian issues. It’s an open Court, and it would be a shame if anyone heard [some 
comments that are made there]. 

• In certain cultures there’s an expectation that the man is the head of the household and 
women are servants. In many cultures, it’s considered appropriate for the husband to 
physically discipline the wife. That makes it very difficult to deal with when those 
preconceptions are there.  Another experience I’ve had is certain communities feel it’s 
their responsibility to deal with matters within the community and so you’re looked at as 
meddling by members of the community. They’ll come and say, we’ve dealt with this 
within our community, and you can butt out now. 

 
 
 
However, not everyone has the time available to devote to diversity training. As commented by 
one respondent: “They don’t have time to give up a half-day or two hours to have diversity 
training, and they’re reluctant. They’re really ambivalent about wanting to give that time, and 
the basic answer is we’re too busy.” 
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5.3 Interpretation Issues 
 
Over the course of the pilot project, 133 accused and 40 victims requested interpreters in the 
Domestic Violence Docket Court.  Also, 107 victims needed interpreters in their work with the 
DCCWs and in treatment, 40 accused requested and received interpretation services.  No specific 
client information was available about interpretation requirements of the accused in their work 
with Probation or about the requirements of the victims in their interactions with the Partner 
Support Program and Calgary Legal Guidance. The top eight languages for which interpretation 
or translation was required in Court, in work with victims and in batterer treatment were Punjabi 
(56),  Vietnamese  (19), Spanish (19), Arabic (17),  Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese – 12), 
French (7), Polish (5) and Tagalog (4).  This is similar to the 2001 Census language distribution, 
which lists the following top eight non-official languages in Calgary:  Chinese, German, Punjabi, 
Spanish, Vietnamese, Tagalog, Polish and Arabic.  
 
Approximately 6% of HomeFront accused required interpreters.  Although these individuals 
represented a relatively small proportion of all HomeFront accused and victims117, all of the 
HomeFront partners experienced significant challenges in accommodating their interpretation 
requirements. These challenges became more apparent over the duration of the project: 63% of 
stakeholders identified this as an issue in 2001, 57% in 2002 and 84% in 2003.   
 
Most of the HomeFront partners do not have easy access to interpretation services, although the 
problem is less serious for the treatment agencies, Police and the Court.  Treatment agencies 
have made some progress in this area as they now employ or share staff members who speak 
languages other than English.  Calgary Police Service uses the AT&T Language Service and the 
Crown’s office has access to a pool of interpreters through Witness Central. However, others, 
such as HomeFront victim services and Probation, continue to experience significant difficulties.  
The rest of this section discusses the use of interpreters by these HomeFront service-providers 
and concludes with a discussion of possible future actions in addressing interpretation 
challenges. 
 
5.3.1 Interpretation in Treatment 
 
Treatment agencies have unique interpretation requirements.  According to the stakeholders, it is 
not effective to have a third party interpret a group or an individual counselling session and the 
optimal approach is to provide treatment in the first languages.  As noted by one respondent: 
“it’s difficult for me to know if they are hearing/understanding what I’m asking.”  
 
HomeFront and the treatment agencies have done some work in this area and improvements have 
been made.  HomeFront provided resources and facilitated a process for the agencies to either 
recruit employees who speak different languages or to establish staff-sharing agreements with 
other agencies.  Some issues remain, however, including resources to sustain access to 
counselors, ability to address all language requirements, adequate training in integrating cultural 
issues into counselling and access to interpreters at the time of intake or during partner checks. 
 

                                                 
117 Statistics Canada (2001) indicates that 101,320 or about 11 % of all people in Calgary do not speak English at 
home on a regular basis. 
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• In treatment things are more reasonable, [there is capability for multiple] languages, but 
we need to implement some changes, and no one is giving the funding that we need to 
sustain the first language services.  

• Available counselors, even with training would not represent all of the languages and 
would still need to access language bank, especially to do intakes.   

• Group therapy is difficult when people don’t speak the language… I don’t know how 
effective it would be.  These are not started by the people from different cultures; diverse 
community might see domestic violence differently. There is an issue as to whether the 
immigrant serving agencies are appropriately trained or will reinforce cultural biases.  

• We also need tools in different languages. Do we know whether agencies evaluate 
services for non-English speakers?   

 
5.3.2 Interpretation in Court 
 
The Crown’s office can draw from a pool of interpreters maintained by Witness Central to 
provide services in Court.  However, as noted in the following comments, some challenges 
continue to exist in this area as well.  These include the qualifications of interpreters and their 
understanding of domestic violence, confidentiality issues and interpreters’ availability. 
 

•  [There are] translation problems in court: the interpreters are not translating correctly, 
they are friends of the accused, and don’t understand [the issue].  

• Interpretation remains an issue; interpreters can do a good job if they are not related to 
the family.  But it is difficult when we are dealing with a small community when needing 
interpretation for a particular language.  Witness Central maintains a bank of 
interpreters, but there are no particular qualifications that they must have. 

• There’s no accreditation process in the province and there should be.  Set up a society, 
where there are accreditation procedures and that gives them a bargaining position to 
help themselves better.   

• Access to interpreters stinks in the court, [there is] limited choice of interpreters, timing 
issues, huge systemic issues within the bureaucracy. 

 
Similar challenges exist for Probation when they work with accused requiring interpretation. 
 

• Availability of interpretation for probation work is also a big problem – nothing yet in 
the works to address this.  

• Probation is no better: Alberta government has no resources, so probation invites a 
friend to translate, this can be a roadblock to safety. 

 
 
5.3.3 Interpretation in Work with Victims 
 
The Witness Central pool is available if victims testify in Court.  The Victim Assistance Unit can 
rely on the systems used by the Calgary Police Service, specifically the AT&T service.  Calgary 
Immigrant Aid Society’s (CIAS) Language Bank, Calgary Immigrant Women’s Association 
(CIWA) and women’s shelters represent the services currently available for those victims who 
require interpretation during their work with DCCWs, the Partner Support Program, batterer 
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treatment agencies (during partner checks), or the Public Assistance Unit.  However, 
stakeholders identified a number of issues associated with these services, as noted in the 
comments below.  The challenges are similar to those identified earlier and include 
confidentiality, cost, and immediate access to volunteers. 
 

• The victims with language requirements need to wait, because [DCCWs] can’t talk to 
them [until interpreter becomes available]… Calgary Immigrant Aid has a program.., but 
you need to give them a lot of lead time in order to secure someone…and because of the 
schedule we’re working on, we can’t give them that lead time. 

• Biggest problem is confidentiality – the victims are not really clients of ours, we have to 
ensure that interpretation does not impact on confidentiality; also cost: no money for 
interpreters, tried to piggy back on police, but has not worked out. 

•  [How do the] case workers or PAU… get the interpreter that you can trust?  In one 
example, at a trial of an East Indian accused, I met with victims who wanted charges 
withdrawn; she was under a lot of pressure from the husband’s boss to do this.  The boss 
was also an interpreter and would not allow her to talk.  At the end she did not show to 
Court where appropriate interpreter was provided and charges ended up being dropped.  

• It’s a tough issue, need specialized and well-trained interpreters.  We try to access 
interpreters through shelters, CIAS, but time consuming and problematic. We have the 
interpreters call the victim to meet in court, but might want to further follow-up with 
victims – can’t always do that. At times hard to communicate with an interpreter. 

• CIAS have done their best to make sure that their interpreters are properly trained, but 
use of volunteers has an impact on availability of immediate access to victims, sometimes 
put in application and days go by before anyone becomes available. 

• Partner checks is an area where there has not been much progress, we need to designate 
money for interpretation.  We have diverse staff in the shelters, but can’t ask them 
because they are busy, so need funds to pay CIWA, or our staff. It is challenging to use 
language bank to do our partner contacts. 

 
5.3.4 HomeFront Efforts to Address Interpretation Issues 
 
Over the course of the project, HomeFront has worked to improve access to interpretation.  
HomeFront formalized a contract with CIAS to provide services to DCCWs and attempted to 
negotiate streamlining of interpretation services with the representatives of other systems, 
including Police, Crown, RCMP and Calgary Health Region.  However, the multi-system effort 
encountered significant problems developing agreements related to consistent professional 
qualifications and cost of services, and, as noted earlier, challenges continue to exist in the use of 
CIAS and CIWA volunteers. 
 
At the time this report was written, HomeFront was just beginning to use the Language Line 
services provided by AT&T, where an interpreter can be made immediately available in 140 
different languages (to and from English). Both the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program 
volunteers can now access these AT&T services. HomeFront is also developing brochures and 
Court-related forms which will ultimately be translated into six to eight languages.  The 
brochures will provide explanations about treatment and justice services, as well as describing 
the Canadian criminal justice system.   According to the Canadian Council for Refugees, this is 
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an important step in addressing the barriers affecting immigrant women who experience family 
violence. One of the Council’s best practice guidelines is a suggestion that services should assist 
immigrant women to access legal services, along with information about their rights and the laws 
for immigrant women (Roboubi and Bowles,1995, Can.; Currie, 1995, Can.; Godin, 1994, Can). 
 
6 SUMMARY  
 
This chapter addressed HomeFront’s work in the area of diversity, looking specifically at the 
goal “to increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system” and at two 
particular outcomes:  1) services are equitable for the diverse accused and the victims; and 2) 
HomeFront processes enhance equitable access to services by diverse populations.   
 
Evaluation findings in this area were mixed.  HomeFront has certainly experienced some 
significant successes in working with diverse communities.  These include hiring of an 
Aboriginal DCCW; establishing several active and successful committees to address diversity 
issues;  improving interpretation at treatment agencies, starting an Aboriginal men’s treatment 
program; and improving diversity training efforts.  There is still much more to be done.  In 
particular, Aboriginal offenders continue to receive harsher sentences than accused from other 
population groups; cases involving Aboriginal and some disabled accused are not being resolved 
as quickly as cases involving other population groups;  treatment programs continue to 
experience challenges in delivering barrier-free services; initiatives to address the issues of 
seniors, the homeless, the mentally ill and gay, lesbian and bisexual clients are lacking; and 
interpretation issues remain challenging for several HomeFront components.  
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CHAPTER TEN 
COMMUNITY-BASED FUNCTIONS 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
HomeFront is embedded in an array of criminal justice and community services.   
Previous chapters of this report described the various Court-related components of the project 
and analyzed their evolution and effectiveness over the course of the four-year pilot project.  The 
purpose of this chapter is to examine HomeFront’s broad community-based functions, separate 
from its Court-related activities.  In effect, the chapter focuses on one-half of HomeFront’s 
fourth goal:  to reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and 
collaboration within the justice system and between the justice system and the broader 
community. 
 
Topics covered in this chapter include: community collaboration; communication and public 
awareness; and training and education.  Under each broad topic area, we discuss highlights of the 
academic literature, describe pertinent HomeFront activities, provide stakeholder feedback, and 
outline the successes and challenges faced by the project.  The last section of this chapter 
summarizes the findings.   
 
2. COMMUNITY COLLABORATION 
 
One truism underlines all of HomeFront’s work --- collaboration is crucial to success.  As the 
description in Chapter Two makes clear, HomeFront is a broad web of linked services and 
activities, crossing over many sectors and systems.  It is essential that those services work well 
together in order for the initiative to fulfill its mandate.  HomeFront not only links specific 
criminal justice components, it also plays a large role in bringing the many community agencies 
working in the domestic violence field together around justice issues.  The community 
stakeholders are numerous, including the shelters, treatment and counselling agencies, as well as 
a broad range of organizations with an interest in specific populations (e.g., children, ethnic 
groups, offenders etc.)   Working collaboratively in such a complex and multi-layered 
environment is extremely challenging.  This section explores HomeFront’s efforts in this regard.   
The section begin with a brief literature review, discusses the collaborative factors which 
influenced project start-up and implementation, describes HomeFront’s collaborative tools and 
analyses stakeholder feedback around HomeFront’s efforts in this area.   
 
2.1 What the Literature Says 
 
2.1.1 Importance and Challenges of Collaboration 
 
The academic literature offers much insight on the pivotal role of collaboration, the types of 
partners needed and the challenges and pitfalls facing those who take on this work.  What 
follows in this section is a brief overview of that literature. For a more thorough discussion of 
academic thinking in this area, please consult the Best Practices Review in the Companion 
Document.   
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The Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) lists co-ordination of 
justice system components and co-ordination with a variety of other service-providers as key 
elements of successful domestic violence courts.  Karan et al. (1999, U.S.) call for a wide range 
of partners to be involved in planning and implementing the new system, including the executive 
and legislative branches of government, the Judiciary, the clerk’s office, the administrative office 
of the court, legal clinics, law schools, victim advocates, the Police, corrections, Prosecutors, 
Defence Bar, Parole and Probation, treatment providers, and governmental and non-profit 
agencies.  Tsai (2000, U.S.) recommends even broader involvement, including families, 
individuals, schools and churches, in order to provide education about the issue and send the 
message that domestic violence will not be tolerated.   
 
Recognizing the challenges and scope of such endeavours, many communities interested in an 
enhanced criminal justice response to domestic violence have created coordinated community 
responses (CCRs), which are efforts to draw all the relevant systems and organizations together 
to work in unison to address domestic violence.  According to Shepard (1999, U.S.) a CCR 
“involves police, prosecutors, probation officers, battered women’s advocates, counselors and 
Judges in developing and implementing policies and procedures that improve interagency 
coordination and lead to more uniform responses to domestic violence cases.”  
 
The literature also highlights the complexities and difficulties related to collaboration and the 
development of coordinated community responses.  With so many different players in place, all 
with different objectives and agendas, true co-ordination and collaboration can be difficult to 
achieve.  The Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) says that 
“jurisdictions should be under no illusion that co-ordination and partnership are easy.”  The 
Working Group points to the difficulty of melding the criminal justice system’s focus on the 
offender and crime with the community’s interest in victim empowerment and support and says 
that any model must be vested with the authority necessary to make large systems work together.  
The Working Group concludes, however, that it would be even more difficult to ensure “a 
sustainable response to spousal abuse in the absence of an overall co-ordinated structure or 
model.”  

 
Much of the research on CCRs comes out of Duluth, Minnesota, based on years of work at the 
Domestic Abuse Intervention Project (DAIP).  Researchers examining that project have 
identified a number of challenges related to CCR development.  (Shepard and Pence, 1999, U.S.)  
These include: establishing policies and protocols; enhancing networking; developing 
computerized monitoring and tracking processes; creating effective advocacy and treatment 
programs; and evaluating the efforts.  Articles elaborating on these difficulties point to the same 
underlying issues identified by the Working Group: many players must be involved in a 
successful CCR; the institutions involved are often large and unwieldy; and the participating 
organizations and institutions have different and often conflicting cultures and mandates.    
 
Pence and McDonnell (1990, U.S.), also writing about DAIP, make a critical point about 
coordinating systems and approaches, saying that victim safety, not improved system efficiency, 
must be the primary goal.  They say that if reform success is judged solely by such measures as 
increased arrests, improved conviction rates or reduction in repeat cases, reformers may lose 
their focus on victim safety and empowerment.  “When reform efforts focus on coordinating the 
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system rather than on building safety considerations into the infrastructure, the system could 
actually become more harmful to victims than the previously unexamined system.”  
 
Despite these challenges, CCRs are showing some success.  Although empirical research is 
lacking, the literature indicates that CCRs which keep victim safety paramount, create 
comprehensive and inclusive networks based on established protocols and policies, develop 
efficient tracking and monitoring systems, and support a wide range of criminal justice and 
community services are meeting with some success in improving community responses to 
domestic violence.  As the Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) 
concludes, “an integrated, holistic, co-ordinated response with a shared vision is the most 
promising means of producing a synergistic effect and an overall reduction of violent 
behaviour.”  
 
2.1.2  Types of Collaborative Structures 
 
There is some debate in the literature about the most effective CCR structure.  It is important to 
keep in mind, as Clark et al. (1996, U.S.) have pointed out, that many CCRs are in the early 
stages of development and there is not yet definitive evidence of the best structure for promoting 
and maintaining a coordinated system.  According to the Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial 
Working Group (2003, Can.), most Canadian jurisdictions have developed regional or local 
committees to promote the implementation of a coordinated community response.  Such 
committees generally have representation from the criminal justice system and community 
organizations.  In some cases, representatives from other disciplines, such as education, social 
service and health, are also involved. 
 
Literature on the nature of collaboration itself is also instructive in helping us to understand 
HomeFront.  Academic thinking on collaboration, mergers and integration of services is still 
very young.  So young indeed, that “a common terminology has not yet emerged, and current 
experts on the topic have called for further research.”  (Kohm, La Piana and Gowdy, 2000, U.S.)    
Kohm et al. provide an interesting continuum, with collaboration at one end, in which there is no 
permanent organizational commitment and decision-making power remains with the individual 
organizations, and integration at the other, which involves changes to corporate control and/or 
structure, including creation and/or dissolution of one or more organizations.  HomeFront is 
clearly somewhere in between, in what is called alliance.  The key elements of an alliance are: 
 
• A commitment to continue for the foreseeable future 
• Shared or transferred decision-making power  
• Agreement-driven activities 
 
Hoffart and Cooper (2002, Can.), in their work for Calgary’s Youth Sector Review, also present 
a continuum which runs from coordination through to integration, merged functions and mergers 
and acquisitions.  They situate HomeFront on the continuum under cross-sector integration.  
They point out that cross-sector integration can be very challenging because of “different 
agendas, cultures, terminology, and working styles among the various players; requirements 
imposed by legislation, governing bodies, and for not-for-profit agencies, parent or umbrella 
organizations.”  They go on to identify factors that facilitate cross-sector integration, which are: 
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• Appropriate processes to facilitate trust 
• A general civic climate that motivates cross-sector work.  This includes: 

o Involvement of both traditional and non-traditional (e.g. neighbourhoods, churches) 
leaders 

o A reservoir of social capital (broadly shared values, interconnections) 
o A shared vision and values and a theory of change 
o Mediating institutions (where people come together and identify issues) 
o Diverse mix of public and, sometimes, private resources 

 
2.1.3  Summary 
 
HomeFront’s structure reflects the advice of many scholars working in the field.  A large number 
of criminal justice and community agencies were involved in the design and implementation of 
the initiative and continue to work together on the project.   Victim safety is one of the project’s 
key objectives and protocol development has taken place to ensure that partners understand their 
roles and responsibilities.   
 
Based on the literature, it would be expected that HomeFront would face a number of challenges 
and issues over the course of its development, most of them centering around the difficulties of 
bringing together such a broad range of players and systems.  Stakeholder feedback indicates that 
this is indeed the case and that there have been both successes and difficulties as the project has 
developed its collaborative, community-based activities.   Those successes and challenges are 
described throughout this chapter. 
 
 
Before proceeding, a word on language is required.  Use of the term “collaboration” is somewhat 
controversial in the literature, as some academics describe it as a loose and fuzzy concept.  As 
noted above, many scholars use alternate descriptors, such as alliance or integration, to explain 
the coming together of organizations around a set of activities or issues.  While we agree that 
HomeFront is a cross-sector integration, as described above, the word “collaboration” is used in 
this chapter because we are analyzing HomeFront’s relationships with a broad range of 
community partners, not just those with which it is closely aligned in the specialized Court.  In 
this case, we are looking at community-wide outreach, in which formal agreements may or may 
not be in place, so the larger and somewhat looser word seems more appropriate. 
 
2.2 Collaborative Factors Influencing Project Start-up and Implementation 
 
HomeFront is part of a long-standing tradition of collaboration in Calgary’s domestic violence 
community, which can be traced back to at least the 1980s when the entire community came 
together around the Mayor’s Task Force on Family and Community Violence.   The positive 
civic climate described in the literature review above was clearly in existence, allowing several 
organizations and individuals to work in partnership to launch this new initiative.  This section of 
the report analyses the key collaborative factors which contributed to successful project start-up 
and implementation. 
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On July 16, 2001 a retrospective focus group, made up of five main players in the development 
of HomeFront, was held to explore the successes and challenges of that early collaboration.  The 
results of the focus group are summarized briefly here.  For the full report on the retrospective 
focus group, please consult the Companion Document.  
 
2.2.1 Important Preconditions 
 
According to the focus group participants, the foundation for HomeFront was laid long before 
the project came into being.  They identified a number of conditions which were in place in 
Calgary before the HomeFront work began and which facilitated the eventual development of the 
project.  These included: 
 
• Significant amount of collaborative work in the domestic violence community 
• Community respect for those involved 
• Understanding of violence issues and gaps in service 
• Calgary’s culture of volunteerism 
 
Those involved in HomeFront were able to build on existing conditions in Calgary to move their 
vision forward.  In fact, some of the focus group participants talked about “the moment when 
conditions converged to ignite something.”  Some of the key factors which came into play during 
those early days of development included: 
 
• Motivated, well-connected individuals 
• Flexibility and openness to project evolution 
• Development of a shared, clear vision 
• Governmental support and interest 
 
2.2.2 Key Community Events and Follow-Up 
 
Existing conditions, as well as the support, commitment and influence of specific individuals, 
created an environment conducive to continued project development.  The community was then 
ripe for the two successful events which peaked interest about innovative responses to domestic 
violence and coalesced stakeholders around a possible model.  Those events were:  a community 
forum and workshop on violence, featuring a presentation by Dr. Stephen Toope, Dean of Law at 
McGill University, on February 6-7, 1998; and a two-day working conference in April, 1998 
which explored various coordinated justice system models.  Those events were organized 
strategically, bringing together key decision-makers in the community (e.g. the Judiciary, the 
Police, Crown, Defence attorneys, and community agencies) and highlighting various 
coordinated justice projects in Canada and the United States.   A broad working group was 
involved in organizing the conference, to ensure cross-sectoral representation, and high-profile 
sponsors were brought on board (e.g. prominent law firms and lawyers, the Cathedral Church of 
the Redeemer, the Action Committee Against Violence, and the City.) 
 
The events were extremely successful and the organizers quickly seized the momentum. Within a 
week of the last conference, the first framework implementation group convened and worked 
together for three weeks, developing the straw models created at the conference.  A business plan 
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and technical report followed quickly from there, allowing the organizers to capitalize on a series 
of funding opportunities which soon became available.  At the same time, several organizations 
offered crucial support.  The Action Committee Against Violence co-sponsored the initiative, 
donating significant resources and staff time and facilitating the involvement of Alderman Bev 
Longstaff.  United Way and The Calgary Foundation played an “incubation” role providing 
financial support and credibility, with United Way offering to become the fiscal agent once the 
project was completed. 
 
2.2.3 Project Hurdles 
 
The HomeFront project was not, of course, without barriers and setbacks, described by the focus 
group participants as “hurdles.”   Somewhat surprisingly, however, the  participants were only 
able to identify three significant hurdles:  complexity, judicial involvement and time constraints. 
 
A. Complexity    
 
The focus group respondents echoed the concerns highlighted in the academic literature.  These 
types of projects are characterized by the participation of multiple sectors and players.  At an 
operational level, success is contingent upon the coordinated involvement of key components 
throughout the justice system, e.g. the courts, the Police, Probation/Parole and the community 
agencies.  That multi-sectoral approach is mirrored at the funding level, with all three levels of 
government involved. To add to the complexity, there was broad community involvement in the 
development and governance of the project.  Understanding, involving and coordinating these 
various components was a monumental job for the HomeFront organizers. 
 
B. Judicial Involvement   
 
HomeFront faced the delicate task of respecting the independence of Judges while involving 
them in a collaborative, community-based project.  In the early days of the project, there was 
great concern about this issue and reluctance on the part of some Judges to get involved.  
According to focus group participants, this problem “evaporated” as the key players continued to 
communicate with the Judges about the project and as the Judiciary had the opportunity to see 
how the specialized Court actually operates. 
 
C. Time Constraints 
 
As already noted, the organizers had to move quickly to take advantage of possible funding 
opportunities.  Producing a business plan and proposal in seven weeks strained the group’s 
resources. 
 
2.2.4 Factors Influencing Success 
 
It is fascinating to note how closely the factors identified by the focus group participants as key 
to a successful collaboration mirror those put forward in the academic literature.  As already 
mentioned, the positive civic climate described by Hoffart and Cooper above was in place before 
the project began.  As well, Clark et al. (1996, U.S.), in their examination of six CCRs in the 
United States, identify certain common factors which allowed the communities in question to 
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move forward.  These were:  key events in the community which drew attention to the 
deficiencies in the system and raised public awareness; leadership; coordinating committees for 
domestic violence (already in place before the CCR was initiated); dialogue and interaction 
between advocates and criminal justice agencies; and changing community and professional 
norms about domestic violence.  Short and DeBruyn (unpublished, 2000, U.S.) also studied six 
CCRs in the United States and found that the following were critical to the coalition-building 
process: strong leadership; motivated and committed members with identified roles and 
responsibilities; a solid planning process including explicit commitment to providing services, 
implementing specific prevention activities and providing financial/human resources; a 
meaningful conduit for two-way communication among coalition working partners and 
community members; a strategic sense of which activities are worth undertaking; and well-
defined goals. 
 
In a sense, the development of HomeFront is a textbook case of successful community 
collaboration around justice issues.  All of the factors identified in the literature were in place, 
providing fertile ground for the project.  In HomeFront’s case, the following factors appear to 
have been particularly important: 
 
• A community history and culture of collaboration and effective inter-agency communication 
• Shared values and understanding of domestic violence 
• Strong leadership, including community, public and private support 
• Well-organized, strategic events which coalesced community support and led to a solid 

planning process 
• A strong but flexible vision, which allowed for project evolution and responsiveness 
 
2.3 HomeFront’s Current Collaborative Activities  
 
Since those early days of its inception, HomeFront has developed a variety of additional tools 
and activities to collaborate with the community.  At the highest level, the Board of Directors 
itself is a collaborative forum, as it brings together system and community partners to provide 
guidance to the organization.  As well, as described in Chapter Two, numerous committees exist, 
made up of HomeFront, community and system partners, to focus on particular issues (e.g. 
treatment, justice, victim’s services).  HomeFront also organizes periodic community 
consultations, in which it informs the community of project developments, and it hosts the 
annual Jerry P. Selinger Awards ceremony, designed to honour and celebrate domestic violence 
front-line workers.  And finally, HomeFront publishes a newsletter – a communications tool 
which aids in collaboration. 
 
2.4 Stakeholder Feedback on Collaborative Efforts 
 
As outlined in the methodology chapter of this report, during the course of the HomeFront pilot, 
four process evaluations were conducted, focusing on stakeholder feedback on the project (one 
interview-based and the others surveys).  As well, as the evaluation drew to a close, interviews 
and focus groups were held with stakeholders, to get their broad perspective on the project over 
its first four years.  (For more details on the types and numbers of stakeholders involved, please 
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consult Chapter Three.) This section draws on that five years of feedback to analyze 
HomeFront’s collaborative work. 
 
2.4.1  Collaboration Successes 
 
A. Improved Collaboration and Coordination 
 
Overall, process evaluation respondents were very pleased with HomeFront’s collaboration 
efforts.   Over 90% of survey respondents over three years consistently identified improved 
collaboration and coordination of services as a continued area of success (96.6% in 2001, 92.8% 
in 2002 and 90% in 2003).  Stakeholders participating in the 2004 interviews and focus groups 
confirmed those findings, with many of them viewing HomeFront’s collaborative work very 
favourably.   

• [HomeFront] increased collaboration, co-ordination, influence across sectors, political 
capacity to provide [broad] perspective on research and strategic direction in the whole 
field. 

• Increased the ability of the community to address domestic violence by acting as a 
central agent in bringing agencies to the table and spearheading projects.  It is a way for 
D.V. serving agencies to remain focused and organized. 

• It worked – better relationships, fewer gaps, better communication 
• It’s an amazing project, with support from a variety of different players.  Grassroots, 

married with corporate focus – has done more than well. 
 
The surveys also assessed stakeholder satisfaction with specific collaborative processes around 
community linkages, communication, information sharing and inclusion.  Positive results 
emerged here as well, with a large majority of respondents satisfied with all of the HomeFront 
processes identified in this section.  See Table 49 below. 

Table 49.   Stakeholder Satisfaction with HomeFront Processes118 
Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (01)

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (02) 

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (03)

 
HomeFront Processes 

N % N % N % 
Community Linkages & Representation       
HomeFront has a strong commitment from the decision making 
level of each organization that is represented 21 91.3 27 96.4 30 96.8

HomeFront works with the community's political leadership as allies 24 92.3 23 95.8 28 93.3
HomeFront committee members thoroughly represent related 
community agencies and organizations 26 83.9 24 82.8 28 90.3

Connections & Communication       
HF improves communication among organizations involved with the 
Court  31 96.9 23 95.8 30 85.7

HF helps organizations working in domestic violence increase their 
influence in service coordination decisions 27 84.3 23 85.2 27 84.4

HF helps me increase my contact with other organizations involved 
with the Specialized Court 25 80.6 24 85.7 29 82.9

                                                 
118 The calculations were based on a total of agree/disagree respondents for each question in each year, so the 
missing and n/a responses are not included. 
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Table 49 - continued 
Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (01)

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (02) 

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree (03)

 
HomeFront Processes 

N % N % N % 
Information Sharing       
HF regularly shares information with related community agencies & 
orgs. 24 77.4 26 92.9 29 80.5

HF keeps all its committee members well informed 18 72.0 25 96.2 24 77.4
HF keeps all related community agencies and organizations well 
informed 18 60.0 23 88.5 26 76.5

HF regularly shares information with the public, including diverse 
communities 17 65.4 19 90.5 24 75.0

Inclusion & Process       
HF wants everyone to voice his or her opinions 27 87.1 27 90.0 31 96.9
HF encourages open discussion on key issues 30 85.7 30 90.9 32 91.4
People are encouraged to speak up at HF meetings 24 85.7 26 89.6 31 91.2
Structure & Roles       
I have a good understanding of the systems represented by various 
organizations that work with HF 28 73.7 27 84.3 30 76.9

I understand the overall structure of HF 30 76.9 29 82.9 30 76.9
Roles and responsibilities of HF committee members are clear to me 14 42.4 23 74.4 21 58.3
I know about procedures and forums I can use If I have a concern 
with H.F.  18 54.5 22 73.3 21 60.0

Vision & Stability       
HF committee members have a common sense of purpose 27 81.8 26 89.7 33 97.1
HF is a stable organization regardless of change in committee 
membership 21 75.0 22 84.6 30 96.8

HF sets measurable and achievable goals 18 78.3 21 87.5 28 93.3
HF appropriately distributes available resources 18 66.7 23 92.0 25 89.3
Learning & Training Opportunities       
HF provides training opportunities to help me learn more about 
other organizations involved with Specialized Court 23 71.9 25 83.3 27 84.4

My interactions with HF have increased my awareness of resources 
for prevention and treatment of domestic violence in my community 29 74.4 29 90.6 31 83.8

My interactions with HF have increased my understanding of 
domestic viol.  24 63.2 22 73.3 28 73.7

Impact on the Community       
HF increases community awareness of domestic violence 25 78.1 25 92.6 35 94.6
HF improves domestic violence services and programs in Calgary 33 94.3 29 93.5 30 88.2
Overall Satisfaction       
I would like to continue my involvement with HF 38 95.0 32 100.0 37 97.4
My time is well-spent when I go to HF meetings 29 93.5 25 96.2 29 85.3
My skills are effectively used by HF 23 69.7 24 96.0 27 75.0
 
B. Strong Community Representation and Connections 
 
Throughout the evaluation, survey respondents expressed satisfaction with HomeFront’s 
community representation and connections.  For example, in 2003, 96.8% said that HomeFront 
had a strong commitment from each organization represented.  A large majority of respondents 
(100% in 2001, 95.4% in 2002 and 93.8% in 2003) continued to identify commitment of 
HomeFront membership as a success.  Also, in 2003, 93.3% agreed that HomeFront worked with 
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the community’s political leadership as allies, 84.4% thought that HomeFront helped 
organizations working in domestic violence increase their influence in service coordination 
decisions and 82.9% thought that HomeFront helped them increase contact with other 
organizations involved with the specialized Court.    
 

• There are multiple agencies which address this issue (e.g. Courts and shelters) but 
HomeFront has established links and communications, which otherwise would be absent.   

• The networking, collaboration and coordination have been outstanding. 
 
C. Improved Inclusion and Process 
 
There was a clear improvement trend along all of the dimensions related to inclusion and process 
during meetings.   More respondents in 2003 than in 2002 or 2001 thought that HomeFront 
wanted everyone to voice his or her opinions (96.9% as compared to 90% and 87.1%), that 
HomeFront encouraged open discussion on key issues (91.4% as compared to 90.9% and 85.7%) 
and that people were encouraged to speak up at HomeFront meetings (91.2% as compared to 
89.6% and 85.7%). 
 
In 2001, respondents were asked to identify processes they thought were most effective in 
facilitating discussions and resolving issues.  Most frequently mentioned were:  community 
consultations; direct discussions with and involvement of HomeFront staff and Director; and 
focused small group meetings.   
 
Respondents also highlighted specific HomeFront activities that they believed led to effective 
resolution of issues.  These included: protocol development; reaching out/seeking assistance 
from appropriate community experts (e.g. immigrant-serving agencies, disability services); 
lobbying for financial or resource allocation to support this process; and public education and 
public relations by HomeFront staff.  Respondents also suggested that ongoing attempts to keep 
agencies and the general public more aware of the Court and its function might enhance 
HomeFront processes.   
 
D. Commitment to Continued Involvement 
 
Almost all of the respondents expressed a desire to continue their involvement with HomeFront 
(97.4% in 2003, 100% in 2002 and 95% in 2001).  The respondents also increasingly rated the 
support for the project among the service-providing community and the justice system as a 
success (89.7% in 2001, 96.2% in 2002 and 97.1% in 2003).  
 

• HomeFront has been a valuable resource to me and I am sure a valuable resource to 
many others. 

• Developed a collaborative model that’s leading edge, engaged the community. 
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2.4.2  Collaboration Challenges 
 
A. Concerns about Mandate and Vision 
 
According to stakeholders, issues around project mandate and vision emerged several times over 
the course of the evaluation.  For example, in 2001, vision and stability were noted by a small 
number of respondents as potential areas of concern and clarity of purpose was deemed a critical 
factor in ensuring smooth HomeFront functioning.  This concern was further highlighted in the 
qualitative comments made by respondents during the 2002 evaluation.  Some of those 
respondents expressed concern that HomeFront was losing its focus and straying from its 
mandate.  They talked about the “proliferation of committees and committee meetings,” about 
HomeFront trying to do too much, about “lack of boundaries in terms of mandate.”  These 
concerns were often related to a perception that HomeFront was not consistently collaborative or 
guided by community feedback and that it might be taking on issues and activities better left to 
other members of the domestic violence sector.  Respondents also expressed concern that the 
project was placing a heavy burden on the domestic violence sector with its many activities and 
initiatives.  
 

• I think HomeFront is a wonderful project however I think that some lack of boundaries in 
terms of mandate has caused great confusion about some directions in the community 

• I’m not so sure that organizations feel HomeFront is listening to them and implementing 
their ideas.  It sometimes appears that HomeFront has made a decision and then goes to 
the community for comments, but does not utilize them.  It seems backwards. 

 
It should be noted, however, that these responses came from a small group of respondents, with 
over 78% still agreeing that HomeFront had improved the ability of the community to address 
domestic violence.   
 
A concern about HomeFront moving in too many directions was evidenced in the responses to a 
question in the 2002 survey about which specific initiatives HomeFront should be involved in 
over the next 12 months.  The public awareness campaign was the only listed activity which 
many respondents thought HomeFront should administer.  Instead, respondents saw 
HomeFront’s role as one of providing leadership to develop or coordinate new activities, often in 
collaboration with other partners.  There were also several projects in which respondents felt 
HomeFront should be involved only in an advisory capacity.  Those were:  Aboriginal men’s 
treatment, Family Advocacy Centre and Calgary Visitation and Access Centre. 
 
Community concern about the project’s mandate and activities likely explains the prevalent 
advice from the 2002 respondents that HomeFront spend the next year focusing on long-term 
planning, clarification of its vision and improvement of internal stability and structures.  It would 
appear that the project heeded some of this advice, as the respondents were more satisfied with 
HomeFront vision and stability in 2003.  In that year, 97.1% of the respondents thought that 
HomeFront committee members had a common sense of purpose, 96.8% agreed that HomeFront 
was a stable organization regardless of change in committee membership and 93.3% were 
satisfied that HomeFront set measurable and achievable goals.  The figures for 2002 were 89.7%, 
84.6%, and 87.2% while the figures for 2001 were 81.8%, 75% and 78.3% respectively. 
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The issue has not been totally resolved, however, as several of the stakeholders interviewed in 
2004 noted that HomeFront needs to continue to clarify its mandate, especially as it moves 
towards permanent society status.  They see the agency as sitting at a very important point in its 
history, one where it must define its role and vision for the future. 

 
• Clear vision at the start, now it has changed.  We have to decide:  are we a justice 

project or should we be bigger?   Has changed over time:  started as a justice project, 
then got bigger, then back to justice focus again.   

   
B. Committee and Board Structure 
 
Concerns were expressed over the course of the evaluation about committee and board structure.  
Interestingly, the nature of the concerns about the committees changed over the four years of the 
project, moving from technical questions about the size and purpose of the committees to 
anxieties about the workload caused by multiple committees.  Board issues surfaced later in the 
project, as the organization made the move to permanent society status. 
 
At the time of the first process evaluation, the respondents’ concerns were primarily directed at 
the size and structure of the Framework and Implementation Committee.  It appears that this 
issue was largely resolved in the following year, with the striking of a variety of sub-committees 
and smaller working groups.   
 
In  2001, many respondents (19 or 45%) did not understand the roles and responsibilities of the 
HomeFront committee members.  Interestingly, 11 of those 19 individuals were themselves 
HomeFront committee members, with representation from every project committee. Only 33.3.% 
of participants indicated that they understood the roles and responsibilities of HomeFront 
committee members.  This number increased to 65.7% in 2002.   However, some level of 
confusion about the committee structure persisted throughout the four years of the evaluation, as 
the following comment from a stakeholder surveyed in 2003 indicates. 
 

• There seems to be some confusion about whether some committees continue to meet and 
the mandate of those committees.  Also some confusion as to whether they are 
HomeFront or ACAV sub-committees. 

 
As noted above, in 2002 a number of concerns were raised about the impact of the committees 
on the community as a whole.  It was felt that participation in the numerous HomeFront 
committees was draining the community’s resources and energies. 
 

• I am concerned with the proliferation of committees and committee meetings.  Each 
meeting seems to have a significant overlap with all the others.  We need to look at the 
committees and see if we can streamline or have the meetings become more purposeful. 

• Improved community’s ability to respond but … placed demands on the community (data 
collection for 3 separate evaluations).  Many subcommittees are not meeting regularly 
and no longer provide a forum for problem solving or improving coordination. 
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Over the course of the evaluation, questions slowly began to emerge about the structure of the 
HomeFront Board of Directors.  As mentioned above, the Board mirrors the collaborative nature 
of the project itself.  Representatives of the many sectors and communities agencies involved in 
the project sit on the Board.  This also means, however, that the treatment agencies, which 
receive funding from HomeFront (channeled from the provincial government), are represented 
on the Board.  A few respondents expressed concern with this in the process evaluation surveys. 
 

• Deal with the huge conflict of interest that exists on their Board with the men’s treatment 
agency representatives.  

• The HomeFront board should address its conflict of interest situation.  Not sound 
governance to have funded bodies on the board who you fund.  HomeFront should … 
decide to be a direct service group or a funder, not both.   

 
During the 2004 interviews and focus groups, this concern was expressed even more strongly, 
with more respondents describing the situation as a conflict of interest. 

 
• Board needs to change, should not have treatment agencies on the board, maybe should 

be ex-officio members.   Need to focus more on governance as it moves to agency status.   
• Potential conflict of interest for people on the board, specifically agency representatives.  

Maybe restructure so that they don’t have the voting power, they should not be at the 
table taking money and making decisions.   

• Make-up of board is unusual – various sector reps together with civic-minded people.  
Should not have service-providers sitting on board, contrary to the Societies Act.   

 
It is important to note, however, that this opinion was not unanimous amongst those interviewed.  
There appears to be a split of opinion on this issue, even amongst the Board members 
themselves.  It should also be acknowledged that many respondents, including those who had 
questions about Board structure, recognized the crucial role the Board of Directors has played in 
HomeFront’s evolution.  Several people pointed out that the HomeFront Board is influential and 
well-connected and that the Board members demonstrate a high level of commitment to the 
organization. 
 

• The key has been the strength of the board, the ability of the board members to wear 
different hats. 

 
C. Impact of Project Director Turnover 
 
HomeFront has employed five Project Directors in four years.  This high turnover has had an 
impact on project effectiveness and community collaboration, according to some project 
stakeholders.  Interestingly, this is an issue which emerged most strongly in the first process 
evaluation and the 2004 interviews and focus groups, perhaps because those were qualitative 
research approaches which allowed more analysis and assessment by respondents. 
 
Respondents attributed some of the confusion in project vision and scope to the Project Director 
turnover, saying that each Director brought his or her own interests, approach and vision to the 
job, leading the organization in slightly different directions each time.   
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• Should have hired a director before starting the project – the director needs to be an 

integral part of building the vision. 
• Turnover in directors is extremely unfortunate, sends a wrong message to the community, 

that HomeFront is struggling, that there is no consistency in running the program. 
 
This turnover also had the effect of delaying some needed project infrastructure work (e.g., 
development of vision statement, job descriptions, board manual and terms of reference) which 
might have stabilized the mandate of the organization and helped clarify its work for the 
community.   It also, according to some stakeholders, had the effect of impeding Board 
development and growth.  According to these respondents, the Board should have begun to move 
from a management model to a governance model early in project development, but it couldn’t 
because it had to deal with the constant recruitment and support of new Project Directors. 
 

• At the beginning was a working board, would have preferred to be a policy board, but 
staff turn over did not allow for that.  Can be a policy board when have a strong director. 

• The board was almost forced to make day-to-day decisions that quite frankly shouldn’t 
have been the role.  

 
Community members also commented that they didn’t have time to build the kinds of 
relationships with the Project Director which are necessary to create solid collaborations. 
 

• Continuity is a big thing – have to get to know them, have to have a comfort level in order 
to work together, this takes time.  Did not have time to build relationships with directors. 

• It has had an impact. You start to get to know a director and then he/she leaves, it slows 
things down. 
 

3. COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC AWARENESS 
 
A project of HomeFront’s size and scope must, by it very nature, devote a great deal of time to 
communicating with its multitude of stakeholders.  An earlier chapter of this report discussed 
how the various Court-related partners communicate.  Aside from those system-based activities, 
HomeFront’s communication work can be divided into three main areas:  keeping the domestic 
violence community informed and involved in HomeFront’s activities; increasing networking 
among domestic violence agencies; and increasing public awareness of domestic violence.  
Those three themes are clearly apparent in the communications objectives outlined in the original 
business plan: 
 
• To ensure clear understanding of the coordinated justice system response to domestic 

violence 
• To ensure public awareness 
• To provide public and media relations 
• To maintain funding support 
• To provide communication vehicles 
• To help maintain informal networks 
• To provide timely communication 
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This section examines HomeFront’s communication and public awareness activities.  As with the 
previous section, it begins with a very brief literature review, describes HomeFront’s 
communication tools and activities, and analyses stakeholder feedback.  The stakeholder 
feedback is divided into two main areas -- communication with the domestic violence 
community and public awareness.  Successes and challenges under each heading are identified.   
 
3.1 What the Literature Says 
 
The issues of communication and public awareness are not addressed as comprehensively or as 
specifically in the literature as is collaboration.  Instead, such discussions are embedded in the 
analyses of broad sectoral collaboration, with most academics acknowledging that successful 
coordinated community responses must clearly communicate with the broader domestic violence 
community and build strong societal support for eliminating domestic violence. Clark et al. 
(1996, U.S.) highlight the importance of dialogue and interaction between advocates and 
criminal justice agencies and the necessity of changing community and professional norms about 
domestic violence, while Short and DeBruyn (unpublished, 2000, U.S.) list “a meaningful 
conduit for two-way communication among coalition working partners and community 
members” as one of the factors critical to the coalition building which supports CCRs. Similarly, 
the Ad Hoc Federal-Provincial-Territorial Working Group (2003, Can.) lists enhanced 
networking among service-providers  and “speaking out for battered women within the criminal 
justice system and within the broader community” as key activities of CCRs.  Hart (1995, U.S.) 
points to the danger of reform which is not coordinated across systems and sectors and says that 
lack of such crucial components as strong communication and coordination may, in fact, 
decrease victim safety. 
 
3.2 HomeFront’s Communication Activities  
 
During the four years of the HomeFront pilot, the project employed a Trainer/Communications 
Officer who was responsible for the development of community awareness regarding the issue of 
domestic violence.  Job duties included: 
 
• Promoting HomeFront in the community and working with partner agencies, committees, the 

Board of Directors and funders to ensure ongoing collaboration and project awareness.   
• Providing links between various groups and facilitating opportunities for communication to 

identify gaps, provide feedback and share information and /or resources. 
• Developing and coordinating external communications with media, funders and partner 

agencies.   
• Maintaining the HomeFront website and newsletter, writing media releases and fielding 

questions related to the project from interested community members. 
 
In April of 2004, the current Trainer/Communications Officer moved into a new position within 
the organization.  It was unclear at the time of writing whether he would be replaced or the work 
would be contracted out. 
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HomeFront uses a variety of communication instruments to accomplish its objectives, many of 
which overlap with the collaborative tools described above.  For example, the committees and 
community consultations are used to communicate with the domestic violence community.   As 
well, the website, newsletter, brochures and periodic press releases are important communication 
vehicles.   
 
In 2003, HomeFront, in collaboration with an advertising firm, created a series of public service 
announcements, intended for late night television.  The PSAs depicted scenes of violence in non-
domestic situations (i.e., at the office and in a restaurant), in an attempt to underline the 
inappropriateness of violence and the serious nature of domestic violence.  The Television 
Viewership Board (TVB) declined to approve the PSAs because they were deemed to be too 
graphic and local television stations decided not to run them.  HomeFront’s public awareness 
campaign has been put on hold until the creative work can be revised or the TVB decision 
reversed. 
 
3.3 Stakeholder Feedback on Communication with the Domestic Violence Community  

 
3.3.1  Communication Successes 
 
A. Improved Communication Among Stakeholders 
 
Over the course of the HomeFront pilot, many communication vehicles were put in place, as 
described above, and efforts were made through the committee work to increase networking 
among domestic violence agencies.  Stakeholders acknowledged and applauded those efforts.  
Feedback provided during the first process evaluation indicated that improved communication 
among various stakeholders was one of the early positive outcomes of the project. 
 

• I think improved communication between agencies is much better than it ever has been.  
At least they’re talking and finding out what the others can do instead of traditionally 
what they have been able to do. 

  
Throughout the four years of the pilot project, a majority of stakeholders continued to express 
satisfaction with HomeFront’s communication efforts.  For example, in 2003, 85.7% said 
HomeFront improved communication among organizations involved with the Court and 82.9% 
said HomeFront helped them increase their contact with other organizations involved with the 
specialized Court.   
 
B. A Commitment to Information Sharing  
 
HomeFront was also praised by stakeholders for sharing information about its own work and 
activities.  In 2003, 80% said HomeFront regularly shared information with related community 
agencies and organizations, 77.4% said HomeFront kept all its committee members well 
informed, 76.5% said HomeFront kept all related community agencies and organizations well 
informed and 75% said HomeFront regularly shared information with the public, including 
diverse communities.  However, as will be discussed in the following section, these numbers are 
lower than the ratings for other HomeFront processes and fluctuated greatly over the course of 
the project. 
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In 2001, respondents were asked about the best methods of receiving information from, and 
providing information to, HomeFront.  For both receiving information and providing input, 
discussions with HomeFront staff and committee meetings figured as the preferred methods.  
Additionally, 48% suggested community consultations as a method of receiving information and 
46% as a method of providing information.  Training/in-service was another preferred method to 
receive information for many respondents.   
 
3.3.2.  Communication Challenges 
 
A. Decreasing Satisfaction with HomeFront’s Communication Processes 
 
Communication is one area with which the project seemed to struggle throughout the first fours 
years of its existence.  As mentioned above, stakeholder satisfaction with HomeFront 
communication and information sharing, although almost consistently above the 70% range, was 
lower than satisfaction with other HomeFront processes (See Table 49).  As well, as that table 
shows, several of the 2003 ratings fell considerably from 2002.  For example, 77.4% of 
respondents said HomeFront kept all its committee members informed in 2003, as opposed to 
96.2% in 2002.  Similarly, 75% said HomeFront regularly shared information with the public, 
including diverse communities, in 2003, as opposed to 90.5% in 2002.  Some of the concerns in 
this area may be reflective of the sub-text running through the later process evaluations, as 
discussed earlier, that HomeFront was straying from its focus and no longer communicating a 
clear vision and mandate. 
 
The 2004 individual interviews and focus groups indicated that communication continued to be a 
concern for HomeFront, even later in the project’s development.    Many respondents pointed to 
the need for HomeFront to increase its communication, to better explain its work and to do more 
in the way of newsletters, progress reports, community meetings and website development.  
Others acknowledged that there have been specific communication problems during the course 
of the project.  One community member commented that “it’s been hush-hush for a year, they 
say they will let us know about the future plans.”  Another key player acknowledged that 
“communication about decisions taken about directions forward may have been ineffective, not 
well communicated to people.”  That same respondent speculated that the communication issues 
were likely due to the rapid turnover in Project  Directors (a comment echoed by other 
respondents) and added that “there were periods of time when we have been beleaguered trying 
to fix problems so we did not pay as much attention to communication as we should have.” 
 
B. Confusion Around New Initiatives 
 
Respondents also pointed out that HomeFront became involved in many different community 
initiatives over the course of its four years and did not always properly communicate why it was 
moving in these directions, e.g., a coordinated community crisis line, a Family Advocacy Centre.  
This issue was discussed above under collaboration challenges but also surfaced under 
communication, as stakeholders felt that HomeFront didn’t properly communicate its decision-
making around these initiatives, causing a sense in the domestic violence community that the 
organization was raising money for projects outside its mandate and “taking a bigger piece of the 
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pie.”  As one respondent said, HomeFront failed to communicate its work clearly to everyone 
involved; it didn’t deliver the message that “we’re in this for you.” 
    

• It is important that the vision is clear to everyone, because people won’t work with us if 
there is fuzziness around issues.  We should use more community consultations, press 
releases, address the perception in the community that HomeFront is trying to take over. 

  
C. Managing Expectations Around Community Input 
 
Respondents also pointed out, however, that HomeFront faces a large communications challenge, 
given that there are so many stakeholders in the project and many more community agencies 
with an interest in it.   It can be a delicate balancing act to provide the appropriate level of 
information and communication, while not raising unrealistic expectations about how much the 
project can act based on community feedback.  Some respondents in the 2004 interviews were 
clearly grappling with this dilemma.  As one stakeholder said “it’s important to maintain open 
lines of communication and it’s also normal and proper that we are self-directed.”  That same 
respondent indicated that, although it is necessary to be receptive to feedback, it would be 
impossible for HomeFront to act upon all of the suggestions and areas of interest suggested by 
the community.  As another respondent added, “we certainly need to communicate with the 
domestic violence community but they should not be in a leadership role, they should not decide 
our future.”  Another pointed out that decisions cannot be made by the entire community and that 
HomeFront should include everyone only to the extent of communicating information.  And 
finally, one respondent suggested that HomeFront could address some of its communication 
problems by clarifying why it is engaging the community in consultations, what it will do with 
the information and how decisions will be made, therefore managing expectations around 
community input and decision-making power. 
 
3.4 Stakeholder Feedback on Public Awareness 
 
3.4.1 Public Awareness Successes 
 
A. Enhanced Community Awareness 
 
Respondents continually rated HomeFront’s ability to enhance community awareness of 
domestic violence as one of its greatest successes (71.5% in 2001, 92% in 2002 and 82.4% in 
2003). 
 

• Has made the community more aware of domestic violence – and has forced the public to 
respond to the issues of domestic violence… The victim has a face and a voice. 

• The Court brings this issue into the forefront of important societal issues. 
  
B. Consistent Community Support for HomeFront’s Public Awareness Work 
 
There was also consistent agreement throughout the four years of the pilot project that 
HomeFront has an important role to play in raising public awareness.  For example, in 2002 
survey respondents were given a list of activities in which HomeFront could potentially play a 
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part and were asked to give feedback on HomeFront’s possible involvement.  Respondents 
expressed the most support for HomeFront’s participation in a public awareness campaign, with 
34% saying HomeFront should fully administer such an initiative and 31% saying it should lead 
it. 
 
In 2001, ten respondents provided written comments about which of HomeFront’s community 
awareness activities were most important.  They listed the communications strategy and plan, 
linkages with senior government officials, plans for a golf tournament and awards program 
(which later came into being), and HomeFront’s presence at public forums and committee 
meetings.   
 
Support for HomeFront’s public awareness work was also expressed in the 2004 individual 
interviews and focus groups, with many respondents pointing to the need for increased and 
ongoing public education around domestic violence. 
 
C. The Beginnings of a Cultural Shift 
 
One of the questions of interest in this evaluation is whether HomeFront led to a cultural shift in 
attitudes about domestic violence.  This is of most concern in relation to the big systems, such as 
law enforcement and prosecution, and is discussed in more detail in Chapter Six, which focuses 
on those system partners.  There is also, however, a potential link between HomeFront’s public 
awareness work and a larger cultural shift regarding domestic violence.  Although this question 
was not asked specifically over the course of the four process evaluations, respondents did 
provide some data to help us begin to understand whether such a shift is taking place.   
Interestingly, they identified the changes as taking place mostly at governmental levels, saying 
that HomeFront has helped to place domestic violence in a more prominent place on the political 
agenda. 
 

• HomeFront … has been able to bring government and other funders to a new [thinking 
about domestic violence]. 

• Demonstrated ability to … gather support at provincial and federal levels to enact 
change in systems.  Influenced strategy and idea development at provincial and federal 
levels. 

 
Respondents also acknowledged, however, that this work will not happen in four years.  As one 
of the stakeholders interviewed in 2004 said, “shifts are starting but cultural adjustments will 
take as long or longer as the attitude shifts related to drinking and driving, which took 30 years.” 
 
3.4.2  Challenges 
 
A. HomeFront’s Television Ads 
 
Only one issue emerged as a public awareness challenge – HomeFront’s television ads. As 
described above, the ads generated a great deal of controversy and were never aired.  
Respondents were divided as to whether the ads were appropriate or not.  Some said they had to 
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be hard-hitting, others felt that the community was not appropriately consulted and that, had they 
been, the problems might not have developed. 
 

• Public awareness is a challenge but the ads were the right route. 
• Over time I came to accept the ads but I did not like the process.  Service providers on 

the Board were not listened to, needed it grounded in services we provide, does not need 
to be in your face.   

 
4. EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
 
4.1 What the Literature Says 
 
Training is not an issue given much prominence in the literature on specialized courts and 
coordinated community responses but it is implicit in many of the recommendations around best 
practices. Most academics agree that successful domestic violence courts must have specialized 
system components (e.g., Probation, Police) and they recommend training on domestic violence 
issues for the individuals working in those units. Suggestions for increased training around 
domestic violence also emerge from the literature on victims’ reactions to Police services.  
Academics working in that area frequently point to the need for specialized training for law 
enforcement officers in order to increase their effectiveness in responding to domestic violence 
incidents.  The issue has also been raised in regards to court personnel.  For example, Buzawa 
and Buzawa (2002, U.S.) recommend a long-term training program to sensitize court personnel 
to domestic violence issues.  As Clark et al. (1996, U.S.) say, “ongoing training helps to maintain 
… improvements over time by reinforcing the protocol for domestic violence cases and keeping 
awareness raised about the issue.” 
 
4.2 HomeFront’s Training Activities 

 
Over the course of the four-year pilot project, HomeFront employed a Project 
Trainer/Communications Officer,  responsible for the education and training of the general 
community, treatment and victim services, and justice and law enforcement agencies regarding 
domestic violence and the project protocols.  The Trainer was tasked to provide general and in-
depth education and training on domestic violence, stalking and harassment, risk assessment and 
specialized domestic violence court processes.   
 
Numerous training sessions took place during the pilot project, involving many of the system 
partners (e.g., Probation, the Crown’s office, the Police, child welfare personnel) and a wide 
variety of community agencies (e.g., shelters, Aboriginal groups, immigrant- serving agencies).  
In 2003, 1,763 individuals participated in training.   In 2002, 592 people were trained and the 
figure for 2001 was 763. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the current Trainer/Communications Officer recently moved into a new 
position within the organization and it in not clear yet whether he will be replaced or the work 
will be contracted out. 
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4.3 Stakeholder Feedback on Training 
 
4.3.1 Successes 
 
A. Consistent Improvement in Stakeholder Satisfaction 
 
Training was one area which showed consistent improvement in stakeholder satisfaction over the 
course of the evaluation.  For example, in 2001, 71.9% of respondents thought that HomeFront 
provided training opportunities to learn more about organizations involved with the specialized 
Court.  This rating improved to 83.3% in 2002 and 84.4% in 2003.  Similarly, only 63.2% said in 
2001 that their interactions with HomeFront increased their understanding of domestic violence, 
while 73.7% thought so in 2003. 
 
B. Support for Continued and Expanded Training Activities 
 
Support for HomeFront’s training activities was also expressed in the 2004 individual interviews 
and focus groups, as several respondents spoke of HomeFront’s important work in training 
justice system partners and supporting community public education campaigns.  Respondents 
noted that training was also a means of building relationships with various organizations and 
systems and reaching out to a broad range of communities, e.g., Aboriginal reserves and 
agencies, faith-based organizations, agencies serving persons with disabilities.  Several people 
also mentioned the HomeFront Trainer by name as an excellent training resource. 
 
Many of the 2004 respondents identified groups who needed ongoing training and recommended 
the expansion of HomeFront’s training work.  Suggestions regarding those requiring enhanced 
training included: 
 
• Uniformed, front-line Police Officers and Police recruits 
• New staff in all the partner components (e.g. Crown, Probation, Police) 
• Support staff in the partner components 
• Front-line shelter staff 
• Family Court staff  
• Domestic Court Case Workers 
• Defence Bar 
 
Additionally, respondents recommended that the Judiciary and the Justices of the Peace might 
benefit from information sessions related to HomeFront and its activities. 
 
Stakeholders suggested that treatments agencies and shelter staff should be involved in providing 
the training; that training should be more frequent and offered on an ongoing basis; and that 
topics covered should include victim awareness, attitude change, risk assessment, any new 
developments in the criminal justice system, the roles and activities of all the partnering 
organizations, the types of treatment which are effective for various risk levels, and the needs of 
diverse client groups. 
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4.3.2  Challenges 
 
A. Engaging a Multitude of Partners 
 
As has been mentioned several times throughout this report, there are many players involved in 
HomeFront and they all bring different cultures and expectations to the table.  Some HomeFront 
stakeholders were interested in taking advantage of the project’s training opportunities and some 
were not.  One challenge, as identified by the Project Trainer, was to engage the many groups 
and components involved in the project and to deal with varying levels of interest among them.  
Some project partners set up ongoing training schedules; others were content with a more 
sporadic approach.  This issue was exacerbated by the inevitable staff turnover in partnering 
organizations; in some cases, the initial staff who were very committed to the project were 
replaced by individuals with different interests and priorities.   
 
B. The Impact of Project Director Turnover 
 
Staff turnover at the project office, particularly in the Project Director role, also had an impact on 
HomeFront’s training activities.  As the only staff member who remained with HomeFront 
throughout the life of the pilot project, the Trainer inevitably became involved in other 
administrative aspects of the project, especially when the Project Director position was vacant.  
As well, each Project  Director had his or her own priorities and areas of interest so the emphasis 
on training shifted somewhat with each turnover.   As several of the stakeholders interviewed in 
2004 pointed out, there was never a clear training plan, thus it was easy for each Project Director 
to set different priorities for the Trainer and for the position to drift somewhat in terms of focus 
and duties.   
 
5. SUMMARY  
 
Overall, HomeFront’s broad community work has been successful and the project has made great 
progress towards the goal of increased coordination and collaboration between the justice system 
and the broader community.  This is likely because most of the necessary preconditions and 
processes were in place early in the project’s development, allowing it to grow from a solid 
foundation.  Many of the key factors identified in the literature have been built into the project 
(e.g., a broad range of partners, opportunities for enhanced networking, linking protocols and 
processes). Annual stakeholder surveys indicate a high level of satisfaction with a variety of 
collaborative, communication, public awareness and training activities.   Stakeholders also 
identified that HomeFront is beginning to contribute to a cultural shift by placing domestic 
violence in a more prominent place on the political agenda.  Almost all of the stakeholders 
surveyed expressed a desire to continue their involvement with the project.   
 
This is not to say, however, that the project has been without difficulties.  As indicated in the 
literature, the complex, multi-faced nature of the work leads inevitably to a raft of issues.   
HomeFront has faced numerous challenges.  In particular, it has struggled to contain the scope of 
the project, remain focused on its vision, clarify its Board and committee structures and 
workloads, and communicate effectively with the broader community.  Rapid turnover in Project 
Directors has negatively impacted many aspects of HomeFront’s work, thereby exacerbating the 
difficulties inherent in this kind of initiative.    
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
1. INTRODUCTION  
 
Throughout this report, we have consistently referred back to the goals which underlie 
HomeFront’s work.  They are: 
 
• To protect the community through the provision of services to the victim, including 

advocacy, information and treatment services that promote the safety of the victim and 
facilitate their active involvement in the criminal justice process 

• To hold the offender accountable for his/her behaviour through the imposition of legal 
sanctions and provision of opportunities for treatment and rehabilitation 

• To increase accessibility of diverse groups and populations to the justice system 
• To reduce gaps and avoid duplication of services through coordination and collaboration 

within the justice system and between the justice system and the broader community 
• To increase public confidence in the justice system by providing a more immediate and 

appropriate response to domestic violence. 
 
As mentioned in the methodology chapter, early in the project’s history a Logic Model was 
developed, based on the first four goals, to guide this evaluative process.  (The fifth goal was not 
included because the scope of the evaluation did not allow for the measurement of changes in 
public attitudes.)  The evaluation is now complete and the findings have been reported 
throughout this document.  As often happens, of course, the research findings do not fit neatly 
within one goal or another.  Instead, there is much overlap between goals.  For this reason, the 
summary of findings, while keeping the project goals and logic model as important reference 
points, does not group the findings by goal.  Rather, this chapter is divided into sections which 
flow logically from both the research findings and the logic model.  They are:  offender 
accountability; justice system coordination; treatment effectiveness; victims’ services; issues of 
diversity; and broad community activities.  Each section summarizes the major issues and 
findings in that area and concludes with recommendations.   
 
Over the last four years, the evaluators involved in this work have learned a great deal about 
designing and implementing a research project of this complexity.  One of the objectives of the 
National Crime Prevention Centre, the major funder of this research, is to make such learnings 
available to others across the country who are embarking on similar initiatives.   We conclude 
this chapter, and indeed the report, with a discussion of the major issues and challenges faced by 
the evaluators over the course of this work, suggestions as to how others could avoid and/or 
address similar challenges. 
 
2. OFFENDER ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
2.1 Recidivism 
 
Measuring recidivism is a complex task and there is much debate and discussion in the academic 
literature about the best way to track and calculate re-offence rates.  Chapter Five of this report 
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discussed in detail those debates, as well as the rationale for the approach to recidivism 
measurement taken in this report. 
 
This evaluation defined recidivism as the proportion of HomeFront accused who came to the 
attention of the Police subsequent to their last appearance in the Domestic Violence Court, in the 
period between May 1, 2001 and December 31, 2003.  The evaluation tracked only domestic 
violence incidents or breaches of orders which were issued by the Domestic Violence Court and 
distinguished among five types of recidivism: cases that are investigated but where no charges 
are laid; cases where breach of recognizance charges are laid; cases where breaches of Peace 
Bond charges are laid; cases where breach of supervision order charges are laid; and cases where 
charges related to new offences are laid.   The recidivism data presented in this report is based 
only on criminal and court records.  No quantifiable victim feedback about subsequent assaults 
by their partners was collected.   
 
To provide context for the findings, HomeFront data is compared to baseline information about 
accused who first appeared in Calgary’s docket courts on domestic charges prior to the start-up 
of the specialized Court, specifically between January 1st, 1998 and April 1st of 1999.   
 
Analysis of the recidivism results indicates positive outcomes for the project. 
 
• The HomeFront accused were much less likely to commit new offences, compared to accused 

in the baseline sample: 12 as compared to 34 percent.  This is an important result.  The 
tracking of new offences is the least controversial and most accepted of the recidivism 
measurements and provides a strong indication of a program’s effectiveness.   It appears that 
HomeFront interventions led to fewer subsequent new offences, as compared to interventions 
delivered prior to the inception of the specialized Domestic Violence Court..   

 
• Proportionally fewer of the HomeFront accused breached conditions of recognizance (6.1%) 

than did the accused in the baseline time period (17.6%), suggesting that a positive impact 
has been made by the decreased period of time between the incident and first Court 
appearance.   

 
• The rates of other breaches are consistently higher for the HomeFront accused – 7.7% of 

HomeFront accused as compared to 6.3% of the baseline accused breached probation 
conditions and 4.1% of the HomeFront accused as compared to 2.1% of baseline accused 
breached a court order or Peace Bond conditions.  Although this does mean a higher breach 
rate for HomeFront, it may also be reflective of the project’s emphasis on a stronger response 
to non-compliance.  

 
• The 24-month follow-up also showed that the proportion of the accused in HomeFront data 

set who were involved in no-charge incidents was lower than the same rate in baseline data 
set (31.4% as compared to 48.9%).  However, further analyses showed that this trend was 
reversed when the 18-month follow-up was used.  Specifically, more of the accused in the 
HomeFront 18-month follow-up data set were involved in those incidents than the accused in 
the baseline data set (26% as compared 20%).  This one recidivism category likely warrants 
continued study and analysis.  
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In summary, the HomeFront recidivism rates are favourable.  HomeFront accused, when 
compared to baseline accused at 24 months, committed fewer new offences, were involved in 
fewer no-charge incidents and breached conditions of recognizance less often.  HomeFront 
accused did receive more charges for breaching probation and Peace Bond conditions but a valid 
argument could be made that this is another sign of success, reflecting the project’s focus on a 
more effective response to non-compliance.  The 18-month no-charge rates do not follow this 
positive trend for HomeFront and need more attention. 
 
2.2 Peace Bonds 
 
Peace Bonds are the most common resolution in Domestic Violence Court.  Some stakeholders 
viewed this development favourably as they see Peace Bonds as a way to quickly move the 
accused into treatment.  As the accused do not have to plead guilty and criminal records are not 
involved, the accused may be more amenable to resolving cases and accepting treatment 
conditions.  Over the course of the evaluation, however, and as discussed in Chapter Six, 
questions have been raised about the reliance on Peace Bonds in the Domestic Violence Court, 
particularly whether their use is constitutional, whether they are an appropriate resolution for 
such a serious crime and whether, given that the accused do not have to admit to the offences in 
question, they might have a negative impact on treatment outcomes.   
 
Some stakeholders expressing concern about Peace Bonds argued that conditional discharges are 
a more appropriate tool to resolve the cases before the Domestic Violence Court.  They said that 
it is not legally proper to impose conditions such as treatment under a Peace Bond but it is 
appropriate to attach such conditions to conditional discharges.  They also pointed out that, under 
a conditional discharge, the accused must take responsibility for his/her actions.  As well, if the 
conditions of the discharge are not met, the Court can intervene and the accused may end up 
convicted, with a criminal record.  However, other stakeholders argued that Peace Bonds are 
legally correct as used in the Domestic Violence Court, that the Criminal Code sanctions the 
imposition of appropriate conditions, and that the accused are required to take responsibility for 
their actions, because it is the Crown’s practice to read in the particulars of the offence and have 
the accused acknowledge their accuracy. 
 
Some of the early stakeholder concerns about Peace Bonds were partially alleviated when 
evaluation information suggested that Peace Bonds might, in fact, represent an effective 
resolution for low to mid-risk accused.  Additionally, further analyses carried out for this 
evaluation suggested that Peace Bonds might result in decreased re-offence rates even for higher 
risk cases.   Evaluation data also indicated that those with Peace Bonds tend to make quicker 
linkages with treatment and are less likely to drop out than those without Peace Bonds.   
 
The issue of Peace Bonds versus conditional discharges is an important one for HomeFront, as 
the continued use of Peace Bonds may affect the project’s credibility and eventually lead to 
questions about the effectiveness and constitutionality of the Court’s resolutions.  However, 
assessing the legality and constitutionality of the various resolutions in the Domestic Violence 
Court is far beyond the scope of this evaluation.  HomeFront should consider commissioning 
legal research in this area, to determine if Peace Bonds are being used correctly in the Court and 
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to address the issue of whether conditional discharges would be a more appropriate resolution for 
many of the HomeFront cases. 
 
2.3 Dual Charges 
 
Dual charges were laid in 9% of cases in the specialized Docket Court.  The proportion of dual 
charges laid decreased to 1.5% when the cases came back to the Docket Court on new offences.  
By comparison, in Winnipeg dual charges comprised about 7% of all cases. 
 
Primary aggressor policies are the solution most often put forward in the literature to deal with 
dual arrest.  Such policies direct Police Officers to assess who is the offender and who the 
victim, both in the relationship and in the current incident, and encourage them to use 
information about the history of abuse to assist in distinguishing between defensive and 
offensive injuries.  According to Hirschel and Buzawa (2000, U.S.), declines in dual arrests have 
been noted in some jurisdictions after the implementation of such policies and/or the institution 
of training.   
 
The Calgary Police Service is currently working on primary aggressor policies which will 
provide Officers with guidelines on the appropriate action to take when both parties are alleging 
that the other was violent.  In the meantime, Calgary Police Officers have the discretion to arrest 
just one person in a domestic violence case, even if both show signs of injury.  Such action can 
only be taken after a full investigation determines that one party has inflicted injuries while 
defending themselves.  As well, the Crown in the Domestic Violence Court can use the 
information available to the Court to drop the charges against one party in a dual charge 
situation.   
 
2.4 Early Case Resolution 
 
One fundamental intent of the Domestic Violence Court is to provide an opportunity for early 
case resolution.  Early case resolution refers to the ability of the Court to avoid lengthy delays, 
set Court dates as quickly as possible and to facilitate rapid referral of eligible offenders to 
intensive batterer treatment programs.  According to process evaluation respondents, 
HomeFront’s Domestic Violence Court has been able to achieve both goals of early case 
resolution: avoiding lengthy delays and linking eligible offenders with treatment options.  
Quantitative data gathered for the HomeFront evaluation confirms the stakeholder feedback.  On 
average, the accused first appeared in the Domestic Violence Docket Court within 44 days (a 
median of eight days), and 59% appeared within two weeks from the date of the original 
incident.  About 46% of the cases were concluded within two weeks from the first appearance in 
the Domestic Violence Docket Court (an average of 37 and a median of 17 days).  About 86% of 
the HomeFront cases were resolved within two adjournments or less.  The length of time 
between first appearance and disposition in the Domestic Violence Docket Court was 
consistently shorter and required fewer adjournments than during the baseline period.  On 
average, the baseline cases were resolved in about two months (a mean of four and a median of 
three adjournments).  Based on both quantitative and qualitative data, it appears that HomeFront 
has successfully achieved the outcome of early case resolution. 
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However, the interviews conducted with stakeholders in 2004 (after quantitative data collection 
for the evaluation had ceased) suggest that the number of adjournments has been increasing in 
the Domestic Violence Court recently, partially due to the high volume of cases.  According to 
one Court Team member, there are now anywhere from eight to 28 cases in Court per day and 
the median appears to be about 12 cases per day and increasing.   This information points to the 
need for continued monitoring of such issues as adjournments and case volume to ensure that the 
gains made by the Court in early resolution are not lost.  
 
2.5 Trial Court 
 
During this evaluation period, about 34% of the accused pled not guilty and proceeded to trial.  
According to the Crown Prosecutor’s office and HomeFront data, the defendants who plead not 
guilty and proceed to trial wait an average of 32 weeks for the start of their trials.  During this 
wait period, the accused may not receive treatment, even though they may require it, and the 
victims may become difficult to locate or may recant their earlier statements.  While this interval 
is comparable to trials for offences other than domestic violence, it is a concern because victim 
safety may be in jeopardy while the parties wait for the case to conclude. 
 
About 36% (or 280 out of 775) of the domestic cases that proceeded to trial were dismissed by 
the Judge, as compared to less than 1% in the Domestic Violence Court.  The top reasons for 
dismissal included victim recanting (32%), an inability to locate the victim (32%) and 
insufficient evidence (14%).  As well, 12% of victims recanted in the trial courts, as opposed to 
6% in the Domestic Violence Court.  Moreover, trial cases concluded with fewer treatment 
conditions and those accused who proceeded to trial commited new offences more often than 
those with other Domestic Violence Docket Court resolutions.  
 
Also of note are the higher proportions of supervised probation dispositions in the specialized 
Docket Court.  Specifically, 27% of charges were disposed with a supervised probation order in 
Domestic Violence Docket Court as compared to 19% at trial. The specialized Docket Court also 
had a lower proportion of fines, 4% as compared to 6% at trial.   The trial courts had a lower 
proportion of incarceration dispositions: 3% as compared to 8% in the Domestic Violence 
Docket Court.    
 
There was also a difference in the conditions imposed by the Domestic Violence Court and the 
trial courts.  The specialized Docket Court more often imposed offender treatment (77%), 
alcohol/substance abuse assessment or treatment (52%), abstain from alcohol (37%) and no 
contact (32%) conditions than the trial courts (21%, 10%, 9% and 19% respectively).  
Proportionally, the number of conditions imposed in the trial courts was consistently lower than 
those in the Domestic Violence Docket Court.   
 
Some process evaluation respondents pointed to the need for a specialized domestic violence 
trial court, where the cases can be fast-tracked and the specialized Court Team can provide 
information which may be useful in deciding resolutions, conditions and dispositions.  However, 
not all respondents agreed with the concept of a specialized trial court.  They pointed out that the 
justice system is overloaded right now, all of the courts are backlogged and all accused are 
waiting lengthy periods of time for trial.  A specialized court for domestic violence, they said, 
would amount to queue-jumping, with the justice system providing better and more efficient 
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service to some parties than to others.  The more fair solution, according to these respondents, is 
to deal with the resource issues in the entire system, so that all trials proceed more quickly. 
 
A trial court would clearly enhance HomeFront’s efforts to address domestic violence through 
the justice system.  Right now, all HomeFront’s work is concentrated on the Docket Court and 
the broad range of specialized services which exist in that Court are not available to accused and 
victims who move on to trial.  As a result, a whole segment of people who could benefit from the 
project are unable to use it.  It would seem, though, that until some of the larger resource issues 
in the criminal justice system are addressed, implementation of a specialized domestic violence 
trial court will be challenging.  That is, as long as victims of a wide variety of crimes are waiting 
lengthy periods of time for the opportunity to have their cases heard in trial, it will seem 
inequitable to some stakeholders to develop a specialized court to deal with the issues of a 
certain group of victims.   
 
The HomeFront Board of Directors is well-connected and influential.  The issue of increased 
resources, not just for a specialized trial court, but for the entire Calgary court system may be an 
appropriate lobbying issue for that Board.  Once some progress has been made on improving the 
overall efficiency of the court system and all accused and victims have access to speedier trials, 
it may be easier to make the argument for a specialized domestic violence trial court.   
 
2.8 Offender Accountability:  Recommendations 
 
• Additional resources should be made available to Probation to ensure that enough specialized 

Probation Officers are in place to make appropriate referrals, provide adequate supervision of 
offenders and make consistent and appropriate breach decisions.   In the absence of increased 
resources, Probation could consider increasing the frequency and intensity of supervision of 
high-risk offenders while providing less supervision to lower-risk offenders.  The danger in 
this approach, of course, is that high-risk offenders could slip through the risk assessment 
process. 

 
• HomeFront should commission legal research to determine if Peace Bonds are being used 

correctly in the Court and to address the issue of whether conditional discharges would be a 
more appropriate resolution for many of the HomeFront cases. 

 
• Calgary Police Service is currently working on a primary aggressor policy.  It should 

implement that policy and provide related training to all Officers.   
 
• HomeFront should monitor the issue of early case resolution, to ensure that the project 

continues to resolve cases quickly and link eligible offenders to treatment in a timely manner.  
 
• The HomeFront Board of Directors should continue to make the case for the establishment of 

a dedicated trial court.  Once some progress has been made on improving the overall 
efficiency of the court system, and all accused and victims have access to speedier trials, 
HomeFront will be able to make a stronger case for a specialized domestic violence trial 
court.   
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3. JUSTICE SYSTEM COORDINATION 
 
3.1 Overall Communication Among Partners 
 
The importance of developing strong communication and information-sharing processes among 
Court-related partners has been well-recognized in the academic literature.  Academics and 
activists also acknowledge, however, that creating workable mechanisms for sharing information 
and acting collaboratively across sectors can be difficult.  Indeed, the work involved in 
developing policies and protocols, facilitating networking and developing computerized 
monitoring and tracking processes has been identified as particularly challenging by researchers 
studying the well-known Domestic Abuse Intervention Project in Duluth, Minnesota.     
 
Overall, the communication among HomeFront’s Court-related partners has worked well.   A 
number of key processes have been put in place to facilitate such communication.  Early on in 
the project, HomeFront developed protocols detailing information-sharing strategies for each of 
the partners.  As well, all partners are represented on the HomeFront Board of Directors, which 
provides overall guidance to the project, the HomeFront justice committee, which makes service 
decisions, and the Court Team, which implements those decisions.  
 
A large majority of the process evaluation stakeholders contacted over the four years of this 
project consistently rated collaboration and communication among organizations represented on 
HomeFront as a key accomplishment – between 97% (2001) and 90% (2003) perceived 
collaboration among systems as a success, and between 80% (2001) and 92% (2002) said that 
communication between the systems was successful.  
 
3.2 Communication during Pre-Court Conference 
 
Respondents were particularly pleased with communication and information exchange among 
the Court Team members during the Pre-Court Conference.   A large majority also consistently 
agreed that the Court Team members understood each other’s roles and responsibilities, that the 
Pre-Court Conferences contributed to early and appropriate case resolution, and that Court Team 
members worked collaboratively.  Some concerns were raised about the Pre-Court Conference, 
however.  These included inconsistent inclusion of Court Team members, decreased availability 
of information over time, inconsistent attendance of Team members, and the increasing number 
of multiple and lengthy case conferences.   
 
3.3 Communication between Probation and Treatment 
 
The effectiveness of probation supervision is enhanced by the linkages that the Probation Officer 
maintains with the Police (to ensure that Probation is aware of any further police involvement 
with the accused), the treatment agencies (to ensure compliance with treatment conditions) and 
the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program (to ensure that victim safety is maintained).  Over 
the course of the evaluation, concerns arose about post-Court communication and information-
sharing between Probation and the treatment agencies.   
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HomeFront protocols call for treatment agencies to maintain regular contact with the Probation 
Officers and to advise the Officers within one working day about non-attendance at counseling 
or group programs.  There does not appear to be a consistent approach among the treatment 
agencies in providing information about offender compliance to the Probation Officers.  In some 
cases, agencies send a generic form to Probation which indicates whether the offender complied 
with treatment conditions.  In other cases, agencies give letters to the offenders that describe 
their treatment attendance.  The clients are expected to bring the letters to the Probation Officers 
in order to document their treatment attendance.   
 
The absence of consistent protocols to guide information exchange about treatment process and 
progress has been somewhat tempered by the strong relationships that exist between the 
representatives of the treatment agencies and Probation.  These solid working relationships 
facilitate speedy connections and information exchange.  Relationships alone, however, are not a 
good foundation for effective communication and coordination.  Protocols must be developed to 
improve post-Court communication and information-sharing between Probation and the 
treatment agencies. 
 
3.4 Linkages between the Domestic Violence Court and Other Systems 
 
Successful functioning of the Docket Court also relies on effective linkages and information 
exchange between HomeFront service-providers, others in the justice system and representatives 
of other related sectors.  This evaluation indicated improved flow of information between the 
Domestic Violence Docket Court and other Calgary docket courts, and between the Domestic 
Violence Court and the child welfare system.  There still remains a certain degree of disconnect, 
however, between the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts.   The two courts often 
deal with the same families, although the family courts only consider custody issues; Judges in 
both courts require as much information as possible so that they can make appropriate decisions.  
Unfortunately, there is no single data source that stores information from both courts.   
 
Effective connections between various courts is an issue raised in the Best Practices Review, 
with academics arguing for integrated data collection systems to collect and synthesize data from 
all system participants, including the various courts (criminal, civil and family) which may be 
involved with one family. 
 
3.5 Balancing Victim Safety and The Rights of the Accused 
 
Many scholars working in the area of specialized domestic violence courts express concern about 
the delicate balancing act at the heart of the courts – maintaining a focus on victim support and 
safety while still protecting the rights of the accused and holding offenders accountable.  
HomeFront is encountering many of these same issues and philosophical debates, as it works to 
create the most appropriate balance between a focus on the victim, involvement of a team of 
specialists and respect for fundamental principles such as due process and judicial independence.  
Some stakeholders appreciated HomeFront’s attention to victim safety and support and thought 
that the Court offered a viable alternative to traditional interventions, decreased the number of 
delays and provided help to the accused.   Others were concerned that the team’s involvement 
jeopardized the discretion of the Court and the presumption of innocence.  Indeed, some 
questioned whether the group should be called a “Court” Team, as this implies that they are 
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acting on behalf of the Court.  Those same respondents wondered whether the Crown Prosecutor 
was losing independence, or the appearance of independence, by being seen as part of the Team.  
Respondents suggested that changing the approaches used by some of the Crown Prosecutors 
and the Domestic Court Case Workers (DCCWs),  as well as following correct courtroom 
etiquette, might help to address the concern that due process is at risk in the specialized Court.  
HomeFront has acted on some of these suggestions by implementing Crown rotation, changing 
the place in Court where the DCCWs and Probation Officers sit and appointing a Court Team 
manager.  
 
3.6 Court Team Accountability 
 
Police, Probation, DCCWs and the Crown all work together in various venues: the partners 
discuss cases in Court but also exchange information before and after Court.  As they come 
together, these partners require guidance and leadership to ensure that they function as a team 
and remain accountable for their work.  Over the course of the HomeFront pilot project, two 
issues emerged in connection with accountability and leadership among the Court partners.  
First, although the DCCWs reported to the Project Director, they did not have a direct supervisor 
to guide their work.  Since the inception of the project, the DCCWs have mostly worked outside 
the HomeFront office – either at the courthouse or, more recently, at the Domestic Conflict Unit.  
It is difficult to supervise staff who are not on-site, especially when there are no procedures or 
protocols that they are expected to follow and when there is no formal supervisor assigned.   
According to the process evaluation respondents, the lack of a clear, effective supervision system 
for the DCCWs resulted in a number of problems.  These included DCCW turn-over, particularly 
in the beginning of the project, lack of clarity with regards to roles and responsibilities, and 
challenges in file management.   
 
Second, the Court Team did not have a formal leader or procedures to help the Team remain 
accountable.  Specifically, while protocols have been developed to guide service delivery, there 
are no formal mechanisms in place to determine whether services are provided in accordance 
with those protocols.  In the past, HomeFront has relied on evaluation reports to assist in the 
identification of potential gaps in the delivery of services associated with the Domestic Violence 
Court.  The project has also attempted to implement a case review, but with limited success.  The 
process evaluation respondents suggested developing an ongoing protocol review process, 
including death reviews, case reviews and protocol checks.   They recommended that these 
reviews be led by experienced facilitators, address potential barriers such as privacy issues, build 
commitment to the process and serve as an education opportunity that will ultimately help 
partners better understand each other’s systems and appreciate each other’s limitations and 
strengths. 
  
HomeFront has recently addressed the gaps associated with partner accountability and DCCW 
supervision by creating the position of Court Team Manager.  The Court Team Manager is a 
senior leader who is responsible for ensuring the day-to-day and long-term success of the 
organization and the Court Team, and will be directly supervising the DCCWs.  HomeFront has 
also hired a Court Team Assistant to help with file management and data entry.  However, the 
project still lacks a good computer system for the completion of intake forms, as well as 
information tracking and storage.   
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3.7 Cultural Shifts Among Partners 
 
Canadian academic Jane Ursel has aptly described the attitudinal and cultural shifts which can 
take place in the criminal justice system as a result of a specialized domestic violence court.  
These include redefinitions of success, from arrest and conviction to engagement of victims in 
the process.  Ursel found that both Prosecutors and Police involved in the Winnipeg Family 
Violence Court began to understand that breaking the cycle of violence is a long, circuitous 
process and that it may take victims many attempts before they can actually follow through on 
criminal proceedings.  Keeping the victim engaged and involved, as opposed to immediate 
conviction, became a priority for the system.  At the same time, domestic violence cases became 
higher priorities and were no longer viewed as troublesome, junior cases, with little chances of 
success.  
 
This evaluation also found some cultural and attitudinal shifts among the partners involved in 
Calgary’s Domestic Violence Court.  In particular, Crown responsiveness to victims’ wishes has 
improved.  The information now provided to Prosecutors allows them to better understand the 
victims’ perspective, especially in relation to recants and testifying in Court.  At the law 
enforcement level, even before the advent of HomeFront, Calgary had made strides in improving 
its response to domestic violence with the creation of the Domestic Conflict Unit (DCU) of the 
Calgary Police Service.  Together, the DCU and HomeFront have helped to change attitudes 
among law enforcement officers and have acted as a catalyst for improvements in evidence-
gathering processes.   Workload and resource issues have likely limited the possibility of cultural 
and attitudinal changes within Probation services but the project has served to strengthen the 
linkages between Probation and treatment agencies and both partners are more accessible to each 
other than they were in the past.  And finally, the Domestic Violence Court required significant 
adjustment on the part of the Defence Bar.  Lawyers had to bring all of the domestic violence 
cases to one Court, work with the specialized Court staff and engage in team-based case 
conferencing which took the victim’s wishes into consideration.  While some members of the 
Defence Bar still raise questions about the Court, particularly in relation to due process and the 
rights of the accused, others have embraced the changes and view the Court as a worthwhile 
innovation. 
 
3.8 Justice System Coordination:  Recommendations 
 
• Protocols should be developed to guide post-Court communication and information-sharing 

about treatment progress and process between Probation and the treatment agencies. 
 
• Linkages between the Domestic Violence Court and the family courts should be improved.  

Consideration should be given to an integrated data collection system to collect and 
synthesize information from all system participants, including the various courts (criminal, 
civil and family) which may be involved with one family. 

 
• The creation of a Court Team Manager is a positive development.  Among other things, the 

Manager should continue to monitor the effectiveness of the Court Team and the Pre-Court 
Conference.  In particular, issues raised in the evaluation, such as inconsistent inclusion of 
Court Team members, decreased availability of information, inconsistent attendance of Team 
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members, and the increasing need for multiple and lengthy case conferences, should be 
tracked to ensure that they do not interfere with the Team’s work.  As well, the Manager 
should institute a clear, effective supervision system for the DCCWs, ensuring that roles, 
responsibilities and expectations are clearly delineated.   

 
• HomeFront should institute an ongoing protocol review process, including death reviews, 

case reviews and protocol checks.   This would not only improve the accountability of the 
various members of the Court Team, but it might also address some of the concerns raised 
during the evaluation regarding due process, Court independence and discretion, and 
courtroom etiquette. 

 
4. TREATMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
 
4.1 Treatment Outcomes 
 
This evaluation used three key measures of treatment outcomes: offender recidivism, scales 
measuring pre- to post-treatment change (provided by the AMHB evaluation) and victim safety.   
 
• Twelve-month post-treatment re-offence rates were highest among drop-outs (13.2%), 

compared with 8.6% for no-shows and 5.7% for completers.  A similar pattern was seen 
at 18-month follow-up (21.4%, 11.0% and 9.4% respectively).  These were higher than 
some rates reported in the literature, and lower than others.  

 
• The AMHB evaluation administered a battery of offender self-report scales before 

treatment and at treatment completion. The evaluation showed that, over the period of 
treatment, physical and non-physical abuse decreased and offenders exhibited fewer 
clinical issues, such as anxiety, depression and stress, and an increased readiness to 
change their behaviours.   

 
• Over the period of treatment, 10% of partners reported that their overall safety decreased, 

69% reported that their safety stayed the same, and 21% reported enhanced safety at last 
partner check.  

 
4.2 Linkages to Treatment 
 
Most offenders seem to move to treatment in a timely fashion.  The evaluation data indicated 
that, of the offenders who had not yet engaged with an agency when Court conditions were 
imposed, 12% made the contact within two days of the referral, more than half of the offenders 
contacted the agency within one week and 85% did so within one month.  A small proportion of 
the offenders did not connect with the agency for as long as 100 days after the referral (3%).  
Further analysis also shows that individuals with a prior offence tended to have a longer duration 
between Court resolution and treatment, suggesting that clients in higher risk groups are likely to 
take longer to connect with treatment. 
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However, tracking and understanding the Probation-treatment referral system is difficult for 
several reasons: 
 
• Many offenders may be referred first to AADAC or FAOS and then on to treatment.  This 

evaluation did not have access to information about those referrals.  Therefore, it was 
impossible to determine in all cases if offenders were merely delaying their connection to 
treatment or whether they were dealing with other issues and referrals before beginning 
treatment.    

• Some offenders were in treatment prior to case resolution in the Domestic Violence Court.  In 
these cases, the Probation Officer simply directed the accused to continue with that treatment 
program, which could be at AADAC, FAOS or any other treatment agency.   

• The trial courts also make referrals to treatment agencies, although not necessarily to the two 
programs linked to HomeFront.  There is no Trial Court Team which can inform selection of 
treatment options, and no dedicated Probation Officers who can make referrals to treatment 
agencies on the day of case resolution.  At present, treatment agencies do no have 
mechanisms in place which help distinquish referrals made by the Domestic Violence Court 
or by the trial courts. 

 
Under the present system, it is difficult to determine how quickly offenders are moving from 
Court to treatment.  This is important information, as research indicates that treatment is more 
effective if offenders begin the process as quickly as possible after the offence. To address this 
confusion, HomeFront partners should implement a thorough review of the referral process, 
including all the batterer treatment programs, AADAC, and FAOS.  Based on that review, a 
clear, unambiguous protocol should be developed to track referrals to agencies. 
 
4.3 Attrition in Treatment 
 
A total of 10% of the HomeFront accused did not show to treatment, 33% dropped out of group 
treatment and 36% dropped out of individual treatment.  In total, the HomeFront treatment 
attrition rate is between 43 and 46 percent, which is similar to rates cited elsewhere, where the 
numbers range from 20 to 60 percent.  The most frequently cited reason for clients’ dropping out 
was “started treatment but disappeared,” at 20% for group treatment and 13% for individual 
treatment. 
 
Although HomeFront’s attrition rate is comparable to rates cited elsewhere, these results are still 
a cause for concern, as many of the risk factors for non-completion of treatment are also the 
same for continued abuse, as confirmed by our analyses.  Individuals who did not show up for, or 
dropped out of, treatment tended to be higher risk than those who did not.  Increased risk was 
seen for those with prior offences, those who were unemployed and those who had less than high 
school education.  New offence rates were slightly higher among persons who failed to appear 
for treatment and almost twice as high for drop-outs as compared to those who completed 
treatment.   
 
In response to the concern about treatment drop-out, Daly and Pelowski, (2000, U.S.) call for 
increased, and improved, research in program attrition and recommend several strategies for 
improving program retention.  These include providing additional psychosocial treatment to men 
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who need it, careful preparation of men for their own reactions to group intervention and the use 
of motivational enhancement strategies to facilitate men’s movement through the various stages 
of change. 
 
4.4 Partner Checks 
 
Both of the community batterer treatment programs involved in this project had difficulties 
conducting partner checks, as the victims were often difficult to locate.  As a result, partner 
checks, although an important part of batterer treatment, represent a significant drain on the 
programs’ resources.  Simply hiring more people to do the checks may not be the answer, 
however, as it doesn’t solve the difficulties around victim location.   
 
HomeFront is currently considering an early intervention program, in which workers would 
make contact with victims on cases where no charges were laid.  These linkages may be useful in 
later partner checks, if HomeFront and the treatment agencies can reach an agreement about 
sharing the information and tracking the victims. 
 
As mentioned in Chapter Eight of this report, and discussed in the next section of this chapter, 
many organizations and services are involved with victims.  Perhaps these organizations could 
establish a common pool of victim names, including their contact information, safety 
circumstances and partners, in order to assist with the partner check process.   Such a system 
could also assist the DCCWs and the Partner Support Program volunteers, who also have 
difficulty contacting clients.  Of course, privacy issues would come into play here, but those 
might be dealt with through client consent forms.   
 
As well, if HomeFront continues to track offenders for recidivism rates using Calgary Police 
Service (CPS) or JOIN data, it could, if given permission from CPS and Alberta Justice, provide 
re-offence information to the treatment agencies, to ensure that they know whether treatment 
clients are re-offending.   
 
4.5 Judicial Monitoring 
 
The connection between judicial monitoring and treatment compliance has been raised several 
times in the academic literature, as some scholars report that treatment attrition rates are lower in 
areas where the Judiciary is supportive of treatment programs and meaningful sanctions are 
imposed for non-compliance. 
 
HomeFront protocols require that the treatment agencies advise the Chief Probation Officer, 
through their assigned Probation Officer, of any offender who fails to make contact or schedule 
an appointment within a week of their referral; fails to make the first two appointments; misses 
two scheduled appointments in a row; or who drops out of treatment without a reasonable 
explanation such as illness, relocation or referral elsewhere. 
 
This evaluation identified both positive and negative developments associated with ensuring 
treatment compliance.  On the one hand, the breach rates were higher during the HomeFront 
implementation period than they were during the baseline period.  However, evaluation data also 
suggests that a certain degree of inconsistency exists in how treatment compliance is enforced - 
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HomeFront breach rates remain relatively low.  Specifically, at 12-month follow up, 19.4% of 
drop-outs breached probation, with 17.7% breaching a Peace Bond (compared with 5.1% and 
5.4% of non-drop-outs).  Moreover, those offenders who delay linkages with treatment, who do 
not show and who drop out of treatment are at greater risk for re-offence than those who make 
quick linkages and complete treatment.  Imposition of sanctions is important to ensure that those 
at higher risk for re-offence are closely monitored and are made accountable for non-compliance.   
 
HomeFront partners are currently considering two options to improve judicial monitoring of 
treatment compliance, namely having the Court set a specific period of time within which the 
offender must enter treatment and establishing a Court-based review date to enhance supervision. 
 
4.6 High-risk Offenders 
 
For high-risk offenders, many of the issues raised above (e.g., risk assessment, strong links 
between treatment agencies and Probation) are particularly important.  Indeed, communication 
and connections between treatment and Probation need to be strengthened considerably to deal 
effectively with high-risk offenders.  Protocols should be developed to deal specifically with this 
population sub-group.  Those protocols should describe the process by which an offender is 
determined to be high-risk, establish increased reporting requirements between treatment and 
Probation, and mandate more intensive probation supervision.   
 
The recommendations provided by Daly and Pelowski, (2000, U.S.), described above in the 
section on program attrition, also come into play here.  High-risk offenders are most likely to 
drop out, so treatment programs must consider methods for decreasing program attrition.  The 
research also indicates, however, that there may be a group of offenders who will not benefit 
from current treatment methods.  It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to determine the type 
of treatment or other response which would be most appropriate for this group.  
 
4.7 Treatment Effectiveness:  Recommendations 
 
• HomeFront should implement a thorough review of the treatment referral process, including 

both batterer treatment programs, AADAC and FAOS.  Based on that review, a clear, 
unambiguous protocol should be developed to guide referrals to agencies, tracking of those 
referrals, and reporting by agencies of non-compliance.  

 
• Probation, Crown and AMHB should continue their work on a risk assessment tool and 

process, to be implemented consistently in the Domestic Violence Court.  This tool could be 
used to identify high-risk offenders and guide probation supervision as well as to determine 
appropriate treatment options.   

 
• Protocols should also be developed to deal specifically with high-risk offenders in treatment.  

Those protocols would describe the process by which an offender is determined to be high-
risk, establish increased reporting requirements between treatment and Probation, and 
mandate more intensive probation supervision.  Also, more research is needed to identify 
optimal treatment methods for higher and lower risk offenders.   
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• There is a need for increased, and improved, research in the area of program attrition.  
Treatment agencies should consider some of the recommendations put forward in the 
academic literature, including providing additional psychosocial treatment to men who need 
it, careful preparation of men for their own reactions to group intervention and the use of 
motivational enhancement strategies to facilitate men’s movement through the various stages 
of change. 

 
• Discussions need to be initiated with all the organizations and services involved with victims 

to determine if information-sharing agreements could be developed which would assist the 
treatment agencies with the partner check process.  As well, HomeFront should explore the 
possibility of sharing any victim information gained through the proposed early intervention 
program or future offender tracking with the treatment agencies.  

 
• HomeFront partners should implement the two initiatives they are considering to improve 

judicial monitoring of treatment compliance, namely having the Court set a specific period of 
time within which the offender must enter treatment and establishing a Court-based review 
date to enhance supervision. 

 
5. VICTIMS’ SERVICES 
 
5.1 Improved Victim Support 
 
The Best Practices Review indicates that comprehensive victim services and advocacy programs 
are considered by many writers to be essential to the success of a specialized court program.  
Indeed, research suggests that court-based programs that do not employ advocates may fail to 
meet women’s needs, even when those women are resourceful in seeking out help and 
information.   Some researchers conclude that victims are unlikely to participate in the justice 
system if their basic safety, support and survival needs remain unmet.   
 
Inclusion of the victim’s voice in the Court proceedings and the support provided by the DCCWs 
represent key methods by which HomeFront has changed the way domestic violence is addressed 
in Calgary.  Prior to HomeFront, victims did not have access to a worker who would seek them 
out, who could speak for them in Court and support them, on a consistent basis, throughout the 
Court proceedings.  Process evaluation respondents indicated that services provided by 
HomeFront to victims were instrumental in improving the ability of the community to address 
the issue of domestic violence.  Over time, in 2001, 2002 and 2003, 88.5%, 100% and 82.7% of 
respondents saw provision of individual support to victims as a success.  Specifically, 
respondents commented on the DCCWs’ abilities to personalize the system for victims, to 
connect with victims prior to and during Court, and to provide support.  Resolve Alberta’s 
interviews with HomeFront victims also indicated that the DCCWs are filling a need.  Over half 
of the women who responded to questions about DCCWs said they found them helpful (57%), 
with many pointing to the usefulness of the information provided, and almost 90% said that the 
DCCWs were supportive.   
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The stakeholder and Resolve information pointing to the positive impact of advocates’ services 
is supported to some degree by the quantitative data.  HomeFront victims are more likely to 
report subsequent offences, and are less likely to recant than those victims whose partners’ cases 
are withdrawn or proceed to trial court. 
 
5.2 Victim Contact 
 
In cases where victims could be reached, DCCWs contacted 96% of them prior to the date of 
disposition and 20% prior to the accused’s first appearance in the Domestic Violence Docket 
Court.  DCCWs often contacted the victims more than once, either by phone, in Court or both.  
For example, among the 1,948 victims who were contacted, 62% received multiple telephone 
and/or in-person contacts. 
 
DCCWs were not able to contact 29% of victims. The absence of victim contact information (in 
20% of the cases) and difficulties in reaching victims when contact information was available 
likely contributed to HomeFront’s victim contact rates.  In fact, further analyses showed a 
statistically significant association between availability of victim information and victim contact 
rates (p =.000).   
 
A median of 16 days elapsed between incident and the first contact with the victim by DCCWs 
(on average 46 days) and these rates improved over time.   The improvement in contact rates can 
likely be explained by two factors: enhanced availability of victim information which, as 
discussed elsewhere in this report, can be attributed to the recent co-location of the DCCWs with 
the Domestic Conflict Unit of Calgary Police Service; and increases in the DCCW staffing 
contingent.  
 
DCCWs, Partner Support volunteers and treatment agency staff all experience significant 
challenges reaching victims – their no-contact rates range from 29% to 36% to 58%.  In 
particular, the DCCWs’ inability to contact victims prior to Court (which happens for 80% of the 
victims who are contacted) leaves some victims without support and may affect Court 
proceedings and, ultimately, the ability to achieve early case resolution.  
 
This evaluation identified several reasons for the difficulties in reaching victims, including lack 
of available information, service-provider workload (particularly for the Partner Support 
Program), victims’ reluctance to engage with service-providers and the transient nature of some 
victims.  Some of the recommendations made in the previous section about the sharing of 
information among victim support programs may help to address these difficulties. 
 
As mentioned in an earlier section, HomeFront is currently exploring the possibility of 
implementing an early intervention program where case workers would make contact with 
victims in cases where no charges were laid.   
 
5.3 Contact by Multiple Service-Providers 
 
There are multiple service-providers, both within and outside of the project, who work with 
victims whose partners appear in Domestic Violence Court, i.e., the DCCWs, the Victim 
Assistance Unit, the Partner Support Program, Calgary Legal Guidance and the batterer 



 HomeFront Evaluation Final Report Page  222 

treatment programs.  Stakeholder opinion was divided as to whether so much contact 
overwhelmed the victims or contributed to positive outcomes, such as increased empowerment 
and safety.  Some stakeholders suggested that a certain degree of service duplication exists, 
particularly among the Victim Assistance Unit, the DCCWs and Calgary Legal Guidance.  
Resolve Alberta’s interviews with victims involved in the Domestic Violence Court indicated 
that some duplication does exist and that some victims are confused by the many services 
working in this area. 
 
5.4 Victims’ Linkages to Community Resources 
 
While HomeFront information suggests that the number of referrals made by DCCWs has 
increased, no information is available that would help determine the precise number of victims 
who followed through on referrals and contacted the agencies.  There are no formalized methods 
in place to track referrals or share information among the agencies.   
 
5.5 Linkages with Services for Children 
 
HomeFront stakeholders, as well as domestic violence researchers, place an emphasis on victim 
choice and self-determination.  That is, most believe that the victim’s wishes about engagement 
with services should be respected.  On the other hand, there is concern that the victim’s choice 
not to engage with community supports may have a detrimental impact on children who are 
exposed to family violence.  Stakeholders identified a number of barriers associated with linking 
children to community services, including parents’ fear of the child welfare system, confusion 
about available treatment services, and victims’ difficulties negotiating the systems by 
themselves. 
 
HomeFront has struck a Children’s Treatment Committee in order to improve the process of 
linking children to treatment options.  The Committee developed an inventory of all specialized 
domestic violence treatment programs for children in Calgary and guidelines for children’s 
treatment, contributed to the development of a Safe Visitation Program which provides 
monitored exchange and supervised visitation for families affected by domestic violence, and 
obtained funding to support services to children whose parent(s) have appeared in the specialized 
Domestic Violence Court.   
 
Although, on the one hand, service-providers indicated that better linkages of victims and 
children to community services was necessary, they were also concerned that an increased 
number of referrals would not be accompanied with additional resources, particularly because 
the victims often have no money to pay for services.  
 
5.6 Victim Notification 
 
HomeFront partners also work to enhance victim safety and participation in the criminal justice 
system by notifying victims of the partner’s status in the system.  In the early stages of the 
HomeFront project, stakeholders identified some gaps in victim notification protocols. To 
address these concerns, HomeFront and the Public Assistance Unit developed a victim 
notification procedure which allows them to release information to victims.   
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5.7 HomeFront’s Future Role in Providing Services to Victims and Children 
 
Stakeholders called on HomeFront to clarify its role in the provision of services to victims and 
children.  In looking to the future, they suggested that HomeFront enhance the linkages of 
victims and children to community services; broaden its current case work by assisting victims in 
cases where charges have not been laid, as well as at trial; and engage in systemic advocacy. 
 
5.8 Victims’ Services:  Recommendations 
 
• Many service-providers are involved with victims – the DCCWS, the Victim Assistance Unit, 

the Partner Support Program, Calgary Legal Guidance and the batterer treatment programs.  
This evaluation indicated that information-sharing and coordination among the various 
services is not always effective, there is some confusion in the community about what each 
program does and it is unclear whether so much victim contact is beneficial or detrimental to 
the victims.  HomeFront should initiate a meeting of all the victim services programs, with 
the aim of clarifying the roles and functions of each program.  It may be that, based on these 
discussions, programs will make some modifications in their service activities to ensure that 
they are not duplicating each other’s efforts but rather are  working together to provide a 
continuum of support to victims.  As part of this process, protocols should be developed to 
determine who contacts the victims at various points in their journey through the legal 
system, as well as to improve information exchange and referrals among the various 
programs.   

 
• Before HomeFront develops its new early intervention program, it should engage in 

discussions with all the victim service programs to determine if there is any overlap with the 
work that they are doing and to clarify the roles the various programs will play in the new 
service.  HomeFront should consider developing this program in partnership with one or 
more of the victim support programs.  The Victim Assistance Unit (VAU) would be a logical 
choice as a partner, given that it is already involved in early outreach to victims.  

 
• Although many of the victim programs provide referrals to other services, no tracking system 

is in place to determine if victims actually make those connections.  All agencies need to put 
processes in place to track both the referrals they make and those they receive.  HomeFront 
might be able to play a coordinating role in developing those tracking mechanisms and 
maintaining a centralized database, so that the information can be easily accessed and used by 
all victim support agencies.   

 
• Except for the protocol governing referrals between the VAU and CLG, there seem to be few 

examples where the victim support programs actually link the victims to the services they 
need, rather than simply making referrals.  HomeFront should consider expanding the role of 
the DCCWS to provide those practical linkages, e.g., making the calls for victims and 
ensuring the connection has been made.  This would be especially crucial in the early 
intervention program, so that victims could be connected much earlier to needed services.   

 
• HomeFront should continue to clarify and develop its work in linking children to treatment 

services.  In addition to its current activities, the Children’s Treatment Committee should 
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develop protocols to guide the identification of children at risk and their connections to 
treatment.  This is a sensitive area for HomeFront, and the DCCWS, as they attempt to 
respect the wishes of the victims while at the same time ensuring that the best interests of the 
children are met.  HomeFront should engage in discussions with child welfare authorities, 
with the goal of developing a team approach which would focus on protecting the needs of 
the children while, where appropriate, keeping adult victims and children together. 

 
6. DIVERSITY ISSUES 
 
6.1 Diverse Groups in the Domestic Violence Court 
 
The demographic distribution in the Domestic Violence Court is, in part, similar to that reported 
in the literature:  Aboriginal accused and victims are over-represented compared to the general 
population and the representation of other visible minorities is comparable to that in the general 
population.  On the other hand, contrary to research and stakeholder feedback, disabled and 
gay/lesbian/ bisexual clients do not appear to be under-represented in Court.  Under-reporting 
and lack of information specifically describing rates of various disabilities in the general 
population may account for these discrepancies.   
 
Comparisons of resolutions, dispositions and conditions in the Domestic Violence Court, in trial 
court and during the baseline period revealed consistent differences for Aboriginal accused, 
which were supported by other research.  Specifically,  Aboriginal offenders sentenced in the 
Domestic Violence and trial courts tended to receive dispositions that were more severe than 
those received by other groups, i.e., more Aboriginal accused were placed on supervised 
probation or were incarcerated.  Statistical analyses which controlled for various risk factors still 
showed a significant difference in dispositions received by Aboriginal offenders, as compared to 
other accused.  The conditions received by the Aboriginal accused were also different from those 
received by other groups – significantly fewer Aboriginal accused proceeded to batterer 
treatment and more were mandated to alcohol counselling or assessment. 
 
6.2 Victim Support 
 
Analysis of HomeFront data shows the following differences in contact and refusal rates among 
Aboriginal, White/European, other visible minority and disabled victims.  
 
• White/European victims were contacted more often than Aboriginal victims or victims 

representing other visible minority groups – 93 as compared to 78 and 87 percent 
respectively.  These results may reflect the uncertain housing situations of many Aboriginal 
women.  As both Green (1997, Can.) and Ursel (2001, Can.) have noted, Aboriginal victims 
of violence are often economically disadvantaged.  They are likely, therefore, to find 
themselves struggling with a range of related economic issues, such as affordable and reliable 
housing.  

• White/European victims were more likely to refuse services (45%), followed by victims of 
colour (40%), with Aboriginal victims being least likely to refuse services (30%), reflecting, 
perhaps, the benefits of recruiting an Aboriginal DCCW.  
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• The median length of time to contact by DCCW was the highest and the average number of 
contacts the lowest for those who needed interpreters, suggesting that there is a group of 
clients who experienced a delay in contact or were contacted less due to their language 
requirements. 

 
Analysis of HomeFront data also showed that Aboriginal victims could not be located to testify 
(16% as compared to 7% and 5% of White/European and other visible minority victims), and 
more chose not to testify in trial court.  Aboriginal victims were also less likely than the other 
victims to report the incident.  
 
6.3 Diverse Groups in Treatment 
 
HomeFront stakeholders indicated that treatment programs continue to experience challenges in 
delivering barrier-free services.  Quantitative data collected for this evaluation confirmed that 
barriers exist in the delivery of treatment services to diverse communities.  
 
• The average length of time between Domestic Violence Court disposition and treatment start-

up was higher for Aboriginal and disabled accused. On the other hand, those accused who 
needed interpreters were able to connect faster with treatment agencies than those who did 
not need interpreters.  

• Visible minority accused were more likely to receive individual treatment than Aboriginal or 
White/European accused.  Aboriginal accused were more likely to participate in group 
treatment than White/European or other accused. 

• Aboriginal accused were least likely to complete both group and individual treatment  
 
6.4 Successes in Addressing Diversity Issues  
 
Stakeholders identified several HomeFront successes in reaching out to diverse populations.  In 
particular, they acknowledged the following initiatives as important accomplishments:  
 
• The work of the Multicultural Treatment Working Group, the First Nations Strengthening the 

Spirit Committee and the Persons with Disabilities Committee, e.g., development of an 
Aboriginal-specific domestic violence 24-hour help card, organization of a conference on 
domestic violence in the Aboriginal community, delivery of two community awareness 
workshops on domestic violence and the disabled. 

• Hiring of an Aboriginal DCCW 
• Implementation of an Aboriginal men’s treatment program 
 
Over the course of the evaluation, stakeholders also became increasingly satisfied with 
HomeFront’s diversity training.  There were progressively fewer respondents over time who 
identified diversity training for HomeFront members as a concern (62% in 2001, 44% in 2002 
and 35% in 2003).  Moreover, many (40%) thought that HomeFront should take a lead role, or at 
least advise (34%), in the delivery of diversity training. 
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6.5 Interpretation Issues 
 
Most of the HomeFront partners do not have easy access to interpretation services, although the 
problem is less serious for the treatment agencies, the Police and the Court.  Treatment agencies 
have made some progress as they now employ or share staff members who speak languages 
other than English.  Calgary Police Service uses the AT&T Language Services and the Crown’s 
office has access to a pool of interpreters through Witness Central.  However, others, such as 
HomeFront victim services and Probation, continue to experience significant difficulties in this 
area.  Issues include confidentiality, cost and immediate access to interpretation volunteers. 
 
Over the course of the project, HomeFront has worked to improve access to interpretation.  
HomeFront formalized a contract with Calgary Immigrant Aid Society to provide services to 
DCCWs and attempted to negotiate streamlining of interpretation services with the 
representatives of other systems, including Police, Crown, RCMP and Calgary Health Region.  
However, this multi-system effort encountered significant problems developing agreements 
related to consistent professional qualifications and cost of services.  As well, challenges 
continue to exist in the use of interpretation volunteers. 
 
In response to these issues, HomeFront has just recently purchased the AT&T Language Line 
services, so that the DCCWs can have access to immediate interpretation in 140 different 
languages.  HomeFront is also developing brochures and Court-related forms which will 
ultimately be translated into six to eight languages.  The brochures will provide explanations 
about treatment and justice services, as well as describing the Canadian criminal justice system.    
 
6.6 Diversity Issues: Recommendations 
 
• Although HomeFront has experienced some success in providing assistance to diverse 

groups, the data collected for this evaluation indicates continued challenges in reaching out to 
certain population groups, e.g., people of colour, the disabled, gay and lesbian couples.  The 
success of the Aboriginal DCCW is instructive in this regard.  HomeFront, and its partners, 
should consider increasing staff diversity in order to enhance connections with diverse 
populations.  Continued diversity and cultural competency training should be provided to all 
system partners in order to augment and support this hiring policy.   

 
• HomeFront should engage in discussions with Probation to determine how interpretation 

services in that department can be improved and to advocate for those improvements. 
 
• HomeFront should continue to enhance its linkages with ethno-cultural and Aboriginal 

communities and expand this work to include services which work with mental health clients, 
the disabled, gays and lesbians, the economically disadvantaged and the homeless. 

 
• HomeFront should work to address the inequities which still exist for Aboriginal people 

within the justice system.  The Aboriginal Men’s Treatment group is a positive step in this 
direction, but more needs to be done.  HomeFront should continue making linkages with the 
Aboriginal communities in order to solicit their advice in how best to meet the needs of the 
Aboriginal accused and victims. 
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7. BROAD COMMUNITY FUNCTIONS 
 
7.1 Successful Community Collaboration  
 
Academic literature on specialized courts and coordinated community responses provides an 
excellent context for understanding HomeFront’s broad community functions.  According to the 
literature, it is crucial that HomeFront grow out of a community already united around the issue 
of domestic violence and immersed in a collaborative culture, that it involve a broad range of 
system and community partners in its work, that it build comprehensive and inclusive networks 
based on established protocols and policies, and that it make victim safety the paramount 
consideration for the project.  Even with these factors in place, however, the literature is clear 
that a project of this size and nature will face daunting challenges, most of them linked to the 
difficulties of coordinating so many huge systems and so many diverse community groups.  The 
clash of cultures, expectations and objectives among the numerous players is inevitable.  
Understanding and addressing this challenge will determine the success of any coordinated 
community response. 
 
HomeFront did grow out of a strong collaborative community which had been working together 
for many years before the project’s inception.  Evaluation of the project’s development indicates 
that it was almost a textbook case of successful community collaboration around justice issues.  
All of the factors identified in the literature were in place, providing the project with a solid 
collaborative foundation. 
 
HomeFront was also successful in involving a broad range of stakeholders in its work and in 
keeping them satisfied with its collaborative process.  Over 90% of stakeholders surveyed 
annually over three years consistently identified improved collaboration and coordination of 
services as a continued area of success for HomeFront.  Stakeholders also expressed satisfaction 
with HomeFront’s community representation and connections and with the project’s efforts at 
inclusion and open discussion at meetings.  They pointed to protocol development, community 
consultations, direct discussions with HomeFront staff, outreach to appropriate community 
experts and focused small group meetings as effective collaboration techniques employed by 
HomeFront.  Almost all of the stakeholders surveyed expressed a desire to continue their 
involvement with the project. 
 
7.2 Collaborative Challenges 
 
7.2.1 Concerns About Mandate and Vision 
 
Just as the literature predicts, HomeFront did face sizeable challenges in its collaborative work.  
According to some stakeholders, there were times during the pilot project when HomeFront lost 
its focus and strayed from its mandate, causing confusion and concern amongst some of its 
community partners.  These respondents pointed to a “proliferation of committees and committee 
meetings” and talked about HomeFront trying to do too much, moving into issues and activities 
better left to other members of the domestic violence sector and placing a heavy burden on the 
community with its many activities and initiatives.  Some respondents remained concerned about 
this issue even at the end of the pilot period, noting that HomeFront is at an important crossroads 
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as it moves into permanent society status and it must clearly define its role and vision for the 
future. 
 
7.2.2 Issues of Committee and Board Structure 
 
HomeFront’s committee and Board structures were also raised by stakeholders as collaborative 
challenges.  Confusion around the mandates and purposes of the committees, as well as concern 
about the increased workloads for committee members, surfaced during the evaluation.  As the 
organization moved to permanence, questions were also raised about the structure of the Board 
of Directors and whether having treatment agencies which receive funds through HomeFront on 
the Board constitutes a conflict of interest.   
 
7.2.3 Impact of Project Director Turnover 
 
The high turnover in Project Directors had a notable impact on HomeFront’s collaborative work.  
Stakeholders pointed out that the turnover contributed to confusion in project vision and scope, 
delayed some needed infrastructure work (e.g., development of vision statement, job 
descriptions, board manual and terms of reference) which might have stabilized the mandate of 
the organization and helped clarify its work for the community, impeded Board development and 
growth, and interfered with the building of strong community relationships. 
 
7.3 Communication Successes and Challenges 
 
A majority of stakeholders over the four years of data collection expressed satisfaction with 
HomeFront’s communication efforts and praised the project for sharing information about its 
own work and activities.  Many agreed that HomeFront kept its committee members and other 
community agencies well informed and that it regularly shared information with the public, 
including diverse communities.  However, ratings in this area were lower than those for other 
HomeFront processes and fluctuated greatly over the course of the project, decreasing 
considerably in some areas by the end of the pilot project.  Stakeholders offered several possible 
explanations for the communications difficulties.  In particular, they pointed out that the turnover 
in Project Directors meant the organization was often focused on internal issues, to the detriment 
of external communication, and that HomeFront’s involvement in many different community 
initiatives complicated the communications work and confused the community.  Respondents 
also noted, however, that HomeFront faces a huge communications challenge.  It can be a 
delicate balancing act to provide the appropriate level of information and communication to so 
many partners and interested parties, while not raising unrealistic expectations about how much 
the project can act based on community feedback.  At least one respondent suggested that 
HomeFront could address some of its communication problems by clarifying why it is engaging 
the community in consultations, what it will do with information and how decisions will be 
made, thereby managing expectations around community input and decision-making. 
 
7.4 Public Awareness Successes and Challenges 
 
Increasing public awareness was consistently rated by stakeholders as one of HomeFront’s 
greatest successes.  Indeed, respondents identified several positive developments in this area and 
few challenges.   There was consistent agreement that HomeFront has an important part to play 
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in raising public awareness.  Few stakeholders questioned HomeFront’s role in this work and 
many called on the organization to engage in increased and ongoing public education around 
domestic violence.  Stakeholders also identified that HomeFront is beginning to contribute to a 
cultural shift by placing domestic violence in a more prominent place on the political agenda.  
The only public awareness difficulty identified by respondents was the television ads, with 
stakeholders divided as to whether the ads were appropriate or not. 
 
7.5 Training Successes and Challenges 
 
HomeFront’s training activities were also rated as successful by respondents; stakeholder 
satisfaction in this area increased consistently over the course of the evaluation.  Several 
respondents noted HomeFront’s important work in training justice system partners and described 
training as a means of building relationships with various organizations and reaching out to a 
broad range of partners.  Many stakeholders identified groups needing ongoing training and 
recommended the expansion of HomeFront’s training work.  Again, the multitude of partners 
involved in the project proved challenging for HomeFront as the levels of interest and 
commitment to training varied among the key stakeholders.  Engaging the many partner groups 
and components and dealing with the varying levels of interest amongst them was a large part of 
the Project Trainer’s job.  Project Director turnover also impacted this work, as each one brought 
his or her own priorities to the job.  Perhaps as a result of that turnover, a clear training plan was 
never developed and therefore the emphasis on training shifted somewhat with each new 
Director.   
 
7.6 Broad Community Functions:  Recommendations 
 
• HomeFront must clearly define its mandate and vision, outlining the scope and focus of its 

work and communicating those decisions to the community.  There are many routes that 
HomeFront could take in the future. It could confine itself to Court-related activities, 
specifically the Court Team, the DCCWs, and coordination between the current system 
partners.  It could also take on a collaborative, coordinating role within the domestic violence 
community or it could assume a cross-sectoral coordinating role, focused particularly on the 
responses of larger systems such as child welfare, justice, health and education to domestic 
violence issues.  Feedback from the stakeholders over the course of the evaluation indicates a 
great deal of support for HomeFront’s Court-related activities. The project’s forays into other 
coordinating initiatives in the domestic violence community met with less support and 
appeared to confuse stakeholders.  There may, however, be a role for the organization in 
larger sectoral coordination, as there are clearly gaps in the way the larger systems address 
domestic violence and HomeFront has a proven track record in inter-sectoral collaboration 
around domestic violence.  

 
• The HomeFront Board of Directors, and its committees, need to develop terms of reference to 

guide their work.  HomeFront should create a clear description of its committee structure, 
determine which committees are still necessary and clarify the issue of whether the 
committees report to HomeFront or the Calgary Domestic Violence Committee.   As well, the 
organization needs to address the community’s concern about the potential conflict of interest 
of having agencies which receive funds from HomeFront sitting on its Board of Directors.  
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HomeFront may want to contract with a governance expert to examine that issue, ascertain 
whether the current structure contravenes any of the legislation governing non-profit 
organizations and suggest alternative structures. 

 
• HomeFront should develop clear, consistent communication processes, building on the tools 

which it already utilizes, e.g., newsletter, website, community consultations.  In order to 
manage community expectations around input and decision-making, HomeFront should 
clarify why it is informing the community, what it will do with any information or advice it 
receives and how decisions will be made. 

 
• HomeFront should assume a leadership role in public awareness around domestic violence.  

It should revisit and rebuild its ad campaign and engage in increased and ongoing public 
education.  

 
• HomeFront should develop a comprehensive training plan and decide which sectors and 

organizations to target in its training activities.   Decision about training should flow logically 
from the organization’s mandate and focus.  That is, if HomeFront decides to confine itself to 
Court-related activities, it should focus its training activities on those partners; it if takes on a 
broader coordinating role in the domestic violence community, it should continue to offer 
training to those organizations; if it moves to a larger cross-sectoral mandate, it should focus 
its training on the larger sectors.  Any decisions made in this regard should be based on 
conversations and consultations with other organizations involved in training around 
domestic violence issues, to prevent overlap and duplication of services.  The vacant position 
of Communications Officer/Trainer should be filled to assist HomeFront with this work. 

 
8. EVALUATION LEARNINGS 
 
This evaluation, with its many components and complexities, has provided a huge learning 
opportunity for the researchers involved.  As specialized courts and coordinated community 
responses become more prevalent across Canada, it is likely that other researchers will become 
involved in similar large-scale evaluation efforts.  It is hoped that the following discussion will 
prove useful to evaluation teams engaged in designing and implementing court-based research 
initiatives. 
 
8.1 Data Collection Issues 
 
Data collection was by far the biggest challenge in the evaluation.  It was imperative that a wide 
range of data be collected to ensure the validity and success of the research, but it was difficult to 
obtain that data.  Gaining access to the Calgary Police Service (CPS) information was a long and 
time-consuming process.  In fact, CPS data was not made available until towards the end of the 
project.  As a result, for most of the project, data was collected through the laborious process of 
reviewing thousands of Crown files.   Research assistants were crucial for the completion of that 
task.   
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In many cases, the evaluators had to work with the individuals and organizations collecting the 
data to develop the data collection forms. This was not a simple process.  For example, a form 
had to be designed which all three treatment agencies could use.  That form had to be sensitive to 
the differences in program design among the agencies yet general enough to be able to collect the 
necessary information.  As well, even after tools were created, a lot of follow-up work was 
involved in tracking down missing and/or inconsistent data.  Staff turnover at some of the 
agencies was a definite factor in this process, as it affected both the development of the data 
collection forms and the data collection itself.   
 
Confidentiality issues also impacted data collection.  In some cases, this was relatively easy to 
address, as the evaluators simply wrote ethics proposals to various organizations, e.g. Probation, 
Solicitor General, the Police.  Other cases were more difficult to resolve.  For example, 
collecting partner check information from the treatment agencies was complicated by the fact 
that the victims were not the agencies’ clients and therefore the usual client release of 
information processes did not apply to them.  As well, the treatment agencies were anxious about 
the possibility of being subpoenaed to appear in court.  Eventually, after much discussion and 
assurances that the confidentiality of the victims will be maintained, these issues with the 
treatment agencies were resolved.  In other cases, the confidentiality questions were never 
answered to the organizations’ satisfaction; those agencies did not release discrete client data to 
the evaluators.  The solution in those cases was to request the aggregate client data which most 
agencies provide to their funders.  
 
8.1.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Make data collection arrangements a first priority.   Attempt to make the necessary 

arrangements with the organization holding the data (likely the local Police Department) at 
the very beginning of the process.  Use all possible connections and sources of influence to 
ensure data-sharing agreements are in place as early as possible. Use computerized 
information whenever possible. 

 
• Be prepared to spend time with agencies creating specific data collection forms, tracking 

down missing/inconsistent information and dealing with confidentiality issues. 
 
• Keep in mind that data collection is a complicated and time-consuming process and build 

work plans accordingly.   Allot more time than you initially think is necessary to creating and 
supporting data collection processes. 

 
8.2 Accountability Issues 
 
For this project, HomeFront created an evaluation committee which provided guidance and 
advice to the evaluators.  As described earlier in this report, that committee involved various 
stakeholders, including the evaluation funder and HomeFront staff, and reported to the 
HomeFront Board of Directors.  There were positive and negative aspects to this arrangement. 
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From a positive point of view, this structure allowed the evaluators to build relationships with the 
key HomeFront stakeholders.  This enhanced HomeFront’s support for the research work, 
increased access to data, helped the evaluators make key contacts in the community and provided 
a forum in which evaluation difficulties and challenges could be addressed in a timely manner.  
It also meant that HomeFront had early access to evaluation findings and could refine and 
improve service delivery based on interim evaluation results. 
 
On the negative side, this close working relationship meant that the objectivity and neutrality of 
the research consultants could be called into question.  As well, the potential existed for 
members of the committee to attempt to influence the evaluation findings or the way in which 
those findings were presented.  The evaluators and the committee members had to keep these 
issues in mind at all times and worked to ensure that the lines between evaluator and HomeFront 
staff did not become blurred. 
 
Similar issues arose with the work of the research assistants.  The assistants worked on-site at the 
HomeFront office, where they had access to the equipment and space needed to work with and 
store thousands of files.  This arrangement made it possible for the research assistants to gain a 
thorough understanding of the project and to quickly get answers to their questions.   It did, 
however, lead to the impression that the research assistants were HomeFront staff and created 
some reporting and supervision problems.  This situation was further complicated by the fact that 
funding for the research assistants was channeled through HomeFront, rather than through the 
evaluation company. 
 
8.2.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Think carefully about the evaluation reporting structure.  Is it better to report directly and 

solely to the evaluation funder or to a committee of stakeholders?  There are pros and cons to 
each approach.  If the evaluators are reporting to a committee, which includes representatives 
of  the project being evaluated, they must define expectations, roles and responsibilities early 
in the project and ensure that there is no confusion about the independence and neutrality of 
the evaluation team.  

 
8.3 Research Team 
 
Several consultants are needed to do this kind of work.  The required skill set is very diverse, as 
the team must include people who can develop effective methodologies, amass and work with 
large data sets, perform complicated statistical analyses, work effectively with a variety of 
stakeholders, conduct focus groups and personal interviews, write clear and coherent reports, 
present research results, supervise research staff and administer a research project of this size.  
The work also requires an understanding of domestic violence and some legal knowledge.   
 
In addition to the paid staff involved in this evaluation, the researchers were fortunate to be able 
to draw upon the support and assistance of knowledgeable stakeholders who could provide 
feedback and guidance in their areas of expertise, e.g. legal issues, diversity, treatment.  These 
relationships, which were often facilitated by the evaluation committee, were invaluable. 
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8.3.1 Advice for other evaluators 
 
• Put a strong, professional team in place which includes a wide range of diverse skills. 
• Develop solid working relationships with key stakeholders knowledgeable in the areas under 

study. 
 
8.4 Importance of a Variety of Components 
 
This evaluation integrated many components:  a thorough and comprehensive Best Practices 
Review; a Logic Model; a four-year process evaluation process; a large database of HomeFront 
statistics; and a comparative database of baseline statistics.   All demanded large amounts of time 
and resources but each contributed immeasurably to the success of the research. 
 
The Best Practices Review (BPR) provided important context for the evaluation findings.  In 
many cases, the evaluators were able to compare the evaluation findings to information garnered 
through the BPR and determine if the issues and challenges faced by the project were unique to 
Calgary or standard for an initiative of this nature.  This was very important information, as it 
helped the evaluators to put the findings in perspective and determine which results, if any, 
indicated serious problems for HomeFront and which were the inevitable result of undertaking 
such a large and complex project.  The BPR developed for this project took over two years to 
complete.  It was 79 pages in length; with a 35-page bibliography.   
 
The Logic Model was developed based on the goals which HomeFront put in place at the 
beginning of the project.  Linking outcomes statements to some of those goals was challenging 
and, in retrospect, it would have been useful for the evaluators and stakeholders to spend more 
time at the beginning of the project reflecting on those goals and ensuring that they provided 
useful guidance for the evaluation.   
 
The process evaluation component, which involved four years of data collection through annual 
surveys, focus groups and personal interviews, was extremely important.  Not only did it provide 
a huge amount of data which could be compared across four years but it also helped the 
evaluators build relationships with the stakeholders.  The survey forms themselves worked quite 
well.  The evaluators took standard client satisfaction questions about collaborative projects and 
modified them to fit this project.  Those forms, with some revisions, might prove useful to others 
conducting similar research.  The open-ended questions on the forms, although time-consuming 
to analyse, provided the evaluators with important contextual information.  Creating a smaller, 
more specific, survey for the Defence Bar was also useful, although the response rate from the 
Bar remained small throughout the evaluation.  It might also have been helpful to develop a 
shorter version of the process evaluation survey for those stakeholders who were not as involved 
in the project, with the objective of increasing the response rate.   
 
Over a thousand variables were tracked throughout the evaluation.  Again, this was time-
consuming but it led to a rich database of information from which to draw and made it possible 
to run numerous useful analyses, exploring a variety of questions.  This information only became 
really meaningful, however, when it could be set up against a comparison group.  Finding and 
using a comparison group is crucial to this research. 
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And finally, settling on a definition of recidivism was a challenging process.  In making the 
decision, we paid close attention to the academic research in this area and considered the 
available information and data.  Eventually, we chose a broad approach which measured 
different kinds of recidivism (e.g., new offences, breaches etc.).  We were not able to include 
victim information, which undoubtedly limited the results. 
 
8.4.1 Advice for other evaluators 

 
• Develop a multi-layered evaluation strategy, including as many components as possible.  

This helps provide context, perspective and depth to the evaluation. 
• Make sure that the evaluators and stakeholders spend sufficient time at the beginning of the 

project reflecting on the project goals and ensuring that they provide useful guidance for the 
evaluation.   

• Ensure that survey instruments include both closed and open-ended questions.  Consider 
developing different instruments for different audiences.  For example, it might be useful to 
develop a shorter version of the process evaluation survey for those who were not directly 
involved in the project.   

• Ensure that a comparison group is in place, using either baseline information or information 
on a group of comparable accused who did not go through a specialized court.  If those aren’t 
available, it might be possible to use information from other jurisdictions but that raises many 
questions about comparability and access to data.   Multivariate statistical analysis can help 
with this process. 

• Ensure that you are using sophisticated statistical analysis software and that your team 
includes a statistics and software expert.   

• Define recidivism carefully and in minute detail.  Consider issues discussed throughout this 
report related to victim feedback, selection of the initial offender sample, and types of re-
offences and breaches to be tracked.  It is important to be familiar with the academic debates 
about this issue and to be able to defend your approach. 

 
8.5 Resources 
 
A large, complex evaluation of this nature is expensive.  Integrating numerous evaluative 
components, tracking thousands of variables and comparing the information collected to a 
baseline sample requires vast resources.   In fact, this work proved to more expensive than 
originally anticipated, especially given the data collection challenges, and additional funding had 
to be obtained.  
 
8.5.1. Advice for other evaluators: 
 
• Do not under-estimate the cost of this work.   
• Consider devising a methodology that is based on a selection of a random sample of Project 

participants. 
• Work to reduce requirements for manual file reviews. 


