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Executive summary

“The denial of access to justice can only represent [a] faitube equal, can only

represent a diminishment of how [the homeless] are perceivednis t& their

human dignity. It can’t be perceived as anything other” - service provider.

Due to their vulnerability on the streets, it has been frequerbyrted that the homeless
experience high rates of harassment and criminal victimizafhmal yet, reports of such
victimization are rarely made to the police. Failure to repare has often been conceptualized
as a problem for law enforcement, policy makers and sociahtstge (Skogan 1984). We
conceptualize the failure to notify authorities as to the experiehcriminal victimization by
homeless men, women and youth as a problem directly linked to thas a&'‘lesser citizens’,
individuals and groups who are more often viewed as the criminaéstdmbe protected from,
than as citizens who need the protection of the state and its neukanfi justice (Huey 2007;
Hermer 2007). What we explore within the present study is a pessiBhue for reconstituting
marginalized crime victims as citizens equally worthy of actegsstice.

The research project from which this paper is drawn was designat/estigate the
phenomenon of under-reporting of criminal victimization by the homeledsin particular, to
examine the willingness of affected stakeholders in two Canadiantoittesisider an alternative
model for facilitating victims’ access to justice through tme of policing services. The
Homelessness Remote Reporting Project was developed in Edinburgh ias2@Qa@int venture
of police and local service providers to provide policing services to leemegictims of crime.
With this model, access to policing services, and thus accesstittejthrough the state, is said
to be facilitated through participating service providers, who itaikial reports of victimization,
relay these reports to the police on behalf of clients, and otlemawis as advocates for the

homeless.



In order to examine the feasibility of implementing simifmograms in Canada, we
conducted an evaluative study that utilized in-depth qualitativeviates with eighty-five
(n=85) stakeholders from two major urban Canadian centres: Torahtdaamcouver. Interview
respondents included homeless service users, service providers (dbeltetine and other
services), and representatives of local police agencies. Throabsiarof interview data from
these sources, our study addressed three important sets of researohgjuesti
1) What is the nature and scope of criminal victimization wislg@lected homeless communities?
2) What barriers limit or prevent victims from reporting their victimizatto police agencies?

3) Would stakeholders support the operation of a Homeless Reportingafragthin their
community? What do stakeholders see as the strengths and/or limitations of sagiaipr

In analyzing responses to these questions, we found that while nespyndents had
concerns in relation to the operation of a Remote Reporting progvamh are identified in
further detail in the relevant sections of this report), vewy & those interviewed expressed
concerns with respect to the underlying objectives and/or potentiétk moé such a program.
Indeed, even those who said that they themselves might not stictea program could see
potential benefits for others. Given the levels of support for the nppdglam in Edinburgh,
and in our target cities of Vancouver and Toronto, we are of thethi@wmplementing similar
programs in Canada for the homeless and other marginalized communiidd be a
worthwhile endeavour. In the pages that follow, we discuss our findingsotier specific

recommendations to guide organizations interested in implementingt®&&eporting in their

city.



The Study

“you’d be surprised at how little the people in this area gyesia their life...they
have no use for the justice system” - homeless female service user.

Introduction

Research on the homeless has consistently demonstrated a linkrbame spent on the
streets and increased exposure to criminal victimization (Novaonét, Paradis and Kellen
2007; Lee and Schreck 2005; Waccholz 2005; Evans and Forstyth 2004; WhitbegRy ¢dizy,
Cauce and Paradise 2001; Hagan and McCarthy 1997; FitzpartiGonyeand Ritchey 1993).
Their victimization occurs both inter-class and intra-class yHi7). Instances of the former
may involve, for example, intoxicated individuals or adolescent males harass, intimidate
and/or engage in physical violence against a homeless individual pamhé@ndling or ‘sleeping
rough’ (ibid; Kennedy and Fitzpatrick 2001). In a study of homelepsesgees’, O’'Grady and
Bright (2002: 29) quote a youth who describes his experiences with stetérive been flipped
the bird [given the finger], I've had oranges and apples thrown ailme, unmentionable stuff
thrown at me ... I've been spat at ...”. Still another youth interviewge these researchers
states, “People tell you to get a job ... to fuck off ... or they’lhtan their wipers ... run over
your foot ... call you a piece of shit ... give you the finger. You namntaey do it” (ibid: 29).
Crimes that occur intra-class range from petty thefts, tassarent and intimidation, to serious
physical and sexual assaults and murder (ibid). | note that iceatrsurvey of homeless adults
and youth in Toronto, Novac et al. found (2007) that 72% of respondents repaitegl heen a
victim of crime within the previous year. Of those who had egpeed victimization, 85%
reported an experience of theft, 51% had been physically assaultedh@Bdeen sexually

assaulted, and 42% had been verbally abused (ibid). Aboriginal andhatieity respondents



were most likely to report having been verbally abused and/eatdmwed with harm, indicating
that racism is also a factor (ibid). In Waccholz’'s (2005) studharheless youth engaged in
panhandling, participants described “multiple incidences in which lastsaihad combined
degrading, hurtful words or expressions with physical assault.”eTineglents included, among
others, “having been hit in the face with a handful of pennies”, “been the face with a can of
dog food . . . cups of coffee” and various other situations involving verbal aysicah
harassment.

It is also worth noting that gender plays a significant faictorulnerability to criminal
predation on the streets. For example, some recent scholarshipluaecdtissues related to how
gender structures the lives of homeless women, variously inageasindecreasing their
vulnerability to criminal victimization (Bourgois, Prince and Md304; Evans and Forsyth
2004; Wechsberg, Lam, Zule, Hall, Middlesteadt and Edwards 200; WenakE bad Gelberg
2001; Wenzel, Koegel and Gelberg 2000; Nyamathi, Leake and Gell@g\®ardhaugh 1999;
Passaro 1996). Researchers have found, for example, relatiielsaleg of sexual exploitation,
harassment and sexual violence experienced by homeless women @adaRr®rsyth 2000;
Wenzel, Leake and Gelberg 2000; Maher, Dunlap, Johnson and Hamid 19960|®&nd
Struening 1990). Other studies have explored risk factors assomigitedomen’s experience of
‘major violence’ (Wenzel et al. 2001), as well as how experieate®lence impact homeless
women’s mental health (Goodman, Dutton and Harris 1997; D’Ercole andniBgu£990).
However, we continue to know little about homeless women'’s ratepaittireg victimization to
police and those reasons underlying failures to report.

Indeed, little is generally known about those factors that infludioceeless victims’

decisions as to whether to report crimes to authorities or not.rd3earch that has been



conducted in this area suggests that reporting rates to the podicgpically lower within
homeless communities as a result of negative relations withepalictims fearing arrest for
outstanding warrants, and the presence of a normative code thabifgr individuals from
reporting to authorities (Huey 2007, Novac et al. 2007; Rosenfeld, JacdbgVright 2003;
McCarthy, Hagan and Martin 2002; Anderson 1999). Novac et al. (2007: 3) nogerbheber
of respondents in their sample advised that “they could not relyhempdlice for protection,
because they were known to be homeless, had a record of offenaaicipated being treated
badly.” In a recent article on the treatment of homeless indidunathose neighbourhoods
frequently categorized as ‘skid rows’, Huey and Kemple (2007: 2310) réyadrtpolice afford
little protection from abuse, exploitation or humiliation at the handstbér other residents or
community outsiders [because] the police are viewed as repregaidminant political and
economic interests, and as the enforcers of the moral valuesibimgl standards of the middle
classes.” As one of their interviewees noted in response to tlstiaqueéwould anybody be
comfortable reporting to the police if they were a victim afe?’: “Why? It's not like they're
going to scour the town because one junkie ripped another junkie offioliisfault because
you’re not in the right part of town” (ibid: 2311).

In a symposium on ‘Rethinking Access to Justice’, Mark Kingw20i0Q) stated in bold
terms the problem that informs the present study: if accgsstioe is a core constituent of the
just society then, “Canada’s record in this regard is not as eawaabsome ... would have us
believe.” As with any other social good, access to justice isemhe distributed across the
socio-economic spectrum, with the result that those individuals amapgrewith greater
financial means consistently enjoy greater access to, and wietd influence within, the

machinery of law and the courts” (ibid). Kingwell further conte that “the courts are [thus] a



limit-case of whether a given citizen is being served bysth@al system to which he or she
belongs” (ibid). While this may be the case with respect to rampber of issues affecting
individuals and groups within the larger society, in the exampleimir@al victimization, | see
the institution of the police as representing Kingwell's ‘lnzgise’ of whether the rights of the
individual citizen to be treated as a full citizen of the staitebeing respected and served. It is
this relationship — of the police to the homeless citizen asrvit crime — which we explore

within the present study.

Methodology

To reiterate, the study upon which the present paper is basedeexphvee important
research questions:

1) What is the nature and scope of criminal victimization within seéected homeless
communities?

2) What do stakeholders see as barriers to reporting victimization to policeesenc

3) Would stakeholders support the operation of a Homeless Reportingafragthin their
community? What are viewed as the strengths and/or limitations of such a program?

To address these questions, we utilized in-depth semi-strucjuaditative interviews. Our
interview guide consisted of four main areas of interest:

a) stakeholders’ views as to the nature of victimization within the target conynunit

b) stakeholders’ views as to those barriers that contribute t@wheates of reporting incidents
of victimization by homeless individuals to the police (if any), badiers that might contribute
to police reluctance to file complaints made by homeless individuals (if any);

c) stakeholder attitudes and opinions concerning the concept of a HerRelp®te Reporting
project, and;

d) stakeholders’ potential interest and willingness to participasech a project, if developed in
Toronto or Vancouver.



Table Al: Interviews

Respondent category Edinburgforonto | Vancouver Totals
by
category

Police personnel 2 12 8 22

Service providers 12 14 14 40

Homeless service users 17 22 12 51

Totals per city 31 48 34 113

Before considering the question of whether implementing ReRep®rting programs
for the homeless in Canada would be a worthy exercise, it was first nedesseyo reacquaint
ourselves with the current operation of this program in Edinburgh. T@mliswe interviewed
representatives of the following groups. First, we interviewedesgmtatives of each of the
service organizations participating in the program to learn of #geriences with ‘Take
Control’ and to ask for their impressions of its benefits and dradwgbate also interviewed
representatives of homelessness organizations that are notlgumeahe program in order to
learn why they are not participating and to see their viewsits potential benefits and
disadvantages for their organization and, more importantly, for theirceeusers. We also
interviewed police personnel who have direct experience with tgrgm for their thoughts on
its operation. And, perhaps, most importantly, we interviewed homeldsis as to their
experiences and/or views as to the merits of the ‘Take Controteds to homeless men and
women were facilitated primarily through service providers, who kimdlowed us access to

their sites. Although our focus within this document is primarily orrélselts of our findings in
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Toronto and Vancouver, where relevant we include material fromEtheburgh phase of
research.

In relation to exploring the possibility of whether similar programs mightriplemented
in Canada, we selected two sites — Toronto and Vancouver — and devalaopaeprobability
sample consisting of the maximum number of service providers wh& with homeless
populations in these cities. Toronto and Vancouver were selected asearch sites as they are
major urban centres with substantial homeless populations, and/isiteghich both researchers
have professional and personal knowledge of (Huey and Berndt 2008; (HueyH@37and
Kemple 2007; Kemple and Huey 2006; Huey, Huey, Walby and Doyle 20060&riand
Haggerty 2005). Community work within both locations, allowed us to relynoexéensive
network of contacts among service and advocacy organizations.

Organizations in the cities of Toronto and Vancouver identifiekdoaselessness service
providers (including shelters, drop-in centres, and outreach serwees)contacted by email
and telephone and briefed about the study. Eighteen organizatioed &garticipate (eight in
Toronto and ten in Vancouver).

The second stakeholder group are homeless service'.uSerstact with service users
was facilitated through participating service providers. As @pdnt organizations include
agencies that work with various sub-sections of the homeless populatiadjnganen, women

and the transgendered, persons of colour, those with addictions, and the eoh-a®wegell as

! Problems related to definitions of ‘homeless’ and ‘homelessaessiell discussed within the
research literature. With respect to the instant study, wel aptavoid having to operationalize
the term ‘homeless’. For our purposes, being drawn into a discussiencbf semantic as
whether ‘couch surfing’ or renting a ‘skid-row’ hotel room wouldken@ne homeless was seen
as unproductive. Instead, we use instead the term ‘homeless seseiteto indicate those
individuals who utilize services that are promoted as beingh®hbmeless.” We use the term
‘homeless citizen’ as an umbrella concept encompassing all itdiseduals who are without
adequate shelter and/or sustenance.

11



those transitioning to more stable accommodation, we were providedawobust sample of
both service organizations and homeless citizens. We also notséat the limitations of the
study is that to the extent that we interviewed homeless sarsgrs exclusively, this paper does
not reflect the views of those homeless men and women who are vioé sesers. As several of
our respondents pointed out, many individuals fall through the cracks isdtial‘safety net’
for a variety of reasons, and thus would not be reflected in auplea We discuss the
implications of this in our conclusions and recommendations.

In order to secure police participation, requests were made toefipective Chief
Constable’s offices of the Vancouver and Toronto Police Servisksmgafor permission to
interview senior command staff in each force’s downtown patrol divisidesrequested access
to police staff at the command level, as this is where orgammetidecision-making and
allocation of resources typically occurs within the police; thesimerviewed key institutional
decision-makers. In turn, senior officers permitted us accef®ritline managers within their
divisions and, in some cases, to relevant frontline community beat officers.

All interviews were tape recorded with the knowledge and consgmértitipants, and all
interviews and subsequent data-handling were conducted in accordéhcd&ri-Council
guidelines on ethical treatment of research subjects, asaselhose set out by Concordia

University and the University of Western Ontario.
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Take Control: The Edinburgh Remote Reporting Program for the Homeless

Background

In response to the problem of unreported criminal victimization arhongeless youth, in
2002, the Ark Trust in Edinburglcommissioned a study of this problem. The resultant report,
which was based on an analysis of interviews with fourty-two hosa@lessa youth, found that
ninety percent of respondents had been criminally victimized vioileeless (Manson 2002).
Further, seventy-nine percent of victims had failed to reportriheedo police (ibid). Aware of
the operation of a Remote Reporting program within Edinburgh for ajay minority
communities, the report’s author recommended that a similargmoge implemented for the
City’s homeless. Local police officials subsequently endorseddgbommendation, and in 2003
the Homeless Remote Reporting pilot project was established dinblEgh. Initially,
implemented as a six month pilot project between the police aedldcal social service

agencies, it was adopted as a permanent program in 2004.

Operation

Remote Reporting encourages victim reporting of crimes togtliough the use of service
providers, who serve as third parties in the process.

Upon receiving a client’'s complaint of experiencing or witnessingioal victimization, a
service provider consults with the client as to whether to bringcdneplaint forward to the
police. Should the client wish to do so, two options are available fee@ding: the victim or
witness can 1) report the matter for police investigation or Pprtethe information

anonymously for police intelligence purposes.

2 The Ark Trust of Edinburgh is now defunct, having been subsumed by another agency.
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The service provider, who will have received a training sessam & Lothian and Borders
police officer on remote report taking, will complete the desagh&trms, which are then sent to
the community safety branch of the police department. The replbrtnalude information
regarding the location of the event, type of incident, victim argpexct characteristics, and an
overall summary of the incident. All reports are logged upon peegid then forwarded to the
relevant Criminal Investigation Department (CID) Inspector. ke victim has requested an
investigation, the CID Inspector assigns the complaint to an gfid® is required to follow up
with the agency from which the complaint was filed. In order to reduny potential fears the
complainant may have in relation to dealing with the police, hbecan elect to have a service
provider present throughout the process, including attending meetings withgategtofficers.

They are also afforded anonymity up to the point at which charges are laid agaispect.

14



Toronto

I've been strangled. | have been punched out. I've been chased loewstreaet
with mace ... and | think I'm pregnant (homeless female service user).

As a number of commentators have noted, there are numerous methzadq@ogblems
associated with trying to estimate the number of women, mewtlaltllen who are among the
‘homeless’ within a given society (Hutson and Liddiard 1994; Widdowfield 1@8&mberlain
and Johnson 2001). At best, we have mere approximations of the matoiaér of individuals
who are without adequate shelter, nutrition and other basic necesdidespite the
methodological inadequacies associated with various counts, such ia@irons do at least
afford us some rough idea of the extent of this problem. In Torombre than thirty thousand
individuals use the city’s shelters each year (Wellesleyitutst2008). It has been further
estimated that “many thousands more sleep on the streetsnothg ranks of the ‘hidden

homeless™ (ibid: 8). A count of homeless persons conducted by theoCifpronto in 2006
identified five thousand and fifty-two (5052) homeless residents, éighdred and eighteen
(818) of whom ‘sleep rough’ (City of Toronto 2008). Regardless of estinaiances, it is clear
to most observers that the number of individuals who are homelesssecurely housed’
increased significantly throughout the 1990s and into the 2000s. Khandor and (2@86n6)

report that “the nightly count of people sleeping in homeless shélésrmore than tripled, from

about 1,900 in 1990, to about 6,500 in 2006.”

Criminal victimization of Toronto’s homeless

The most common form of victimization typically cited by horssleespondents was
theft of property. Shelters and other service facilities arguiently the sites were thefts occur.

As one shelter resident explained to us, “everybody pretty muclstgétstolen from them.” An

15



elderly resident complained, “I've had my radio stolen out of my waMg fault. | was fully
aware. | left it alone for not even five minutes. .. | should have knbwhould have had it on
me.”

In relation to the issue of violent victimization, we were tolddoye homeless service
user that “it happens, but | think it's a smaller percenthga tou’'d think, the small isolated
incident.” However, a number of respondents reported being the vicénviofent crime. Such
crimes typically ranged from assaults to robberies. Robbereeparticularly common, as a
service provider noted: “often we hear consistent stories about on¢hdgygo to the bank, a
guy might know their pattern, and they end up getting robbed.” One hametesadvised that
he had been “held up by a knife once”, while another reported hagerg“httacked with a two-
by-four” in another robbery attempt. As a service user explaiffétere’s a lot of stupidity,
people trying to beat each other up for a lousy stinking few EaNtsalso note that the service
user who stated that violence occurs less frequently than soghg suggest, subsequently
related a story involving the murder of an elderly homeless manréines an old man that got
the fuck kicked out of him by those guys across the street, theg kim. Four guys kicked the
fuck out of some old man on the bench.”

Not all violent victimization occurs intra-community with victinasd offenders who
know each other. As has been reported elsewhere (Huey 2007), homeless ssers who
panhandle or are otherwise visible in and around a city’s nightdmbertainment district are
especially vulnerable to violence at the hands of intoxicated arfiéuiis point was notably
brought home in the words of a service provider who works with homgtasth. This
individual noted of his clientele that “they do suffer a lot of viczemion ... at the hands of

people partying on the street at night.” Adding, “Young adults, sometmades, that party on

16



the weekends, get drunk ... I've seen cases where they take whaiavey [the youth] have,
and then punch them and beat them up.”

Sexual violence was another recurring theme in discussionstwhiation experienced
by homeless service users. A service provider who works with boléh and female clients
advised, “women are particularly vulnerable, and if they are suckedhe sex trades, or...the
drugs...it's more and more that they are assaulted. And, very tireéhey report it. And, even
men are sexually assaulted...and, they don’t report it.” However, wamnmgenot exclusively
victims of sexual violence. A service provider reported a recase in which a man had been
sexually assaulted within a facility: “We had a guy thats raped up here...on the fourth
floor...with a knife to his neck.” Our findings with respect to sexualence are congruent with
those of other researchers who have similarly noted sexual abdsassaults within other
studies of the homeless (Evans and Forsyth 2004). In examining vationizvithin Toronto’s
homeless population, Khandor and Mason (2007: 18) noted that “seven perceat ¢ifojotal
sample said they had been sexually assaulted in the past. y#as statistic was higher for
women (21%).” Violence against those engaged in sex trade wamkalso reported to us by
both participants and service providers. In one case, a woman wasdfbemned “john slit her
throat, and left her to die.”

Previous researchers conducting work on violent victimization withinonitols
homeless population have received first-hand accounts of physical abddearassment by
police officers (Novac, Hermer, Paradis and Kellen 2007; KhandooMassdn 2007). We did
not. One service provider stated that he had “witnessed police brogaltyclients ... I've seen
clients with handcuffs on, being kicked while they’re down on the grodrtte”only other direct

comments we received on the issue of police abuse were secondamsl Bne comment was

17



from a service provider who opined that, “it's a well-known fact thaloronto there is police
brutality and abuses of power, particularly with respect to hessgbersons.” Another service
provider referenced a case involving a client who had been “nearly beatethtbyléze police”
following an attack on a police officer. A homeless male sewssr stated that “the cops are
well known for taking people from shelters to this place cali&@tarity Beach’ where they beat
them. I've known people who've been taken there.” To be cleardidiaot specifically ask
about police abuse. Nor did we ask service users specific quedtammsather forms of abuse
(sexual, physical and so on) that they might have experiencedadnst asked open-ended
guestions about victimization, thus attempting to create an environmevttich respondents
would feel less pressure to discuss incidents that may havdrbhaaratizing to them. Further,
we did not want our questions to ‘lead’ our interviewees. It mahdease that the nature of the
study that we were conducting — an evaluation of a police rep@ysigm — may have led some
interviewees to believe that we were working for the pdliged/or made them otherwise
uncomfortable discussing any past negative experiences with tle.pelirther explanations
may rest with the nature of our sample, or that police harassmabuse occurs less frequently

in the districts studied or at the present time.

Reporting victimization
Homeless service users interviewed in Toronto were asked as toewkizey had ever
reported an experience of criminal victimization to a policeceffior would consider doing so

in the future. A number of respondents stated that they had previoustiecepn experience of

% In the interests of further clarity: we note that ateiviewees were briefed in advance as to

who we were (independent university researchers) and our resgangose. Consent forms
signed in advance of an interview also clearly stated theuitnshal identity of the principal
investigator.

18



victimization to the police. Further, several others said that tight do so in the future. To
assist in our understanding of this phenomenon, we also asked service pravidepolice
officers for their knowledge of reporting practises by homekedans and witnesses. As is the
case with the general population (Laub 1997; Wood and Edwards 2005), selensoffences

— including sexual assaults, attempted murder and so on — are much more likely totbd bgpor
the service users in our sample, whereas property thefts anith éemas of assault are not. For
instance, one male shelter resident stated that the deasrepdrt would depend, for him, on
the “extent of the victimization.” As he noted, “just because somg®&s me a punch in the
face, that probably wouldn’t be enough for me to [report].”

The majority of service users interviewed stated that theydvoot report an offence to
police regardless of the situation. Service providers also adWiaechany of their clients would
not report crimes despite the apparent seriousness of the offenaxadmple, a shelter worker
in a facility for female service users advised that many of the woheomnes into contact with
in her professional capacity have been abused and/or threatenednayspand/or room-mates
at other shelters. When asked to estimate how many of thests clamtact the police about their
victimization, she replied, “I would say about ninety percent of ngntd don’t report it.” Other
studies of victimization of the homeless conducted in Toronto hawdady noted an
unwillingness on the part of respondents to report to police. Khandor armh VE307: 18) state
that whereas one of three of their three hundred and sixty-¢8) survey respondents
reported having been assaulted within the past year (sixty-pagbent of whom had been
assaulted more than once), “less than 1% reported a physical assault tacthin [28105.”

As previously noted, the research literature has identified vareasons inhibiting

homeless citizens from reporting victimization to police, such as individaabr distrust of the
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police or the desire to local anti-snitching codes (Huey 2007, Navat 007; Rosenfeld,
Jacobs and Wright 2003; McCarthy, Hagan and Martin 2002; Anderson 1999)erviews,
various respondents cited those factors as reasons why thesethesnand/or people known to
them would not report incidents to police.

For example, both service providers and homeless service usersssites related to
individual feelings of fear of police, the view that ‘nothinglviié done’, or that police would
not take their report seriously because of their social statpastrcriminal history, as reasons
for not reporting. “There is a real fear of the police, and Idreit’'s real or not, it's real to
them,” a service provider claimed. A senior citizen, who is alssident of a women’s shelter,
advised that “I'm a little intimidated by police.”

While feelings of intimidation are one factor, the belief §halice will not act on those
reports and/or that reporting will not generate an outcome is arsghef related concerns. One
victim discussed her frustration in dealing with officers who apgokto be unwilling to pursue
her case. “They’re just not helping. | phone them and they ask vguatlg on and they just tell
me, ‘oh, we don’t know what's going on there’ ... they gave me the whwlearound.” A
service provider noted of her clients, “a lot of the ladies we d&ave been victimized so many
times. Probably, at the beginning, they report. Then, nothing is accbetlits it something
worthwhile to put their time and effort into?” A female servicer who had been robbed at
knifepoint advised that she would not bother reporting to police in the future bedthusepps]
didn’t do nothing. They said, ‘it's only 10 dollars, don’t worry about iOhe frustrated male
service user related the following story to indicate his skepti¢hat the police would act on

reports of victimization where the victim is homeless:
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There’s a person | know, his name is WiZaatid he was robbed at my place
where they sell drugs. He’s walking through there and had &ishwThey tried
taking his watch, his money, some other things. He’s walking throegiwise he
lives around that area. Nobody ever hurt Wizard before, and he gaitthecked

out of him. He ended up in the hospital. Fractured neck, fractured head,
everything. He called the cops too, the cops showed up and then dinéydadi
nothing. What happens if you give a call? The guy’s in the hospital téiéng

you what happened and you didn’t do shit.

The view that police will not see homeless victims as credvake also frequently cited.
“Their self-esteem is so low that they believe that no orllebelieve them,” a shelter worker
advised. “The police don’t treat them with respect, and so treegfeaid to disclose anything.”
Another service provider stated,

There’s a lot of distrust sometimes, in the homeless populatiomuafufunately,

sometimes the homeless people get stereotyped and the poleless, | guess,

free from biases. So, they themselves stereotype. And, I'm trgingpeak

carefully because | don’t want to blame the police — they hak#iault job, and

it's really hard to appreciate their job if you are not on tiheett and you see

some of the things they see and, see how much they try to help scime of

men...and the same people over and over and the frustration. Those aren’t

excuses. But it is a bit different when you are immersed Buit, | would say it's

a general distrust the homeless have in the police. Sometimegoltte will

rough-handle them, here and there, because they are drunk, or walkéatgyee

two streetcars. So, for a lot of these reasons, they don’'t sgmlibe as their

friends, and will not report.
In a similar vein, a homeless male service user advised, “Madteofime when you've had
contacts with the police, you're in trouble. So, you want to havitlasclontact with the police
as you can.”

For other service users, the police practise of checking individoal®utstanding
warrants makes them unwilling to come forward for fear of bamgsted:There is that aspect

[to not reporting],” a service provider advised of her clients, “thll have bench warrants

against them ... for not showing up for some offence.” A veteran polic®roin one of the

* A pseudonym.
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City’s poorest neighbourhoods similarly noted, “Many of the womenndogre have warrants
and they get sexually assaulted and they're not going to phoneTihat's a huge barrier.”
Victims who have outstanding warrants worry whether they woulddated as a victim or an
offender, as a service provider noted, “if they were to repogety tnight wonder what would
come of this process. Would they be [treated as] a victim?”

Another reason for the decision to not report victimization is aveaie of street-based
normative codes around ‘snitching’ and worries that reporting leey to further violence or
social isolation. “A lot of times it's because it's theirefids that are stealing from them. And,
you don’t want to get known as someone who is ratting out themdgieAnd, usually, if you do,
you end up in worse trouble afterwards ... like, repercussions. &toasgyacized and victimized
by other friends because you ratted on a friend, or an acquaittarteey hurt each other too”,
a service provider stated, “it's not reported ... they haveeststode ... they're not snitches.”
The desire to ‘deal with it yourself (vigilantism) was @lsffered as an explanation. One
homeless male service user stated, “a lot of people would rddfaémwith it by themselves -
especially if you know who did it.” A homeless female service nseed, “A lot of people don't
[report victimization], because they want to beat people up ohstdeey think beating people up
is way better than going to the police.”

We also received other explanations for failure to report viesitian to police. A
frequently cited factor was an inability to recall detailshef offense, including those related to
an attacker. “These guys don't report. They were too drunk temd@r sometimes,” stated one
service provider, while another noted, “sometimes they are not alderntfy their assailant.”
Still other victims have left gangs, and “don’t want to be founal.the case of individuals who

are victimized while engaged in sex trade work, a service prormted that some victims see
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violence and other offences committed against them as a ‘p&e @ild’, and thus as something
that “kind of gets accepted.” Recent immigrants may lack the kdgelef available resources
— including policing — to help them deal with victimization and/or coroenfcountries where
police are not viewed as resource that citizens can access.

To the extent that a successful Remote Reporting program isspeeiom the belief that
service users are more likely to report victimization tauatéd service provider, we asked both
stakeholder groups for their thoughts on this. “Sometimes they hawmeassaulted, and they
come here ... they tell us,” said one shelter worker. Anothexdstdtwould say that there are a
significant number of people who report their difficulties to thé.5t&till another claimed that
victimized clients “are more likely to report to staff thanigel, but cautioned that “even
complaining to staff, let alone involving the police, is challengifigey often don’t want to
bring it up with staff. You might see a black eye, and you’ll have to tease it outaf the

Several of the service users interviewed also stated that, dependihg circumstances,
they would report victimization to a trusted staff member acdity they utilize. For example, a
homeless male shelter client advised that “Yeah, I'll bringpit If it's a situation that can be
addressed this way.” Not all respondents, however, were willingi$o $ervice providers. One
female shelter resident made this point explicitly, “it’sfidifit sometimes to trust staff.”
However, this interviewee also felt that if ‘checks and balaneesé put into place to ensure
competent, respectful treatment that a Remote Reporting profgrathe homeless “might

work.”
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Potential benefits of Remote Reporting

Each of the individuals interviewed for this study was asked for Wnewvs as to the
potential advantages of implementing a Remote Reporting programnorineless service users in
their respective city. We wanted to know not only what advantaggsstéhe with such a
program generally, but also in relation to the operation of the model program im8cotla

As to possible advantages of a Remote Reporting system faldssservice users, both
service providers and their clients suggested a number of potpo8dive outcomes. One
service provider stated that they saw Remote Reporting as gawvia deterrent for would-be
offenders: “they’ll know that even if they beat you up, you are gtmngport it...so, they might
consider the alternative.” A feeling of safety or secuirtyjknowing that a victimizer is being
dealt with by the criminal justice system was anothetofad-or instance, a homeless female
service user pointed out that victims who don’t report may have tinlifear of “another knock
on the head...another beating down.” Service users also cited the pipsHilideling a sense of
personal satisfaction that “the person who did it to you was in tbegw... [and] the law was on
your side.” Similarly, a male shelter resident advised‘ihatould help to know that something
got done. It'd make you feel a little bit better.” Serviceiders and police officers also both
saw the potential for improved relations between clients and pdiiibers. As one service
provider suggested, “someone is reporting something and establash#gtionship with the
police? Perhaps it may help with self-esteem.”

While interviewees revealed a range of views as what theyas the broader social
implications of increasing crime reporting by homeless anitsz the overwhelming majority of
those interviewed cited the potential for greater social irmhusf the homeless citizen as the

program’s primary potential benefit. As a female service usglamed to us in relation to a
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guestion about accessing justice as a homeless individual, “Everyone shouldtbelakiléo me

it doesn’t feel like everyone can. You can access it, but we’ll believe yegiwant to, is what it
feels like to me.” Thus, a program that provides a conduit througthwharginalized citizens
can access policing services “would help to affirm their dygim some respects. It would show
that they really do matter”, as one service provider statadther service provider similarly
noted, “because marginalized people think that nobody cares about them ... this woptirite a
that they could...well, heighten their self-esteem. They would bele¥esomeone would like to
help them.” The question of social value and/or affirming the n§khe individual to be treated
equally under law without regard for their social position was atgded as an important benefit

by a service provider in the following exchange:

A: Self esteem, or value of self is huge...If a person does’'vébeed, and that
they're going to be dismissed...well, in other words, | can go out ostréhet, and

if 1 get popped on the head...because of who | am right now...'m not
homeless...not to say that | might not be in the future...but now, I'm goiggt
attention, I'm going to get medical care, I'm going to be takehadspital, I'm
going to have a police officer file a report, take down detaitsfallow-up with
me...That’s not going to be the same for...

Q: It's like living in a different dimension?

A: Yes. Totally...From an equity point of view, our justice systeinarrendously
skewed against marginalized people, and absolutely has to change.

Respondents also spoke to particular advantages and disadvantagesvtiaeth respect
to the mechanics of the program, as implemented and operated im&cattaelderly female
service user pointed out that a major benefit of the progratheisactive participation and
assistance of service providers, who have established trust relations vdiilertie

You know what staff you can trust...If you get a cop come to your dobether

it's a female or male cop - you don’t know them. They might wdrag they’ll
say a wrong word, or something. The staff member will have known tbem
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awhile, and might be more patient, understanding, and able to draw mak out
the person.

The anonymous reporting option was also seen by members of edtie dfree
stakeholder groups as a desirable option. In relation to this option, reree ggovider stated, “I
think there could be benefits” before musing in relation to feartafiagon as a major obstacle
to reporting, “the first thing that came to mind is, whathére isn't reprisal?” A service user
who was also concerned about retaliatory violence offered a view shao#itelbyespondents, “I
think that would be a really good way.”

Several of the police officers interviewed saw the prograroffasing the potential to
provide insights into the ‘dark figure’ of unreported crimes withis tommunity. As a senior
officer noted of HRR, “it could definitely help...because we do nottlyetaccess.” Similarly,
another officer advised that “any extra information that youiget bonus for us...instead of
walking in and looking at a wall.” One senior officer also sawpibtential of HRR to not only
increase crime reporting, but also to potentially increase polideasalrces:

At the end of the year you want to say reported crime is dovam Imore

concerned with crime period. Reported crime is what we havade bur stuff

on. From the unit's perspective, we are staffed out. There is aulorio

determine staffing levels and a small part of it callsdervice. So if reported

crime goes up, | might get a few extra officers. | do natktht would go up

enough to make a huge difference but where it may makeeaediffe is down the
road we can lessen the reported crime.

Potential limits of Remote Reporting

As the primary function of this study is to evaluate the poteatiftemote Reporting
programs for Canada’s urban homeless, it was also important fay ask respondents to
identify any concerns or criticisms they had, and/or advis® disiitations that they believed

would imperil the operation of such a program. To that end, weptiéel to make it clear that
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we were not advocating for Remote Reporting, and thus invited theirtHeedback. Several
actual and/or potential limitations were identified.

The single largest concern raised by both police and serkos@prs was the issue of
time and resources. Both occupational groups cited a lack of availabknhesources as a
potential stumbling block. “Already, we don’t have the resources tolaat we are mandated to
do,” a shelter worker complained, “so, if we involve reporting, il wéfinitely take away
resources.” Another advised, “The process drains us. Eventually,wionketoo much, it's hard.
We take it home with us. | don’t think that with our job - thig@xhing - | don’t know if we can
handle it.”

In relation to human resource issues from members of the three police digisidiesl, a
number of officers in two of the divisions stated that they weret-shaffed. “We have to get
more and more work done with fewer and fewer people”, one officidstahis view was not,
however, universally held. One senior officer in an equally busy divesiersed, “we have a lot
of personnel” and then went on to state that the personnel in hiodiase “actively working
... out in the community, not doing traditional police work.” While he ackedgéd that “yes,
I'd love to have twice the number of officers” involved in commumpityicing, he was equally
aware of the fact that policing is a finite resource. Thus, hedribiat conscious decisions have
to be made about deployment of those resources, but that he wasaldpsonfident that his
division could easily accommodate a pilot Remote Reporting prejéun the structure of their
existing Community Policing programs.

Problems in relations between service providers and police waoeciédéd as potential
barriers to implementing Remote Reporting. A few of the serviceigers that we spoke with

characterized relations with the police as “very negativeshélter worker at one facility stated,
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“there’s quite a lot of intimidation going on amongst the police aaff.'sHe then went on to
add, “in my years of being here, there has never been a time deolice have come here to
offer services to clients.” Conversely, police cited exampleshait they took to be intransigent
and/or obstructionist service providers, who are seen as interferingheittipolice duties:

We’'ve had a love hate relationship with [organization name del&ieggars, to

the point where years ago they would phone us because clients wing bea

shit out of each other. They'd make a 9-1-1 call, an emergency call, he@idugp

and start tearing them apart, they'd start swinging atousvesd use force to

separate us and the shelter workers ... would jump on our back audt ass

because we’re breaking up a fight that they called us about.

It is of little surprise that a worker at this same fagciiomplained about slow police responses
to fights at their site.

Some officers felt that service organizations dealing with hbeneless and other
marginalized groups create and exacerbate tense relatioreebgtalice and their client groups.
This attitude can be seen in the following remarks offered by iaepofficer with respect to
allegations of police abuse and/or misconduct with homeless citizens:

That was before a lot of agencies came around like OCAP tiadsteeding

them propaganda, if you deal with the police they'll beat you up @adl stoney

and all that kind of stuff which has never happened. Has never happeoed.

know anybody in all the years I've been down here that has d@ted the

homeless. If you talk to them they say it happens all the tim@ul talk to the

people on the street they've been beaten up by the police 100 tirneseVer

happened. I'm not just saying that to make it sound like we’red@raangels.

You know how it works.

Both police and service workers also cited difficulties surroundinghlaging of client
personal information as an issue that exacerbates tensions. Undeo @nivacy legislation,

service organizations are circumscribed in what information taeyshare with other agencies.

As a service provider explained the situation to us, “We're alstraled by a privacy act. So,
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we can’t give information to the police. On the one hand, we need @althe other, we don’t
give it to them. It’'s frustrating.”

Service providers were also concerned about the possibility that inveitema HRR
program could jeopardize impact trust relations with clients. bhdéee possibility that client
trust might be damaged if service users began to see woskpadiee informants was raised by
several interviewees. This view was neatly summarized by a respondeifd\as:

There are a number of factors to think about. The first thing istk- agencies

like ours — how do you want to ask to be portrayed, or looked at, by eut cli

population? Do we want to be looked at as another arm of the lavg?isThi

something to think about very carefully. It could destroy the oelaliip of the

helper and helped. If anyone knows, for example, that | am reporimg,cor

that | am a “chain of reporting,” it could have very serious implications.

This particular individual wondered whether through encouraging tiegpiservice workers
might be seen as ‘snitches’ and thus inadvertently placing themselves in.danger

Several of the officers interviewed in Toronto raised specdncerns with respect to the
idea that they could or should suspend the process of checking victimgari@nts and/or
exercise discretion with respect to executing outstanding wari@nvictims. It is worth noting,
however, that several interviewees also made it clear thabnme sases police officers do
exercise discretion with respect to outstanding warrants. This practisdaatdn the words of a
service provider who was discussing working with police in casesewdlients who are sex
trade workers had been victimized:

People don’'t want to report to the police because they have outstavetiragts.

With the “Bad Date List”, | have had clients that are willtoggo through with it,

and I've gone every step of the way, in terms of advocating and sungpibrem.

| have to say, the police — at that point — have been very helpful. éush

though their outstanding charges are documented, they are notedarrest
immediately. They work around them and court dates are set.
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Police officers interviewed advised that there are mearseatdisposal to assist victims who
have outstanding warrants. One senior veteran officer with experiin the investigation
division of the TPS suggested that victims could be treated in cabipafashion to police
informants: “If a guy is wanted we can say, ‘listen, you knovat®iCome in and we will do
your paper work that morning.” We arrest them that morning. ‘Wkdaei it up so you go to
court in the afternoon and that way you do not spend the night in jaik’yOu are doing up the
paperwork, you can say, ‘look I am going to recommend you for réléadeers noted the
existence of a TPS policy which suspends the warrant executiogsprioccases where a victim
is wanted by Immigration Services, thus they felt that alairpolicy could be implemented in
support of a Homelessness Remote Reporting program.

Another concern raised by police was the possibility of falpert®& As one veteran
officer advised, “a fair amount of times [you get] a tip [thadlsWialse and it was just to get back
at a fellow drug dealer or a disgruntled spouse, you know. That islwhatoncerned with, as
well, with this, [that] they doing it for vindictive purposes.” Howeuéis officer also noted that
the false tips were not uncommon generally, and that policesdfimre periodically cautioned
that such tips are “information only ... and not evidence” and thus meefsharting point for an
investigation.”

Several respondents raised the problem of how to contact victimsewbd an offense
for investigation. As one police officer stated, “how do you get a hold of them@asysto come
in and report something to a shelter, but okay now are you a member shelter ... Is this
permanent residence right now, or are you just a woman off tleStk&e recognize that this is

a limitation of both the model program and a problem faced by the asselith respect to
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regular criminal justice reporting routes. Linking the individual dne or more service
organizations may, however, alleviate this problem in some instances.

As for the homeless service users we interviewed, none rgiseific problems with the
program and/or its operation in Edinburgh, other than stating that theg woube inclined to
use it and/or suggesting that it might be more suitable for otbapgy primarily women, senior-
citizens, and children.

Levels of support for Remote Reporting

Table C.1 Support for a pilot Remote Reporting program

Respondent Support Not Unsure/maybe Did not | Totals by
category supported answer | category
Police personnel 7 2 3 0 12
Service providers 10 0 4 0 14
Homeless service] 15 4 2 1 22
users

Totals 32 6 9 1 48

The table above displays respondent answers per stakeholder categgowhather they
supported the idea of a Homelessness Remote Reporting progrant indhecommunity. We
interviewed fourty-eight participants in Toronto, of whom 32 (67@&pressed the belief that a
HRR program in Toronto would be worth endorsing. For various reasons, 9anteed (19%)
thought the goal of the program was laudatory but expressed doubts skefjtcism as to
whether such a program would work within their community. 6 respond&8¥s) did not

support the program. One respondent did not answer. The reasonstasdome participants

®> Percentages have been rounded up.
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did not support the idea of a HRR program, as well as those ofterether positions advanced
by respondents, are discussed below.

Of the six individuals who expressed opposition to the idea of a HRR progndrfora
outright skepticism as to the ability of such a program to achis\goals, four were homeless
service users. When asked why they did not support the idea iofilar rogram in their
community, we received responses ranging from the belief that strould deal with
victimizations themselves to the view that it is better to teglioectly to the police. For instance,
one shelter resident exemplified the former view in stating $hah a program “would not
change anything” and that if victimizations “happens to me,uipgso me to deal with it. Not
staff or police.” Conversely, we were told by another respondenhédidn’t see the need for
an alternative reporting system because he would report ditecthe police. In his words, “I
don’t see why | should have to go to a middle man.” Of the tweleepofficers interviewed,
two did not support the idea of a HRR program. One senior officer dithingtsuch a program
was needed and took exception to the idea of suspending warrant chegkscising discretion
for outstanding warrants when dealing with homeless crime vicAnfiontline supervisor was
of the view that it would be preferable — for both victims and gbkce — if victims were
encouraged to report directly to the police. Among her stated m@nwere the quality of report
taking, trauma to victims who would need to be re-interviewed bycednd the need to
preserve evidence, particularly in cases involving sexual assaults.

Nine interviewees stated that they were unsure or undecided \abetber a HRR
program could work in their community. Four of these respondents wenees@roviders.
Although service providers raised several different issues w#pect to the operation of the

program, a primary stumbling block to supporting HRR were conceriis resfpect to their
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workload. Others felt that while the goal the program — to fatglitvider access to justice for
homeless crime victims — was a laudatory one, effectingtywey of individual difference or
social change through HRR was overly idealistic and would dotliti#éeldress underlying issues
affecting their client groups. For example, a service providentlyl stated of HRR, “It sounds
good, but it's not realistic. If 'm a social worker and | makeliherence in one person’s
life...like...that's bullshit.” In a similar vein we were told byather service worker that the
larger social issues faced by the homeless “won’t be solved by havingpadgle report more.”
She then queried of HRR, “Will there be a widespread impact? It doimk so” before
concluding, “I would give it a shot. | have nothing to lose. | just dea# it making a big
difference.” Two homeless service users were also unsute afether HRR would work,
particularly in light of the operation of the ‘anti-snitching cotl&t prohibits informing to the
police. Discussing this code, one male shelter resident felHRER could work, but only for
female service users, who are deemed as being in greater npelicefprotection. “Well, it
would definitely work better in a woman’s shelter. You would neveritggbing in a men’s
shelter.” Thregolice respondents also expressed uncertainty, although their coweeensore
typically related to doubts as to whether HRR could work within tieent political and social
environment. Institutional, legal and other limitations in relationliétsing with service
organizations were cited as potentially inhibiting factors, in @adr legislative and/or
institutional guidelines around the sharing of client information ¢ffaters saw as a roadblock
to better relations with service providers.

Overall, the majority of individuals interviewed expressed suppmortttie idea of a
Homelessness Remote Reporting program in their city. Serviees s®w the program as

offering a less intimidating way of reporting crimes. As ahelter resident explained to us,
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“Actually, I think it's a very good idea. And, | think it's somethihgiould be inclined to make
use of, if it was available ... the fact that you would sit down waithinterested third party - it
would make it less intimidating.” Police officers also sawio#s benefits to the program.
Among the benefits cited include improved relations with the commandyincreased access to
information about crime. Indeed, we heard from several officers catsmnaéong the following
lines, “You know what? The idea has merit. It really does” andtlamy that is positive and
brings them forward so we can bring those who victimize therastiice is a good thing. So |
would certainly support it.” A senior officer offered the followiogmments, “I think [HRR] is a
good idea because it will give us a more accurate picture ofisvgatng on...it will in the end |
think deter crime. It is certainly something that | would invit8€&rvice providers also had
positive things to say about the idea of a HRR program. Among other commentseiwved¢he
following endorsements from individuals who work with homeless serviess:uSThis sounds
excellent” “I think it would be a good idea” and “I like it! Wow... shehould start this as a pilot
program. A lot of times, women don’t want to go through and bother to repdrhdt’s really

great! If they introduced it as a pilot program, | would support it.”
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Vancouver

I've seen a lot of people victimized. Like the mentally ill. Adults with mlenta
illness sometimes get tossed over here ... and sometimes kids. With the kids,
that’'s a shame. This is not the place for them. Not here on skid row (homeless
male service user).

The majority of available sources agree that homelessnasgr@ving issue within the
City of Vancouver. The City of Vancouver's own ‘homeless counts’daoted in 2002, 2005
and 2008, suggest that the number of homeless people in the City of Vancareethan
doubled (from an estimated 600 to 1,300 individuals) from the 1990s to 2005(@a2008).
That number increased again by approximately twenty percéwede 2005 and 2008 (ibid).
And, likely, these estimates are low; organizers of the moshtreount have acknowledged that
while the count accurately reflects the fact that the numidergdividuals without shelter have

increased, that their estimates were on the conservative side (Sundberg 2008).

Criminal victimization of Vancouver’'s homeless

The most frequently occurring form of victimization noted bgpomndents in our
Vancouver sample was theft of property. Indeed, when we asked aesproigder how his
clients are most commonly victimized he simply replied, “theiff's taken.” Shelter residents
cited thefts from shelters as a particular concern. For examp@meless male service user
noted, “I see a lot of theft, even in this area here. People acomath stuff and they make
friends, and then they’re looking around for their stuff the next day.”

Physical assaults are also common and in many cases the asshkilantnigo the victim.

Among female interviewees who spoke of having been assaulted, we dmasral stories
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concerning incidents of domestic abuse. For example, one womaibddsbe following attack
by an ex-partner, “I was victimized just last week. My madt to break my neck ... he grabbed
me by the jaw, crushed it in here.” In other instances, tleadér is a friend or acquaintance. A
woman we interviewed in a shelter described having been held hbstageacquaintance who
wanted her boyfriend to buy drugs for him: “He sucker punchebliddke face... I'm scared of
this guy. He tells Joe to leave..and don’'t come back without twentiarsiofor
crack/cocaine...He held me hostage. He said, “If Joe calls tloe pbknow where you work.”
A male service user reported the following story to us, “A frieache to me and tried to muscle
me for some money for some drugs ... | didn’t respond to him, so heaseaebsdy down to try
to burn me out of my place. | came out of my place and | got piped down with two foot pipes and
the compound fracture in my arm in two places because | wouldn’'tabgsgive them what
they wanted.” Unpaid drug debts to local dealers are also a sourceloviolence. One woman
reported to us that because of drug debts within the communitye ‘Pesgple beating on other
people all the time and threatening them and stabbing them.”

Although many respondents stated that they knew their victimizéersotcited
experiences of random violence by unknown individuals. In some instaheeastailant
appeared to be another homeless person. For example, a femwiake sser informed us that she
had had several altercations with other females from the locacnity, including a recent
experience in which she “was beaten up on the street”. A shalter resident related a story in
which another homeless male took an object and struck him from behinyi:sfifashed my
head. Cut my head open.” As was also reported by respondentsantdlasome of these

random assaults are committed by party-goers, who come fromlibgbs to sample the City’s

® A pseudonym.
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nightlife. Once the bars and nightclubs begin to close, intoxicated dundigi pick fights with
each other, verbally harass and/or harangue the city’s populatgtreef youth who congregate
in the downtown core, and look for other ways to satisfy violent imp(lseggerty, Huey and
Ericson 2008). A police officer advised that it was not uncommon for lesmehen and women
to become a target: “street people get shit kicked at 3:00 indah@ng because they're sleeping
in a lane. Some drunk who lives in Abbotsford walking down there aftgfimgrlays the boots
to him.” Homeless people sleeping outside are also targets oftgffes of vicious attacks. A
service provider noted, “when they're sleeping outside, somebody wik @amg and spray
them with bear spray or some toxic spray or something.”

In relation to sexual violence, we received no direct reportsctimization from any of
our service user respondents. However, service users, service @oardemolice officers
interviewed did relate specific incidents of sexual violence kntavthem. Victims of sexual
violence in the stories told, included both males and females. Women involved with Vangouver’
sex trade were cited as being particularly vulnerable to sexual violence.

Again, we did not specifically ask homeless service users aboutienges of police
abuse. However, we received one allegation of police abuse from eddssnmale service user
in Vancouver who stated, “My head was stomped, my nose was brogentwo teeth kicked

out by the Vancouver police.”

Reporting victimization

We also asked respondents a series of questions concernitgmthety had in the past,
or would consider in the future, reporting an experience of crimigéimization to the police.
In a similar vein, we asked service providers and police intereéievi@ their knowledge of

reporting practises by homeless victims and witnesses. Adsis the case more generally
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(Skogan 1976; Singer 1988), when homeless service users in Vancouver damegtence to
police it is usually because they view the situation as beiagsefious nature. For example, one
man advised that he had reported an incident involving a forcible ¢rdrplace where he had
been staying. More commonly, though, among those respondents who sanbthéynly do
so if a serious injury was involved. Some respondents, both male ane féettathat physical
assaults should never be reported because of street norms aunceatting’, but that it was
acceptable for females to report sexual violence.

The overwhelming majority of service users interviewed wetbeview that, excepting
a rare circumstance involving significant trauma, they would not trepctimization to the
police. Indeed, several respondents answered our queries by sayong female service user
did, “I never say anything to anyone.” We were also frequeattl; “we take care of our own
problems.” With respect to failures to report victimization by hiesg service users, again
various respondents cited three of the principal factors identified withinenatlite.

A number of respondents from each of the three stakeholder groups ,(jseliceEe
providers and service users) stated that negative attitudesliefsbabout the police are a
significant barrier to reporting. For example, a homeless leeservice user stated, “I'm less
willing to go and approach police officers. | could get that cop wihymilsg to turn on me.” A
frontline police officer offered the following comments: “Criraat here, like for the homeless,
is difficult for them to report. They have a natural distrughefpolice because we hassle them
all the time, move them on.”

Another factor cited in relation to police-service user relatiand their impact on

reporting rates was the belief among service users tpattirey will not fundamentally alter a
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situation and/or lead to a positive outcome. This perception can bénsaerexchange with a

homeless female service user:

Q: Can you talk about reasons why someone wouldn’t report a crime?
A: Cuz nothing gets done.

Q: Okay.

A: You get a report number and nothing gets done.

The respondent then added the following illuminating comments:otif fgel somebody’s just
like, ‘oh yeah I've heard this a hundred times a day and you'my @ad you're just too much
more paperwork than | need’, that sort of cold, callousness that ydtogeseeing the same
thing day after day, then there’s no point. [It's] easier to move on with our lives.”

The existence of outstanding warrants for the victim was alseal @s an inhibiting
factor. “If they have a warrant, they don’t want to be picked up”,semeice provider noted. An
individual who works with female homeless service users simitated, “Many of the women
down here have warrants and they get sexually assaulted and th&ygeing to phone it in.
That’s a huge barrier.”

Not wanting to violate street-based norms concerning ‘snitching’ also raised by
several respondents. In response to why he might not report victonitatthe police, one male
service user baldly stated, “I think it's being a snitch.” Bdabeled a ‘snitch’ or a ‘narc’ is both
socially isolating and dangerous within the homeless community. “Tiey don’t want any
other hassle because they live out there” a police officer espla\ lot of the people that are
abusing them are other street people.” A service provider siyilastes of his clients,
“Sometimes, there is a fear of reporting ... they have to gaheweé and live with that person

[the alleged perpetrator].” As a police officer noted, peopladiwithin street communities are

concerned “about getting somebody else upset who's going to comarxhtleat them up in a
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lane way or shank them because they've ratted.” The possibilitgtaliation for reporting

prompted one female service user to say, “I think quite a few pebpley think that this

person’s going to know it's them, they won’t do it.” Similarlyctuns of domestic violence
spoke about fears concerning antagonizing their victimizer. “In thie pdgin’t report to the

police,” a homeless female service user states, “becdheadht if | did, [he] would come after
me.”

Another recurring theme in interviews with both service users emvite providers was
the view that criminal victimization is smaller or lessndigant in the face of challenges related
to daily survival. For example, this point was iterated by aic@mprovider who works with
homeless female service users: “There are lots of women,ngadkound with information that
will never come out because they can't do it ... they are fighfingheir lives every day.”

Social stigma attached to the status as a homeless pensbdor gast criminal
involvement can also be an inhibiting factor: “sometimes homelegseare afraid that they
won't be represented properly”, a service provider suggests, “becausedimyraiess and they
may have had a criminal record, or they may have done heawyscrimsomething like that. So
| think they’re very hesitant to ask for help when they might need it.”

As we noted in relation to the research conducted in Toronto, in toder Remote
Reporting program to be successful in Vancouver, it was impethavaeve assess the extent to
which service providers and their clients here perceive theeages of active trust relations
between these two stakeholder groups. Active trust, for the purposesmaiteRReporting,
entails the willingness of service users to report victinonato those staff members they trust
within organizations they utilize. Again, the majority of serviceviders interviewed were of

the view that between themselves and their clients theretlse words of one shelter worker, a
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“really strong connection.” Such connections, they reported, lead si¢bntome forward to
relate their experiences. Indeed, when we asked one service prdvidents would feel
comfortable approaching her to talk about victimization, she statdwey'fE already doing
that.” A counselor who works with street populations advised in oelab questions about
receiving reports of victimization, “that happens a lot. So youdrget them in touch with the
police, if it's happened recently.” Similarly, a shelter workeplained, “It's not uncommon for
clients to come to us if they're scared, and then, because Hweythe community police
officers, we can call them and they can meet us somewheretloimewhere it's happened. So,
in essence, [remote reporting is] starting to happen that wag fasm the paperwork.” Another
noted that “they’ll tell us they’re being victimized,”, but addédttfrequently victims won’t
want to report to police or have the staff member take dioticina— in other words, they sought
the opportunity to unburden themselves and/or to make someone in an authctiy pegre
of a situation for future monitoring, without necessarily desiring directviation.

While many of the homeless service users we interviewed adiiaethey would prefer
to deal with their victimization on their own, others stated th#fhtey had a trusted service
worker to go to, they would report their situation to that person. ¥ample, a female shelter
resident advised, “There’s a couple staff members here tbat imfore than comfortable going
and telling them anything.” Another stated that she had, indeed, just reported &clvivlesice
incident to workers within the facility in which she is currentdgiding. “I've talked to some of
them, yeah. | told them today what happened.” However, such tragbnsl are not universal.
“For the most part, | like the staff here,” a female ghelesident stated, “[but] there are some
people that think they're better than you, or don’t understand your preditagneng you less

respect than you deserve. Everyone deserves to be treated wibtresd when you don’t
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receive it from these people...if you can’t have a provider of alhafe things...it makes the

process of getting help harder.” A female shelter resideptessed comparable views of staff
members in the facility she stays in, “Yeah, a lot of people igm'to them ... there’s certain

workers here that are very rude.”

During interviews with an organization that serves homeless wonmrespandent noted
the operation of a Third Party reporting program for sex tramt&ess that is operated by a local
group with the active support of a member of the Vancouver Policertbegrda. We sought and
received interviews with both a representative of the organiztitadroperates the program and
with the police officer who initiated it. As is also the casghwvthe Scottish model, both
interviewees independently stated that they view Remote Repadi@gvaluable program for
addressing victimization of a marginalized group; howeverh edso noted that the program
generates few reports (an estimated ten to fifteen repgtsir). The service provider explained
the low volume of reports in the following terms: “Lots of women do waht to give that
information. Even if it's to the people they trust, and see dailjné Police officer offered
another explanation for low reporting rates through their proghamdon’t encourage it as our
first option. We'd rather the victim comes in. We can offer thermsach more in terms of what
we can do about their complaint. However, if that's not what'sggto work for them we still
want that information.” In discussing the mechanics of the Vancougesion of Remote
Reporting for sex trade workers, the service provider noted an empdirhitation that has been
raised elsewhere: sometimes victims are unable to ideh&fplteged offender or provide many
details about him/her. “I know we’ve had two reports that don’t hageperson’s actual name

on it. And, so that makes it not quite as useful.”
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Potential benefits of Remote Reporting

We also solicited participants for their views on the potentisetits of Remote
Reporting, both in general terms and in relation to the operation of the Scottish model.

For homeless service users, a number of potentially positive outcmomsa HRR
program were cited. For example, a homeless female serviceexigseessed the view that
reporting could encourage feelings of ontological security that could help inds/ichadde better
life choices. She expressed this belief in the following terms: “any hi@iag, no matter where
you are in life has to feel safe in order to make good decisions for tred yestr life. As long as
you’re in a position of feeling like you've got to defend yourself gan never move forward.
You can never get out of this circle of homelessness. You can droyigef it, if you feel safe.”
Another female interviewee suggested that “When you see justiceatiohdone right ... I've
never had it and needed it, but | can picture it and that wouldrélees a burden lifted, you'd
get closure.”

The majority of respondents also addressed what they saw &sgbe social benefits
that Remote Reporting could provide marginalized groups. One stedigent was of the view
that such a program would permit a “a way to kind of reintroduceuiieg¢ system and society
to [those who often feel excluded]’. Several other intervievstated that they saw Remote
Reporting as potentially offering an avenue through which homeléigens could access
justice, address larger issues related to racism and othex édrsgstemic discrimination, and/or
achieve a fuller measure of citizenship. Frequently theses gmale phrased in terms of
providing homeless citizens with ‘a voice.” “It's important that sbady be heard,” a male

homeless service user told us, “If a true wrong has been dojmuf it should be made right.”
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Speaking of the racism that aboriginal homeless persons faceyiee sgrovider identified a
potential benefit of Remote Reporting as “trying to give them a voice.”

A number of respondents also identified advantages in relation to rinulaas of the
operation of the model program in Scotland. For instance, severaé polerviewees noted
practical advantages to Remote Reporting for their organizationn \§eried as to whether
both reporting options available to victims — to report anonymously gratbcipate in an
investigation — would be useful to police, the majority saw ben&di both. For example, a
senior officer saw the utility of both options, which he cast in thleviing terms, “when they
report then the police get more intelligence on what's happening ancaw put that in our
database and we can draw trends from it. We can look and see.of&elaa and intelligence
we have coming in, the easier it is for us to solve crineseasier it is for us to make things
better for the people on the streets.” Referencing Vancouwissing Women'’s’ serial murder
case, a police officer noted that with the anonymous reporting optioat's good intel
regardless. If you've got a Willy Pickton out there, maybe tatld have surfaced sooner.”
Similarly, another office noted, “In a major case such as Pidlgsuits and early detection can
be the result of just one small piece of information. If ThirdyP@aporting generated that, then
it would be beneficial.” Another policing advantage of Remote Reypdited is the potential
ability of police to tap into the ‘dark figure of crime’, whichsanior officer noted “may help
police management argue for more resources”.

A police officer interviewed spoke for a number of other intervieangson noting that
the presence of trusted service workers could provide needed supporttifmis vivho might

otherwise be uncomfortable speaking to police officers:
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an area where | would see a great potential for the use ohtteeFarty reporting
or the Remote Reporting scenario is where the person is goingaue a
fundamental difficulty speaking for themselves ... the police cemecin and re-
interview ’'cuz theyll have to re-interview her and probably aewvidaped
statement, but they can do it with her where she’s comfortaltete advocate
or whoever she wants.
Speaking from previous experience assisting a victimized cligiht neporting to police, a
service provider agreed that clients would likely feel more odiable ‘telling their story’ if
supported. This position was echoed by a female service user wiseddhat, “as far as
comfort zone goes, | would talk to any one of these workers heresbdedoer go down to the

police station.” Thus, in her view Remote Reporting is “absolutelgds down, definitely, the

way to go” to encourage victims to come forward.

Potential limits of Remote Reporting

Respondents were also canvassed for their views as to potenti@nmsodohd/or limits
with Remote Reporting programs, both generally and more spegificatlation to the Scottish
model. A number of issues were raised, including several previouslifie by interviewees
in Toronto. In the paragraphs that follow, we discuss these potential limitshiarfdetail.

As was also the case in Toronto, both service providers and padddatk of available
resources as a major potential stumbling block to implementing ReReporting. This was
particularly the case with VPD members. We were repeataaty “we don’t have the
manpower” to tackle extra work projects. In essence, frontlineopeel were concerned that
responsibility for Remote Reporting duties would fall on patrol af§icéhis concern was based
on awareness of the fact that the Lothian and Borders Police mbuEgh deploy Community
Beat Officers who, among other duties, are tasked with maintapasgive relations with

service providers and their clients. Such relations may entaridiy site visits and so on. In
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response to hearing this, a frontline supervisor worried that a cabipgrogram in Vancouver
could not work because of a lack of resources within his Department:

With the call load being what it is, and for them just beinggtige in trying to

combat crime, to then find that other percent to just kind of go in and chit chat and

have coffee...if while they're in their chit chatting and having emffalthough

you see it, and while | see it as being proactive, with tHdazd that's waiting,

their peers are going to start putting pressure on them sditat are you

doing? I've got calls holding. We've got citizens waiting hours on fad

somebody to come and deal with their issue, and you're having coffee.”

In response to staffing concerns, we note that the model propapaces the full-time
services of only one dedicated staff member. Thus, there is noaregrfificant reallocation of
resources. When the model was explained to a senior police affibesignificant expertise in
staffing issues, his response was that “In an agency ourt@izeme up with one person to do
something like that wouldn’t be a big deal. We could do it.” He thent on to elaborate
methods by which the VPD could acquire an extra staff membeuifiib & police liaison role
before adding, “A lot of people will just say we can’t do that, shidite way we’ve always done
it ... if it's worth doing it, you can break down the barriers and do it.”

Service providers also worried as to whether Remote Reporigigy tax their limited
resources. Particular concerns were raised as to the extentobfement required by service
workers to support clients through the process. Indeed, a service pretatiet that while she
would be willing to take a report of victimization, she could notlkwaith the person through
the legal process.” For this reason, she advised that she would rather not padtctiatecause
the victim might have the expectation that the worker could supporohher through to a trial.
Another worker stated, “going through actually sitting into coustsvhere we would have

barriers because, as an agency we can’'t go ... we don’t havatipower. There is no staff that

can go and sit with this woman, go through the whole process with tiAeolution to this
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potential problem was proposed by this individual's colleague, who note¥itlian Services
personnel could provide that level of assistance to victims. We hdueedcthis suggestion as
one of our recommendations.

One of the most significant limitations identified with respect to the iSkhottodel is that
it requires homeless citizens to be service users at patitigjparganizations, thus it does not
reach those individuals who do not access services. As one servic®iggk “we can live here
undetected by anybody or anything for 365 days of the year.” Gwuder a service that would
meet the needs of the local homeless as a whole, would eetaiingr a network of relations
with not only a variety of service providers, but also having policeesf out on the street
promoting the program to those individuals who do not typically acegggEeas. This point was
brought home by a police officer in the following terms:

One of the dangers in looking at homeless people is to paint thiéntheisame

brush. There are homeless people who are drug addicts, who spendeniery

drugs. There are homeless who are anti-social who bin for bottlesleey in

urban areas where they can guard their buggies so they areleatst others.

There are homeless sex trade workers, and also illegal ismmsgiThere are first

nations who do not mix with other street people. There are homelessratho a

youth, middle age and elderly, and the mentally ill, who areraatdd. There are

people on the street who are embarrassed by their predicament @aoidwint to

be found. And there are others who have warrants out or suspect teaartder

warrants out. To reach out to them and obtain crime information itdweqguire

multiple points of contact, as each group has different movementnsatad

norms.

Trust relationships and/or lack of trust were also cited asnpaitebarriers to
implementing an effective Remote Reporting program. As wasthés case in Toronto, some
service providers worried that participation in a reporting progsenuld impair relations with
clients, who might see service providers as ‘snitches’. A $ewice providers and police

officers interviewed expressed concerns as to whether previousiveegalations between

service agencies and the police would undermine or limit participitile it is not the case
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that police have negative relations with all such groups, hostibeéwveen the VPD and PIVOT,
a legal clinic that serves the City’s poor and marginalizasnounities, have clearly tainted
perceptions on both sides“It’s a trust issue,” a police officer explained, “They dontist us,
their past track record tells me not to trust them. So I'm gtongend in a couple of young
constables to all of a sudden work with these people that havetgektit to us in the press in
every way they could in the past? Absolutely not. You want me to withkPivot? Absolutely
not.” Indeed, some officers were openly skeptical as to why ordmmgaworking with the
homeless would desire to work cooperatively with the police: §éftevery little of that from the
service providers. They don't trust us. Why? For those that are hdlgngomeless, | really
don’t understand. But they don’t. | don't, frankly, trust them either.”

It is worth noting that not all respondents in either categasgrvice providers or police
— held negative views towards the other stakeholder group. Policerefficenote cooperative
relations with key homeless organizations in the City and respohdethey would be prepared
to work with such agencies. Similarly, several respondents regregeatvice agencies stated
that their organizations currently benefit from actively frign@dllations with police. One singled
out the efforts of one of her neighbourhood’s former community policeeofind his successor
in fostering positive relations. In response to a question as to i@foetations between police
and service providers, another shelter worker advised that localoffezrs maintain a
cooperative relationship between themselves and the shelter. ®lktistdtpolice are helpful in

passing along information deemed valuable and so on. “Whatever ppérsa- they'll always

’In 2002, PIVOT undertook an affidavit campaign to collect allegations of pdiicgeavithin
marginalized communities. The resulting publicatibm Serve and Protect (2002), which
generated calls for a public inquiry by PIVOT (2005) and other community groupsaieflithe
police and added to already tense relations between the police and a number of gpmmunit
organizations.
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come in and talk with us. It's not a matter of them coming ire-can talk about the matter
beforehand. They always relay information to us, so we know what’'s happening.”

Another concern raised by respondents was the usefulness of information comtéiveed i
initial reports taken by service providers. Although a couple of palfieers brought this
potential issue to our attention, it was a service provider who made the point mdstlforce

I’'m not saying the program probably wouldn’'t end up being very good, but the

biggest problem is, number one, never underestimate the stupidity o€ peopl

this place. If you're a police officer, you know how to report thirifygen if you

have been trained here, people who are hired here do not have gredibadurc

lots of them don’t have great educations. We're thrilled to have Hees but if

you're a shelter worker or counselor here doing this, it doesn’ssacly mean

you’re able to fill it out as well as a police officer.

In Edinburgh, service providers receive appropriate training by poficeaking a report. The
report employed is a simple form that is easy to fill outtheur there is no expectation that
reports would be utilized as evidence on their own; rather, theyirdended to provide

information to police organizations which will conduct their own followsugestigations. These

reports are not intended to replace any existing policing functions.

49



Levels of support for Remote Reporting

Table D.1 Support for a pilot Remote Reporting program

Respondent Support Not Unsure/maybe Did not | Totals by
category supported answer | category
Police personnel 6 2 0 0 8
Service providers 7 0 7 0 14
Homeless service 9 1 1 1 12
users

Totals 22 3 8 1 34

The table above shows respondent answers as to whether they suppoitied thiea
Homelessness Remote Reporting program in their local commu@itythe thirty-four
individuals interviewed in Vancouver, twenty-two (6%%vere of the view that such a program
would have significant merits and would therefore be a worthwhildertaking. Eight
interviewees (24%) stated that they while they supported theofdae program, for various
reasons they were unsure of whether it would actually work. Tlesggndents (9%) did not
support the program. One respondent, when repeatedly asked for his viesved afbn-
responses and/or directed the conversation elsewhere. In the pardgpiaphsve discuss these
findings in further detail.

We begin with the views of those who stated that they were oppodd®R. Of the
three respondents who did not support the idea of such a program, evthaiotwo of these
individuals were police officers. One of the officers, a frontBnpervisor in a very busy district,

expressed the view that while the goal of the program was adlihe could not offer support

8 Percentages have been rounded up.
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for it because of what he perceived to be the potential for ireteasrkload on his patrol
officers. His concerns were raised in response to discus§ithre model in Edinburgh, which
relies in part on active positive relations between Communiéy Béficers (CBOs) and service
providers. A similar model in Vancouver could not work, we were toldause the VPD lack
comparable staffing levels. The second police officer did not sugmogdrogram on the ground
that the underlying premise of the program — that homeless memw@men are not being
adequately served by existing reporting mechanisms — was obpdalé because it seems to
suggest a lack of trust in police. Ironically, the third respondetitis category was a homeless
male service user with a profound lack of trust in the policea#t for this reason that he stated
that he would not participate in or support any program involving thecepopreferring
vigilantism to the criminal justice system.

Eight interviewees were unsure or undecided as to whether a ¢ksmess Remote
Reporting program was something they could support. Seven of thesedesjsonere service
providers who raised a number of concerns, such as the potential fasedrworkload, an
inability to support clients through to trial, or worried over potenigdative impacts to trust
relations with clients. One service provider offered another ragéiotias individual had serious
concerns as to their organization’s ability to work with the pdliecause of perceived problems
with the police complaint process. This respondent was of the viewRdraote Reporting
would be a “good system”, but only if the complaint system wasawgal to ensure that clients
with complaints against the police were also being adequaelgd The one service user who
stated that she was unsure did so because of skepticism asttemthere would be adequate

support for victims through the process.
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With the exception of service providers, who were evenly splivdmt supporting
Remote Reporting and being unsure, the majority of individuals withih e&dche three
stakeholder groups expressed support for the idea of having such arpnogdamented in their
community. Police officers who supported the program did so becaudwsbtivey perceived to
be its utility in reaching a community that is often treatethe@ing outside of mainstream society
and therefore not worthy of access to justice and other resowless victimized. Several
officers expressed empathy and/or frustration over this situdtmiuote one frustrated police
officer, HRR is “worth trying.” This individual's colleagueastd, “I'm all for supporting
anything that’s going to offer them something more than tlasg lnght now.” Service providers
are also among those who deal with marginalized victims who &l that they have few
places to turn to. This program was seen by half of the seradesrs in our Vancouver sample
as offering a possibility to provide new avenues to justice for l@nts. “l think it's an
excellent idea,” one worker told us. Another offered the view thatprogram was worth
supporting because “you’d definitely give a little more hope to soiriee people.” Although
the majority of service users we interviewed stated that thewmselves might not choose to
utilize Remote Reporting, those who offered support frequently dimesause of the existence
of vulnerable individuals and groups who they saw as potentially benefiong such a
program. As one homeless female service user explained to usptégram, | find, if it helps
one person, it's worth it. If it helps one person succeed, the progasnwerth it. If it's changed

one person’s life, a program’s worth it. Doesn’t matter what the program is.”
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Recommendations

“I believe [HRR] can work. You'd have to do it on a trial baamnsl start off on a
small scale and see how it works and see how the trust spaks. Wocould

work. You would just have to fine tune it at some point because thgoenig to

be a lot of bumps coming down the road that people did not foresgpemt @and

there is always going to be a twist” — Toronto police officer

“[Speaking of Remote Reporting] | like that ‘I matter’ factorit — Vancouver
homeless female service user.

Based on our evaluation of the existing ‘Take Control’ program otl&w, and our

review of the feedback provided by members of key stakeholdmrpgrin Toronto and

Vancouver, we are of the view that Remote or Third Party Repgosiystems have significant

merit and thus represent a potentially worthwhile endeavor. Thiey pbtential means by

which:

arwnE

o

homeless victims of crime can be heard by the criminal justice system,;

issues related to criminal victimization can be addressed by socialegenci

societal awareness of the victimization of the homeless can be increased,;

relations between homeless communities and police organizations can be improved;
relations between service providers for the homeless and policegciag can be

strengthened;

police can receive information concerning crimes that they mapeatware of and/or

receive critical information to further existing investigations.

Although our focus was limited to the value of such reporting progfanthe homeless, their

use with other marginalized communities, both in Canada and abroadssuggat police

departments might be well advised to consider the recommendations fagl@aupporting

similar programs for other community groups.

In this section, we first propose a fairly flexible structtoe a Homelessness Remote

Reporting program and offer suggestions as to how such a progghmhba funded internally

and/or with external support. Having outlined a basic structure, we dfen specific
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recommendations — based on our evaluation of the Scottish model an@mtsnprovided from
Canadian respondents — in order to assist in the implementation actd/effanning of such a

program.
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Proposed structure

Remote Reporting Site

y
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remote report

|

Report sent to liaison
officer by email or fax

y

Acknowledge receipt
of report

/ \r 1

Information Investigation
only

\_ )

e - ™
Liaison takes

\victim statement )

Forward report to
appropriate
investigative unit

I

Forward report to
appropriate
investigative unit
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Reporting protocol and criteria

e Individuals who wish to report a crime have the following options for reporting:

1) Filing an ‘information only’ report. Information will be recorded andsed
on to police anonymously. Victims and witnesses who select thisnopiil
not need to meet with police.

2) Filing a report ‘for investigation.’ Individuals who choose this option wil
have to meet with police in order that a statement be takennBiegeon the
disposition of the case, victims who select this option may reduitker
contact with police and attend court.

e Crimes that should be considered suitable for reporting includessmaeat/stalking,
vandalism, theft and robbery, serious violent offences (both physical endlls
abduction.

e Remote Reporting should not be used as a first resort, but only indihosestances
where a victim is unable or unwilling to file a report directly to the policetids should
be encouraged to use regular police reporting channels where appropriate.

¢ Remote Reporting is not appropriate in emergency situations \@hmeat of harm is
imminent; 9-1-1 should be contacted instead.

Structure and layout of a Remote Reporting incident report

e Should be clear and easy to follow

e Should lay out the particulars of the specific incident (time, location, typeidémty

e Should provide the victim/witness reporting options

e Should provide a voluntary section where victims may provide polidethdir personal
information (name, address, other contact information, whether a \nwdiynrequire an
interpreter or other assistance and/or gender/ethnicity (forrcéyfmas of offences).

e Should provide a voluntary section where witnesses may provide police with their contact
information

e Should contain a section in which the victim/witness can desgribs much detail as
possible the particulars of the incident

e Should include a section in which the suspect particulars may be recorded

e Should include a section as to whether there were other possible witnesses tal¢imé inci

e Should have a section for the reporting agency which includes the ofathe staff
member who took the report, their contact information and the date the report was taken.

e Should include a section for the police agency that includes a symofiathe
investigation, any internal reference numbers, and a final disposition.
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Police resources

We recommend that a Remote Reporting program implemented shostédffeel by ONE
dedicated community police officer, who would be responsible for:

e developing the program

e (Qaining partner agencies

e training staff at partner agencies

e promoting the program within the homeless community and at partner sites

e receiving reports filed through the program

e conducting interviews in cases where the victim wishes a full investigation

e passing on information to appropriate units where the victim widbesemain

anonymous
e serving as a liaison between investigative staff and partner agencies (vlessary)

Where the community police officer is away for annual leavew® to medical reasons, the
participating police agency should have a trained staff officailladble to provide continuing
service to partner agencies

One of the arguments advanced against developing Remote Reporting prsdeatsf
available police resources and/or funds for additional programs. Ddelrthat we propose
requires funds for one police officer salary, desk space and effug@ment, and production of
promotional materials. While it is the case that police demantsn across Canada are
differentially resourced, and thus some organizations may have themreadequate ability to
fund such a program, it is clearly not the case universally. Wevbethat interested police
agencies could prepare and present a case study to their respetice Boards and City Halls
to receive additional funding to support the program. This approach — sdekitigg for
additional police resources to support special community-based prejebtss been very

successful elsewhere (Huey 2007).
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Community service agency resources

As service providers frequently told us, many of them aredtredormally receiving
reports of victimization by their client groups. Further, several alssed that they currently do
encourage victims to report to the police. What we are proposingpiecess whereby the
informal functions already being performed by some staff mesnweuld be structured and
streamlined through policy and established practises. Indeed, undeiroipiam existing staff at
partner agencies would be required to:

e receive training in report taking

e promote the program among clients

e ensure that potential users are made fully aware of whahaplben to any information
they provide, as well as what reporting options are available to them

e take the victim’s report and fax it to the police liaison

e where a client wishes to have their report investigated butaglair unwilling to meet
with police on their own, staff may be present to facilitate the encounter.

e offer continued support and assistance to the victim (as required)

e provide any follow-up information to the liaison or investigating officer.

Several service providers in both Toronto and Vancouver cited concernstladoed for
additional staff and/or burdens placed on existing resources. lorik woting again that our
recommendations are structured around the use of existing st@ifces and, indeed, we are of
the view that program participation should be limited to two or tkesestaff members at most.
As trust relations between service providers and clients ritreacto the success of remote
reporting, we are of the view that staff members, who alreauti in areas that involve such
activities as client advocacy, counseling and so on, should be considepadential inclusion
in the program.

Agencies that simply lack sufficient staff to participateyrabso choose simply to promote
the program at their facility by offering promotional matsrieg clients and/or directing clients

to appropriate community partner agencies.
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Further recommendations

Stakeholders in each of the three cities provided a number of soggethat we feel
would be beneficial to the operation of a successful Remote Reppriiggam. We identify
these suggestions below, and offer further recommendations thdeelevould provide

beneficial assistance.

1. Involvement of the Victim Services unit of the Police Department inases where the
victim wishes to proceed with an investigation and has experienced aises violent
offence.

A key concern of service providers in both Toronto and Vancouver wath#haoften lack the
resources to support clients — who are among the most marginaligedups and often have
complex personal issues — through a process that may leadidb &urther, clients who have
experienced a serious physical or sexual assault, for examalehave resulting physical or
psychological needs that the service provider may feel ill-eqdifperovide support for and/or
direct assistance with. To address these issues, a servicgeprawggested that the involvement
of a victim services worker from the local police department @dvbel able to support both the
HRR liaison officer and the service provider in offering individuadtims knowledge and
guidance in relation to legal processes, as well as workinly thig victim to find other
appropriate resources.

2. Development of community partnerships with a wide variety of organizationsncluding
those that provide outreach services.

As a police officer in Vancouver noted, ‘the homeless’ are naalales population exhibiting
little change over time, but rather clusters of individuals and growipis differential

characteristics, movement patterns and norms. To reach out to th&t wigeber of people

59



within this population requires multiple points of contact. Thus, commuaitiners should be
drawn from the widest range of service organizations possible. Vepprepriate, such as in the
case of drop-in centres, community partners should be encourageckf eeports from non-
clients or ‘non-regulars’.

A number of respondents across each of the stakeholder groups alsdahattadsignificant
limitation of the Scottish model was that, at present, theren@aactive outreach component.
Thus, homeless individuals who do not access services (shelters, sergales) would
potentially be excluded from participation. In order to reach thebeiduals, the HRR liaison
officer should produce informational material about the program #rmabe passed on through
organizations that perform outreach. This material should contain thesnamd addresses of

those places that will accept reports from non-clients.

3. Police should attend meetings/interviews in plain clothes

A recurring theme in a number of interviews with homeless serusers was the view that
police officers are intimidating, particularly when dressed irfoam. Indeed, several police
officers interviewed were also sensitive to the fact that soree citizens can find their
uniforms ‘scary’, as one interviewee noted. As the comfort o¥iitten and their willingness to
trust are critical components of a successful Remote Repoxtatgns, we are recommending
that all police officers who contact victims and/or witnesseslation to a HRR report attend in
plain clothes.

Given the entrenched view within street communities that people egwtrvictimization are
‘rats’ and thus may be subject to retaliation, any steps whivle $& preserve the anonymity of

victims and/or withesses can be seen as necessary. Havicey @ffiters attend meetings and/or
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interviews both within and outside of the facilities offered byrmarorganizations can also play
a critical role in protecting complainant identities.

4. Participant organizations should have discreet private spaceavailable for taking
reports, victim-police interviews.

Concerns for protecting the identity of complaints are also themapy factor behind
recommending that report-taking and other activities relatddR& complaint (including
interviews and follow-up meetings) should be conducted in sphaesffer maximum privacy
in order to avoid ‘outing’ complainants. Where possible, spaces should bethagseserve
multiple functions so that a victim or witnesses presence thidr@ot garner suspicions. For
example, a resident of a shelter that also functions asf-avéwalhouse for paroled offenders
noted that “this building is a third convicts and you get seen wigtimgreports...convicts don’t
like rats.” Her solution was to have report-taking occur in spagel as a “counselor’s office

where it’s like you’d be having one of the meetings.”

5. Establish a training manual and seminar/workshop for service providers

The production of quality reports is vital for the successful diper@f a HRR program. Police
rely on these reports when conducting assessments of the utilityfooimation contained,
determining appropriate responses, interviewing individuals, and so onforbereis critical
that they be well-crafted and not contain extraneous and/or mislaaftingnation. Creating an
easy-to-use training manual with appropriate policies vedlisd in this endeavour, as will the
creation of training workshops, during which staff of partner organizatansask questions,

receive feedback and gain confidence in the HRR program as a whole.
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6. Annual training sessions should be scheduled for participating orgarasions.

In Edinburgh, service providers noted that a major impediment to pronastthgsing HRR was
the issue of staff turnover. Staffers who had received trainingan ¥ were frequently gone by
year 2. With continual turnover, some organizations had only one staff persoimad any
direct knowledge of HRR policies and procedures. Indeed, we visitdob#lteof one site that is
listed as a participant in the Scottish program, who had no knowledbe pfogram and was
unaware that her organization had agreed to participate. Furtheall nmtganizations will
generate sufficient numbers of reports to keep staff watbede in the procedures to be
employed. For these reasons, the HRR liaison officer should hold arainalg workshops for
community partners. These workshops will also provide another mechagisvhich relevant

new and/or old issues can be addressed.

7. Cultivating professional-personal ties across groups

One of the primary factors behind the implementation and subsequeratiapeof the
Edinburgh HRR model was that police and service providers had cuttigatensive positive
relations with members of the other group. In both Vancouver and Tommitce and service
providers interviewed stated that they had some positive metatvwith the other group, but felt
that more positive, direct communication needed to be fostereelsponse to the question what
would be needed in order for a HRR program to be successfullgnmeplted in Toronto, one
police officer stated, “I think there would have to be a lan@drmation passed, a lot of general
discussion on what our goals are and what their goals are.” 8ymn#aservice provider in
Vancouver noted, “That’s how we’re gonna get the whole Third Papgrting thing to make
sense. If personal relationships with the police are encouragedigmarted.” A liaison officer

specifically for the homeless community would go some distanaestering such contacts and
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communication. However, where possible, community and/or regular bge¢r®fshould
actively be encouraged to visit homeless service organizations alosva with staff and clients
in order to build relations.

8. Policy guidelines must be implemented with respect tevarrant checking and/or
execution of outstanding warrants

Several of the police officers we interviewed, most notably ifito;, were concerned about the
qguestion of whether they could or should be asked to use their discretioost exercise an
outstanding warrant for a victim. As was stated earlier pthiee practise of checking victims
for warrants is a significant barrier for many people wbemsidering reporting as an option. As
we also noted, to counter this concern, we had been advised that duerenfermal’ policy in
relation to the HRR program in Edinburgh whereby officers éserheir discretion for minor
offences. When discussed, this practise caused some officersoinmtd,oand to a lesser extent
Vancouver, noticeable consternation. However, a senior police commanderonto advised
that the TPS had already established a similar policy fdims of domestic violence in the
immigrant community. In interviews with other senior officersyés also felt that an internal
policy in relation to warrant checking could and should be developed. Spohcga should
provide designated officers (such as the HRR Liaison officel) thi# scope to exercise some

discretion with respect to when and where a warrant can be exercised.
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