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Executive Summary 

 Restorative justice (RJ) is a non-adversarial and non-retributive approach to justice that 

focuses on restoring relationships and repairing the harm caused by crime (Zehr, 2002). The 

criminal justice system plays an important role in RJ as the police, the Crown, probation and 

corrections may all refer offenders to RJ programs. While Youth Justice Committees (YJC), a 

provincial program sanctioned by the Ministry of Justice under the Extrajudicial Sanctions 

Program, are prominent in Alberta, RJ is still relatively new. There are 123 YJCs in Alberta 

compared to 12 RJ programs. The Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) officially adopted 

RJ as an alternative for non-violent offences in 1997; however, given the strong presence of the 

YJC model in Alberta it is not surprising that members have limited knowledge of RJ. Unlike a 

YJC, RJ programs can accept referrals for both youth and adults at the pre-charge, pre-sentence 

and post-conviction stages.  

 The purpose of this research project is to design a practical tool to support the RCMP 

Three Hills, Alberta, Detachment and the community in making decisions about developing a RJ 

program to use as an alternative approach to managing crime. The Three Hills RCMP 

Detachment provides policing services to a large area, comprised of six small municipalities. 

Services in the area are limited and all criminal cases are handled by a circuit court located 

outside of the community. A major challenge the Detachment faces is that there are no 

alternative programs in place to address crime at the pre-charge stage. The Detachment is eager 

to develop a partnership with the community to design a RJ program that gives members an 

alternative to deal with cases at the pre-charge and pre-sentence stages. This research project was 

developed in response to a lack of resources and programs available to address crime using a 

community-based model. The Three Hills RCMP saw an opportunity to partner with the 

community in hopes of moving towards a more restorative approach.  The role of the RCMP in 

RJ is that of a partner, working with communities to provide education and training to help them 

respond to crime locally. 

 This research project is divided into two deliverables to meet both the academic 

requirements for a DR 598 Report in the University of Victoria (UVic) Master of Arts in Dispute 

Resolution program and the needs of the Project Client, Three Hills RCMP Detachment. The 

first deliverable, “An alternative to retributive justice: Designing a restorative justice program in 

the community of Three Hills, Alberta,” summarizes findings from the literature, interviews with 

RJ practitioners and community input from a world café. This report provided background 

information for the second deliverable, the RJ framework. The framework is a practical tool that 

outlines: conditions in which a RJ model is an appropriate alternative, guidelines on forming a 

RJ program, recommendations on pilot and implementation phases and steps to starting a 

program. Although this project is location specific, these deliverables may assist other 

communities interested in developing RJ programs. There is limited research on RJ program 

design and these deliverables may help to highlight some of the barriers and successful practices 

of starting a RJ program. The research methods used to achieve these deliverables and meet the 

client's needs were a world café (consultation, education and engagement process) and 

interviews with RJ practitioners.  

 A world café is a collaborative process designed to engage people in conversations about 

issues that matter and to involve them in identifying and addressing challenges. The world café is 

a useful tool for sharing knowledge. It is designed to foster conversations using a series of open-
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ended questions. The purpose of hosting a world café on RJ was: (1) to engage local stakeholders 

in discussions about community values and how they may align with RJ; (2) give community 

members an opportunity to participate in the design process of a RJ program; and (3) empower 

them to think about innovative alternatives to respond to crime. The world café provided 

important information on the community values about crime, the current model of managing 

crime and the potential barriers to designing and implementing a RJ program. Discussions from 

the world café were recorded and analyzed using thematic analysis.  

 Interviews were conducted with ten RJ practitioners working in programs throughout 

Alberta and BC. Participants were recruited using expert sampling. Semi-structured interviews 

were conducted with practitioners to explore the necessary elements and features for designing a 

RJ program. The interview data was analyzed using thematic analysis to help identify themes 

and produce recommendations on RJ program development. The findings from the interviews 

compare responses from Alberta and BC practitioners - highlighting some of the unique features 

of programs in each province.    

 This study suggests that under certain conditions a RJ model would be an appropriate 

alternative to manage crime for the community of Three Hills. The conditions include: a 

demonstrated need, community involvement, a viable working relationship with the criminal 

justice system, understanding the values of RJ and sufficient resources (finances, infrastructure, 

training, etc.). Given that this project was developed in partnership with the Three Hills RCMP 

Detachment, they have taken on a leadership role. Transitioning responsibility of the program to 

community members while maintaining a strong relationship with the RCMP is recommended. 

This can largely be accomplished by moving forward with the pilot and implementation phases. 

Detailed recommendations on moving forward with the RJ pilot are outlined in the RJ 

Framework (see Appendix D). The Framework outlines key RJ terms, case management 

processes and a suggested organizational structure. It also explains how to conduct a conference 

and provides templates and resources to assist with program development. It is strongly 

recommended that the Three Hills RCMP Detachment and the community follow the 18 outlined 

steps to starting a RJ program. This will ensure that there is a proper foundation in place before 

the program begins accepting referrals.   

 The deliverables from this research project will be used by the newly incorporated Three 

Hills & Area Restorative Justice Society as they continue on their journey to starting a RJ 

program from the ground-up. It may also have implications for other communities and RJ 

practitioners by helping identify some of the necessary design features and elements of a RJ 

model and adding to the available resources on RJ program development.      
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1.0 Introduction 

 Restorative justice (RJ) is a non-adversarial and non-retributive approach to justice that 

focuses on restoring relationships and repairing the harm caused by crime (Zehr, 2002). The 

conventional justice system plays an important role in RJ processes as offenders are referred to 

RJ programs by the police, the Crown, the courts, corrections or parole (Cooley, 2002). In 1997, 

the RCMP officially adopted RJ practices as an alternative to the court system for non-violent 

offences (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003).  

 The Three Hills RCMP Detachment (north of Calgary, Alberta) is interested in designing 

an alternative program to address criminal matters within the community. Currently, all criminal 

charges are dealt with outside of the community in the Town of Drumheller, located 

approximately one hour away. Designing a RJ program for the Three Hills area will help address 

the impacts of crime on the victim and the community by allowing those who have a stake in the 

offence to participate in its resolution.  

 Although RJ practices were adopted by the RCMP in the late 1990s, it remains a 

relatively new concept for most RCMP members and communities. Many communities lack the 

knowledge and the capacity to design and implement a RJ program. The Three Hills RCMP 

Detachment believes that establishing a RJ program for the area is one way to increase 

understanding of RJ principles, involve the community in the process of responding to crime and 

promote collaboration between the justice system and the community.  

 In order to effectively involve communities in developing and implementing a RJ 

program, the Detachment has initiated this research project to design a RJ framework for the 

Three Hills area. The objectives of this project are twofold – to effectively engage community 

stakeholders in the design of a RJ program and to provide a framework that incorporates best 

practices from other RJ programs.  This research will identify barriers to developing a volunteer 

run RJ program, identify some of the necessary design features and elements of a RJ model and 

offer recommendations on moving forward with the pilot and implementation phases.  

1.1 Objectives and Deliverables  

 The primary objective of this research is to design a RJ framework to use as an 

alternative approach to managing crime in the Three Hills Detachment area. The research is 

divided into two deliverables to meet both the academic requirements for a DR 598 Report in the 

UVic Master of Arts in Dispute Resolution program and the needs of the Project Client, Three 

Hills RCMP Detachment.  

 1.1.1 Deliverable 1: provide a report entitled “An alternative to retributive justice: 

 Designing a restorative justice program in the community of Three Hills, Alberta” 

 The purpose of this report is to provide necessary context and background information 

and to explore some questions that are preliminary to designing a RJ program. The report will 

summarize findings from the literature, interviews with RJ practitioners and community input 

from a world café. It will provide important background information for the development of the 

RJ framework (Deliverable 2) by addressing the following questions:  
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 What conditions support the use of RJ as an appropriate alternative to manage 

crime for the community of Three Hills? 

 How can stakeholders in the Three Hills community be efficiently and effectively 

engaged in the design of a RJ model?   

 What are the necessary design features and elements of a RJ model? 

 1.1.2 Deliverable 2: design a framework for developing a restorative justice 

 program 

 The framework is a practical tool intended to support the Three Hills RCMP Detachment 

and the community to make decisions about the nature, design and development of a RJ 

program. Based on information from the report (Deliverable 1), this framework outlines:  

 Conditions in which a RJ model is an appropriate alternative or supplement to 

managing crime in the community. 

 Guidelines on the formation of a RJ program - RJ processes, case management, 

volunteers, organizational structure, program evaluation, etc..  

 Recommendations on moving forward with the pilot and implementation phases - 

what a RJ program could look like and how it could work.  

 Steps to starting a RJ program. 

 

This framework should be considered as a starting point to build from for the RCMP, partnering 

organizations and community members. Developing a program takes time and the needs of the 

community may change over time. Ongoing consultation with stakeholders will ensure that the 

framework continues to reflect community values and has the support of partnering agencies to 

move into the implementation phase.  

 These deliverables provide guidance on developing a RJ program in the Three Hills area. 

Although this project is location specific, these deliverables may assist other communities 

interested in developing RJ programs. There is limited research on RJ program design. Programs 

are typically designed to meet the specific needs of the individual community. This makes it 

challenging to develop best practices as programs are developed to respond to individual 

community needs. The differences in provincial legislation also impact RJ program development 

across Canada. These deliverables may help to highlight some of the barriers to and successful 

practices for starting a RJ program by compiling research from the literature, hosting a world 

café and documenting interviews with RJ practitioners.  

2.0 Background 

 The Three Hills RCMP Detachment provides policing services to a large area, comprised 

of several small rural communities: the Town of Three Hills, the Town of Trochu, the Village of 

Delburne, the Village of Elnora, Kneehill County and Red Deer County. Services in the area are 

limited and all criminal cases are handled by a circuit court located outside of the community.  

 The Three Hills Detachment has close working relationships with the municipalities, 

local business owners and residents and incorporates many values of community policing into its 

work. Community policing focuses on working in partnership with clients/communities to 

respond to crime and ensure continuous improvement to policing services (Royal Canadian 
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Mounted Police, 2008).  Members are actively involved in community activities and the 

Detachment has created local partnerships with municipalities, schools, organizations and 

residents. The RCMP has developed a Community Action Committee which includes 

representatives from communities within the Detachment area. This Committee meets monthly 

to share information and discuss issues and concerns about crime in the region. The goal of the 

Committee is to build and maintain relationships between the RCMP and the communities.  

 

 RJ fits with many principles of community policing; it is relationship focused, 

community-based and inclusive of stakeholders. The Detachment tries to use alternative methods 

to address criminal matters particularly in crimes involving youth. Typically, matters are referred 

to the Extrajudicial Sanctions Program. This Program was established as part of the Youth 

Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) and allows the RCMP to refer matters to the Crown with a request 

that the youth be given alternative sanctions such as a letter of apology, community service 

and/or restitution (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, 2008).  

 

 The Detachment has been reluctant to refer cases through the Extrajudicial Sanctions 

Program as it often creates more work for members. Without a YJC in place to manage referrals, 

the members often become responsible for meeting with the offender, contacting the victim and 

overseeing the restitution agreement. YJCs are volunteer committees designated by the Ministry 

of Justice and Solicitor General to oversee the Extrajudicial Sanctions Program in their 

community. There are restrictions on the types of eligible offences that may be referred to the 

Program (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, 2008) which limits not only the 

types of cases but the process for administering the Program. Extrajudicial sanctions provide an 

alternative within the criminal justice system to address offences at the pre-sentence stage.  

 

 A major challenge the Detachment faces is that there are no alternative programs in 

place to address crime at the pre-charge stage. RJ approaches may be employed at any stage in 

the justice process including: pre-charge (police diversion/Crown diversion/sanctions), pre-

sentence (court sanctions, namely, probation and/or custody) and post-sentence (for example, 

prison use of RJ) (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 2004). In 

cases where the RCMP does not proceed with criminal charges, there may still be harm to repair 

between the victim, the offender and the community. A RJ program would allow members to 

refer cases to RJ at the pre-charge stage. In cases where the RCMP proceeds with criminal 

charges, they may make recommendations to the Crown to refer the case to RJ under youth 

extrajudicial sanctions or adult alternative measures. The Crown reviews the case and decides 

whether or not to refer it. Programs must be designated as a YJC by the Ministry of Justice and 

Solicitor General and/or have an agreement in place with the Crown to receive pre-sentence 

referrals.     

  

 The Three Hills Detachment is eager to develop a partnership with the community to 

design a RJ program that gives members an alternative to deal with cases at the pre-charge and 

pre-sentence stages. This research project was developed in response to a lack of resources and 

programs available to address crime using a community-based model. The Detachment saw an 

opportunity to partner with the community in hopes of moving towards a more restorative 

approach.  The RCMP views its role in RJ as that of a partner, working with communities to 
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provide education and training to help them respond to crime locally (Chatterjee and Elliott, 

2003).  

3.0 Review of Literature 

3.1 Defining Restorative Justice 

 Retributive justice sees crime as a violation against the state and punishes offenders 

proportionate to the crime (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003). Unlike retributive justice, RJ sees crime 

as something done against the victim and the community and focuses on repairing the harm done 

by encouraging offenders to take responsibility for their actions The focus is on restoring 

relationships and repairing the harm caused by crime (Zehr, 2002).  

RJ can be defined as:  

 A process to involve, to the extent possible, those who are most involved in or have a 

 stake in a specific offence and to collectively identify and address harms, needs and 

 obligations in order to heal and put things as right as possible (Zehr, 2002, p.37). 

RJ is often seen as a set of principles rather than a particular practice (Shaw & Jane, 1998). The 

values upon which RJ is based are: 

 Crime is a violation of one person by another.  

 Crime is harmful to personal relationships and communities.                               

 Concern for victims and their needs.                                                             

 Emphasis on offender accountability - accepting the harm and consequences of their 

behaviour.                                                                                                                                                                

 Inclusion of those who have a stake in the offence by having them participate in its 

resolution. (Adapted from the Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011, p. 

2.)  

  RJ processes "are built around an encounter between the victim and the offender" 

(Cooley, 2002, p. 7). To participate in RJ, offenders must be prepared to take responsibility for 

their actions. The process is voluntary; victims and offenders must give informed consent before 

participating (Cooley, 2002). It is intended to be a safe meeting space for people to discuss ways 

to repair the harm and resolve the conflict in the presence of a trained facilitator (Cooley, 

2002).There are four main types of RJ processes (Shaw & Jane, 1998). All restorative processes 

are based on the same principle - to repair the harm caused by crime. The differences between 

models are procedural - seating arrangements, types of questions, cultural rituals and level of 

participation. The four main RJ models include:  

1. Community Conferencing - Conferences are typically conducted with the 

victim, the offender, supporters (family and/or friends of the victim and the 

offender), community members and the referring police officer. Participants 

typically sit in a circle with the victim and offender seated across from each other. 

Facilitators guide participants through a set of scripted questions addressing the 

consequences of the offence. Following the dialogue, participants create an 

agreement that focuses on repairing the harm (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013).   
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2. Community Accountability Panels - Panels are used in cases with no 

participating victim. The offender and his or her supporters meet with a panel of 

three community members who facilitate a dialogue about the offence. The panel 

takes an active role in the process by creating the restitution agreement with 

limited input from the offender, making decisions on behalf of the victim, the 

offender and the community (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and 

Solicitor General, 2004).  

 

3. Peacemaking Circles - Circles are rooted in traditional aboriginal practices. 

Participants typically include victims, offenders, family members, community 

members and justice officials. There is a high degree of participation by everyone 

in the circle and the process is guided by the Circle Keeper. Participants sit in a 

circle and take turns speaking using a talking piece. Ceremonies and rituals are 

often used to open and close the circle (White, 2006). The purpose of the circle is 

to heal and provide support to the victim and the offender. The circle may not 

result in an agreement.  

 

4. Victim Offender Mediation - Mediations occur between the victim and the 

offender in the presence of a trained mediator. This model does not include the 

community in the process and has the fewest number of participants. The 

mediator has no stake in the conflict as their role is to help participants reach an 

agreement. Mediations are most commonly used in post-conviction cases for 

incarcerated offenders (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor 

General, 2004).  

 Based on the differences between RJ models, some are considered less restorative than 

others. For example, it has been argued community accountability panels which do not directly 

include victims or community members in the process, are considerably less restorative than 

peacemaking circles which directly include victims, offenders, family members, justice officials 

and community members. In Canada, the most widely used RJ model is community conferencing 

(Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003). Many organizations have adopted this model because it is 

considered highly restorative; including the victim, the offender and/or a community 

representative in the process (2003).  

 The participatory nature of RJ is one of the major differences between a restorative 

process and a court process. By participating in the process of responding to crime, victims and 

offenders have an increased sense of fairness in the process and the resulting agreement 

(Braithwaite, 2007). The performance of agreements resulting from restorative processes is 

significantly higher than court orders (2007). This is not surprising given that court orders are 

imposed whereas RJ agreements are decided upon amongst the victim, the offender, supporters 

and community members. Inclusion in the process creates ownership over the outcome. "Family 

and friends are more powerful regulators of behavior than are the police and the courts" (2007, p. 

691).    

 Research has indicated that many victims are not satisfied with the court process because 

they feel excluded (Cooley, 2002). According to Cooley (2002), the court system essentially 

assumes that the victim and the Crown are one and the same (2002). This largely excludes 
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victims from the process except in cases where they participate as witnesses or give victim 

impact statements (2002). This exclusion often results in victims having unanswered questions 

about why the offence occurred and whether they will receive compensation (2002). RJ gives the 

victim and the community an opportunity to participate in the justice process, to get answers to 

their questions and to negotiate an agreement. Victims are supported throughout the process. If 

they do not wish to attend the conference, they may still participate by writing a letter or telling 

the facilitator what they would like to see in the agreement. Restorative processes can be adapted 

to meet the needs of participants while maintaining the key values of RJ.  

3.2 Restorative Justice and the Criminal Justice System  

 Although RJ is often considered an alternative process to managing crime, it is part of the 

criminal justice system. RJ programs rely on the criminal justice system for referrals and 

building partnerships with referring agents is key to establishing a successful program. The 

formal justice system can support RJ programs by "helping the community build the necessary 

skills to handle conflict [...] and providing resources to support volunteer involvement" (Pranis, 

1997, n.p.). Including provincial judges, Crown counsel, defense counsel, corrections, probation 

and police officers in discussions about RJ will help strengthen relationships (British Columbia 

Ministry of Attorney General, 2003). 

 Understanding the differences between the criminal justice system and RJ is an important 

step in bridging the gap between these two approaches. The chart below outlines some of the key 

differences between the traditional criminal justice system and RJ. 

Two Different Views (Zehr, 2002, p. 21) 

Criminal Justice 

 

Restorative Justice 

Crime is a violation of the law and the state.             Crime is a violation of people and 

relationships. 

Violations create guilt.                             

                 

Violations create obligations.                                               

Justice requires the state to determine blame 

and impose punishment. 

Justice involves victims, offenders, and 

community members in an effort to put things 

right.  

Central focus: offenders getting what they 

deserve. 

Central focus: victim needs and offender 

responsibility for repairing harm.  

  

3.3 Restorative Justice and the RCMP 

 The formal use of RJ approaches by the RCMP began in the early nineties (Deukmedjian, 

2008). Following the implementation of family group conferences (FGC) in police departments 



 
 

12 | P a g e  
 

across Australia, other countries began to take note of the successes of this policing model 

(Deukmedjian, 2008). In 1995, the RCMP Detachment in Sparwood, BC was the first to 

implement the FGC model in Canada (Deukmedjian, 2008). This program was initiated 

internally "without knowledge or consent of upper management" (Deukmedjian, 2008, p. 123). It 

gained national recognition by the RCMP following review of the program and research 

demonstrating a direct fifty percent annual reduction of youth offending (Deukmedjian, 2008). 

The RCMP adapted the FGC model in a program called Community Justice Forums (CJF), 

designed to divert less serious crimes out of the criminal justice system (Cormier, 2002). 

"Conferencing has appealed to the formal criminal justice system" (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003, 

p. 357) because it can reduce court costs, directly include affected parties in the process and 

reintegrate offenders back into communities (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003).  

 Despite these benefits, a shift in policy to intelligence-led policing saw the de-

prioritization of RJ and community policing by the RCMP beginning in 2002 (Deukmedjian, 

2008). Although RJ was de-prioritized at a policy level, many detachments have continued to see 

the benefits of RJ. Many provinces have developed restorative responses to crime that 

demonstrate RJ is part of the criminal justice system. As new programs continue to emerge, 

existing programs have maintained the support of local police, the Crown and probation. It is 

important to note that the shift in policy has not changed the attitudes of partners who believe in 

a community-based approach to crime. This is evidenced by the large number of RJ programs 

throughout Canada and the activity levels of the provincial associations, the Canadian 

Restorative Justice Consortium and RJ certificate and training programs. The impact of the 

policy change has yet to be captured and requires further research into the link between the de-

prioritization of RJ by the RCMP and the number of referrals to RJ programs. Research into this 

topic may help to determine whether or not the lack of national police support has in fact reduced 

collaborative efforts between the criminal justice system and RJ practitioners.   

 Regardless of this policy shift, police continue to play an important role in RJ; however, 

what that role should be remains largely unanswered. The level of police involvement in RJ has 

been a long standing debate among practitioners. RJ is based on the principle of community 

development, which is defined as a process to empower individuals and communities to 

participate in effectively achieving their desired outcomes (Alberta Ministry of Culture, 2014). 

The level of police involvement in RJ has often come into question. Many practitioners fear that 

police presence may impact building community capacity to manage crime. The initial CJF 

program trained RCMP members to act as facilitators (Deukmedjian, 2008); evolving to include 

individuals outside of the RCMP such as "members of other police forces, educators, social 

workers and volunteers" (Chatterjee, 2000, p. 35). Many question whether police should "act as 

facilitators in conferences or attend as interested parties (i.e. the arresting officers)" (Chatterjee 

and Elliott, 2003, p. 358) given their position of power. If they do attend, what requirements are 

there around attending while on duty?  Does the presence of an officer in uniform change the 

dynamic of the RJ process? Should officers be encouraged to be involved in RJ outside of work 

hours or to attend in plain clothes? Some RJ programs have developed policies to address police 

involvement in RJ processes. These policies address some of the concerns around the level of 

involvement, when it may or may not be appropriate to participate and whether officers should 

attend while on duty.    
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 Whether or not police participate in the restorative process, they play an important role as 

referring agents. Police may use their discretionary powers to decide whether or not to proceed 

with criminal charges. It is up to the arresting officer to decide to refer a case to RJ. A referral 

can be made directly by the officer at the pre-charge stage or through recommendations to the 

Crown at the pre-sentence stage. The criteria to be applied when individual officers choose 

whether or not to refer a case to RJ, remains an ongoing debate, both within police agencies and 

among RJ practitioners. Moving forward there needs to be an ongoing dialogue with police 

agencies and RJ agencies (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003) on the role of police as "referral agents 

and supporters of community-based justice"(Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003, p. 358). These 

conversations will help police consider RJ as an alternative to the courts and develop an 

understanding of what cases may be appropriate to refer.  

3.4 Restorative Justice in Alberta 

 The Government of Alberta supports RJ through the Ministry of Justice and Solicitor 

General Crime Prevention and Restorative Justice Unit. The primary role of this unit is to 

provide financial assistance through Community Restorative Justice Grants. These grants support 

the delivery of RJ programs throughout the Province (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor 

General, 2013). The Ministry also assists with the designation of YJCs. YJCs may be considered 

a type of RJ process that encourages the victim, the offender and the community to be involved 

in repairing the harm caused by an offence (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, 

2013). These are volunteer committees that are operated in communities. In Alberta, there are 

123 YJCs with over 1500 volunteers (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, 2013). 

These committees are more commonly used in Alberta than other Canadian provinces (Hann & 

Associates, 2003).   

 The movement towards using restorative processes for youth began with the revelation 

that more youth are imprisoned in Canada than any other Western country (Canadian Resource 

Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011). The YCJA which replaced the Young Offender's Act, 

encourages the use of extrajudicial sanctions to address youth crime (Canadian Resource Centre 

for Victims of Crime, 2011). Extrajudicial sanctions are designed to encourage young persons to 

acknowledge and repair the harm they cause to the victim and the community. Section 18 of the 

Act allows YJCs to assist in any aspect of the administration of the Act or in any programs or 

services for young offenders (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, 2013). The 

Province of Alberta supports the use of RJ in youth crimes through YJCs, which may administer 

the Extrajudicial Sanctions Program or act as the Sentence Advisory (Alberta Ministry of Justice 

and Solicitor General, 2013). While these committees are sanctioned by the Province, they are 

often considered less restorative because they do not directly include the victim or the 

community in the process. 

 In addition to YJCs, there are also a number of RJ programs in Alberta. According to the 

Canadian Inventory of Restorative Justice Programs and Services (Correctional Services Canada, 

2012), there are four provincial RJ programs and eight regional RJ programs in Alberta. There is 

also a provincial non-profit society, the Alberta Restorative Justice Association (ARJA), which is 

composed of organizations and individuals dedicated to supporting and encouraging the 

development of RJ programs in Alberta (ARJA, 2011). ARJA is "a collective voice to strengthen 

restorative justice in Alberta communities" (ARJA, 2011, n.p.) and works to increase 

understanding, accessibility and awareness of RJ (ARJA, 2011).  
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 Comparatively, RJ programs in Alberta fall behind other Canadian provinces. The 

majority of programs operate within the YJC framework, meaning that only certain minor 

offences are eligible and the majority of referrals occur pre-sentence through the Extrajudicial 

Sanctions Program. Many programs have expressed frustration over difficulties in building 

relationships with partners in the criminal justice system, particularly the Crown. The police are 

often reluctant to divert cases to RJ at the pre-charge stage, especially in more serious cases. This 

is because if pre-charge referrals are unsuccessful, no further action can be taken. If the offender 

does not comply with the terms of the RJ agreement, "the Crown has no legal authority to 

prosecute the original offence" (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor 

General, 2004, p. 25). For pre-sentence referrals, a charge has been laid and if the process is 

unsuccessful, the offender will be referred back to the courts for sentencing. In the case of pre-

sentence referrals, programs rely on the Crown to consider the recommendations of the police 

and refer the case back to RJ. The major challenge in Alberta is getting buy-in from the Crown to 

refer cases back to RJ programs, particularly for adult offenders. Other provinces such as British 

Columbia (BC) and Nova Scotia have been able to successfully build relationships and work 

with the criminal justice system to support RJ. Both  provinces have adopted very different 

models for administering RJ and reflect a stronger provincial mandate to support a restorative 

approach than does Alberta.  

4.0 Research Methodology 

 The research methods used for this project consist of a world café (consultation, 

education and engagement process) and interviews with RJ practitioners. These methods focus 

on exploring the following research questions:  

 What conditions support the use of RJ as an appropriate alternative to manage 

crime for the community of Three Hills? 

 How can stakeholders in the Three Hills community be efficiently and effectively 

engaged in the design of a RJ model?   

 What are the necessary design features and elements of a RJ model? 

Findings from the world café and interviews provide insight into the key design features of a RJ 

model and the development of a RJ program, both at the local level (in the context of Three 

Hills) and more broadly (in the context of other Alberta programs) .  

4.1 World Café Model 

 A world café is a collaborative process to engage people in conversations about issues 

that matter and advance those conversations into action. An important purpose of the world café 

is to create change by having participants not only identify challenges but to implement 

solutions. The design of the world café is based on the assumption that people have within them 

the capacity to recognize and address challenges (Brown and Isaacs, 2005). The world café 

philosophy is similar to RJ in that the parties most involved in a crime have the capacity to 

"collectively identify and address harms, needs and obligations" (Zehr, 2002, p. 37). Based on 

these similarities, the world café was chosen as the best method to engage the community in 

discussions about the possibility of using a RJ model as an alternative to manage crime in the 

Three Hills area.  
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 The world café is a useful tool for sharing knowledge. It is designed to foster 

conversations using a series of open-ended questions. Individuals participate in rounds that 

encourage them to think, discuss and share ideas, guided by a series of questions (Brown and 

Isaacs, 2005). Following the rounds of small group conversations, the larger group comes 

together to reflect on their discussions and connect ideas. This is intended to reveal the collective 

wisdom in the room.    

 The following principles are used in designing a world café process: 

1. Set the Context - determine the purpose for bringing people together, identify the 

participants and consider parameters such as time, money and venue. 

 

2. Create Hospitable Space - consider how to design the process to create a welcoming 

environment from the invitations to the physical setup of the room. 

 

3. Explore Questions that Matter - develop open-ended questions that invite exploration 

relevant to the purpose.  

 

4. Encourage Everyone's Contributions - limit the number of participants at each table, 

use a talking piece to encourage equal opportunities to participate and provide markers 

and paper for individuals to use. 

 

5. Connect Diverse Perspectives - participants move beyond initial positions and opinions 

by moving among tables, talking with new people and sharing ideas. 

 

6. Listen Together for Insights - encourage people to listen with curiosity and be open to 

discovering new possibilities. 

 

7. Share Collective Discoveries - following café rounds, encourage the whole group to 

reflect on conversations and link these insights to the overall discussion. (Adapted from 

Brown and Issacs, 2005, p. 174) 

 

 4.1.2 Application of the World Café Model 

 

 A world café on RJ was hosted in Three Hills, Alberta on April 9, 2013. The principles 

outlined above were considered in the design of the RJ world café; however, the process was 

adapted to fit the needs of the community and the research project. The process was designed in 

collaboration with Victor Moisan, a community development facilitator with the Alberta 

Ministry of Culture. The Ministry provides free facilitation services to strengthen and build 

capacity in community groups, non-profit organizations and municipalities throughout Alberta 

(Alberta Ministry of Culture, 2014). Having the assistance of an experienced facilitator helped to 

develop focused questions and capture information from participants.   

 

 The purpose of the event was: (1) to engage local stakeholders in discussions about 

community values and how they may align with RJ; (2) give community members an 

opportunity to participate in the design process of a RJ program; and (3) empower them to think 

about innovative alternatives to respond to crime. The event was open to all community 
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members and advertised in the local newspaper and community newsletters. Invitations were 

also sent to community organizations. In total, twenty-six individuals participated in the world 

café. Participation was voluntary and all participants signed a consent form.  

 The Three Hills community hall was chosen as the location for the event largely because 

it was a neutral venue, easily accessible and accommodated the anticipated number of 

participants. Three Hills is also the largest municipality in the Detachment area. Consideration 

was given to the idea of hosting multiple world cafés in other municipalities. However, given the 

time constraints and close proximity of the communities, it was decided that one event would be 

hosted in Three Hills. The room was arranged into a café-style environment with small round 

tables decorated with tablecloths and centrepieces. Refreshments were also served. One of the 

major principles of the world café model is that hospitable space encourages equal opportunities 

to participate (Brown and Issacs, 2005).  This was observable in the RJ world café as the 

welcoming environment helped engage participants in conversation (2005).  

 The format of the world café often depends on the purpose of the event and who is 

hosting it. The job of the café host or hosting team is to welcome people, invite them to their 

seats, answer any questions and explain the purpose and the process of the world café (Brown 

and Issacs, 2005). It may also be appropriate to provide context for the matter being discussed. In 

the case of the RJ world café, it was necessary to begin with a short presentation on the 

principles, values and goals of RJ. Many participants were unfamiliar with the concept of RJ; 

introducing these principles provided a catalyst for discussion. Following the presentation, there 

was a group debrief to explore what stood out from the information presented and what was 

encouraging or exciting about that information. 

 Following the group debrief, the conversation rounds commenced. Conversations were 

developed around a series of open-ended questions, designed to invite exploration (see Appendix 

A for the world café questions). Questions were broken into two rounds of conversation. The 

first round focused more on the broader picture looking at the benefits of developing a RJ 

program, the types of crimes a program could address and what a program might look like. The 

second round focused more on implementation issues such as how to start a RJ program, who 

should be involved and the challenges of developing a program. Conversations between five or 

six participants took place simultaneously at each table. Each table had a host chosen by the 

researcher prior to the event who was responsible for recording the conversations on a flip chart. 

The role of the table host was to engage in the conversation, capture the discussions of the group 

and share key ideas with participants who arrived for the next round (Brown and Issacs, 2005). 

The table host was not a formal facilitator, they participated in the conversations and helped the 

group capture the key ideas (Brown and Issacs, 2005).  

 The structure of the conversations depends on the design of the world café. The decision 

was made in the case of the RJ world café to limit the conversations to two rounds because of 

time constraints. Following each round table groups shared highlights from their discussions 

with the whole group. Sharing these ideas as a larger group helped connect participants to the 

larger conversation and share collective discoveries (Brown et. al. 2007).  Participants were 

directed to move to a new table at the end of the first round. By moving among tables, 

participants had an opportunity to talk to new people, share new ideas and move beyond initial 

positions (Brown and Isaacs, 2005). The table hosts remained at each table to share ideas and 
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insights from the previous round and capture the highlights from the second round of discussions 

(see Appendix B for the world café agenda).  

 The world café engaged the community in a discussion about community values on crime 

and safety. The hope was that individuals may begin to see links between their community 

values and RJ values. The world café provided important information on the community values 

about crime, the current model of managing crime and the potential barriers to designing a RJ 

program.  

4.2 Interviews with Practitioners 

 Semi-structured interviews were conducted with practitioners. This type of interview 

format was selected as it is relational, creating a conversation between the interviewer and 

interviewee. It also allows for flexibility as the interviewer may deviate from the interview 

questions by asking additional questions or skipping questions depending on the direction of the 

conversation. A set of twenty-one open-ended questions was developed to examine the following 

topics: program development, volunteers, case management and program implementation (see 

Appendix C for interview questions).  

 The purpose of the interviews was to explore the necessary elements and features for 

designing a RJ program. Programs are often developed from the ground-up, based on the 

individual needs of the community. This makes it difficult to identify best practices and key 

features of a RJ model. The practical knowledge gained from these interviews and the anecdotal 

information from specific RJ cases, helped highlight the unique features and find similarities 

between programs. 

 Interviews were conducted with RJ practitioners working in programs throughout Alberta 

and BC. For the purposes of this research project, RJ practitioners are considered as employees 

or board members of a RJ program and/or a YJC with extensive knowledge of RJ principles and 

experience conducting RJ processes. Participants were recruited using expert sampling because 

participants were required to have specific knowledge and expertise in RJ (Trochim, 2006). 

Using formal networks such as ARJA and the BC Directory of Restorative Justice Programs, 

Agencies and Contacts, program coordinators were contacted by email and phone using 

recruitment scripts.  

 Ten interviews were conducted with five participants from Alberta and five participants 

from BC. RJ practitioners from Alberta were chosen because the research project is based in 

Three Hills, Alberta. BC practitioners were recruited to provide additional information on well-

established RJ programs as RJ is widely practiced as a diversionary program to the traditional 

criminal justice system in that province. There are many programs offered throughout BC both in 

small remote communities and large urban centres. The diversity of programs and commitment 

to best practices has helped BC establish a large RJ network. The recruitment of participants 

from Alberta and BC helped to identify the necessary design features and elements of a RJ 

model.    

  Interviews were conducted by phone with the exception of two interviews which were 

conducted in person at the request of the participants, a couple of the interviews were conducted 

at the beginning of June 2013 and the majority were conducted in September 2013. The 
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interview responses were recorded by typed notes. The decision was made to not record and 

transcribe the interviews because it changes the dynamic of the conversation and introducing 

recording equipment may make interviewees uncomfortable (Eliot, 2010). To ensure accuracy, 

the interviewer regularly summarized the captured information to participants. This helped 

clarify the meaning of participants' responses without imposing meaning on them (Eliot, 2010).         

 Participation in the interviews was voluntary and informed written consent was obtained 

from all participants. The collection of data was related to the processes and activities within the 

RJ programs and not the participants themselves. The identity of participants is not linked to 

specific contributions. Responses were recorded noting only the location of participants to 

compare programs in Alberta and BC. Despite the precautions taken to ensure confidentiality, 

participants were notified of some limitations to confidentiality due to the selective sampling and 

the relatively small number of interview participants.  

 The interview data was analyzed using thematic analysis. Thematic analysis involves 

(Ryan & Bernard, 2003, p. 85): (1) discovering themes and subthemes, (2) winnowing themes to 

a manageable few (i.e., deciding which themes are important in any project), (3) building 

hierarchies of themes or code books, and (4) linking themes into theoretical models. Discovering 

themes helps researchers describe, compare and explain the data (Ryan & Bernard, 2003). 

Analyzing the data for themes may be done using an inductive approach meaning the researcher 

discovers themes directly from the data (Ryan & Bernard, 2003) or using an a priori approach 

where the researcher uses literature, theories, local constructs and personal experiences to 

identify themes (Ryan & Bernard, 2003). It is difficult to use a purely inductive approach to 

analyze the data because it requires that the researcher put aside previous knowledge and 

prejudices to concentrate on finding new themes (Miller, 2012). This study used both an 

inductive and an a priori approach. Themes emerged from both the data and from the researcher's 

prior understanding of RJ (Ryan & Bernard, 2003).  

 The data was analyzed based on Creswell's (2009) approach to data analysis in qualitative 

research: 

 

 Step 1. Organize and prepare the data for analysis: This involves sorting and 

arranging the data to be analyzed. The interview responses were entered into a 

spreadsheet, separating all of the responses into two categories: (1) BC and (2) Alberta.  

 

 Step 2. Read through all the data: Review and reflect on the data to get a general sense 

of the information and the overall meaning.  

 

 Step 3. Begin detailed analysis with a coding process: Coding helps condense a large 

amount of data into a summary format (Miller, 2012). Paragraphs of text were pulled out 

from the interview responses and placed into another spreadsheet. From this spreadsheet, 

words were highlighted in different colours to indicate different codes. Codes were 

identified through word repetitions, key-words-in-context, compare and contrast and 

metaphors and analogies (Miller, 2012).  
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 Step 4. Use the coding process to generate a description of the categories or themes 

for analysis: A small number of themes were generated, using the established codes, to 

inform the overall study.  

Following these steps, the data was validated to ensure accuracy of the information. This was 

done by triangulating different data sources, examining evidence from the literature review and 

world café responses to justify themes (Creswell, 2009).  

4.3 Assumptions & Limitations 

 There are several limitations to the research methodology: (1) sample size (2) semi-

structured interviews (3) data recording and (4) researcher bias. 

 4.3.1 Sample Size 

 Small sample size affects the generalizability of the findings and limits the ability to 

apply results to a broader theory (Creswell, 2009). The small sample size is in part due to the 

type of research methodologies. The world café was a public event open to any residents living 

in Three Hills and the surrounding communities. In total, there were twenty-six participants, 

which is a small percentage of the total population of the area. The location of the world café 

may have limited the number of participants. There were a limited number of participants from 

the Delburne and Elnora communities, which are furthest away from Three Hills. The decision to 

host only one world café was based on time and financial constraints.  

 A large number of RJ practitioners were recruited using the RJ directories. In total, 

twenty-six were contacted by email and four were contacted by phone. Out of the thirty 

individuals contacted, ten agreed to participate in the interviews. Some individuals responded 

following the data collection process, others indicated they were unable to participate due to 

other commitments and the remaining did not respond to the request. Using interviews as a 

research method is more time-intensive than other methods such as surveys or questionnaires. 

This limited the number of interviews that could be completed.       

 4.3.2 Semi-structured Interviews 

 The use of semi-structured interviews affected the researcher's ability to compare data. 

The practitioners interviewed were all from different RJ programs that delivered a variety of 

services. This made it difficult to compare data because not all interview questions were 

applicable to practitioners. For example, the section on volunteers was not relevant for a 

participant who works with a program that does not have any volunteers. The conversational 

nature of the interviews also meant that participants would often elaborate on other areas of their 

program or personal experiences. This made it difficult to capture and categorize information.  

 4.3.3 Data Recording 

 Limitations exist in the data collection from the world café and interviews because of 

how it was recorded. The world cafe responses were documented by table hosts and typed by the 

researcher. The richness of data is limited because participants discussed and shared information 

that was not captured. Only the overarching concepts were documented and analyzed as part of 

the study. Written and typed notes were used to capture interview data. The limitation of not 
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recording the interviews is that the researcher is unable to repeatedly review or examine 

responses, so the responses may be considered less accurate (Eliot, 2010.).  

 4.3.4 Researcher Bias 

 Researcher bias is often part of qualitative research as the interpretation of the findings is 

subjective (Creswell, 2009). It is important to note the several personal assumptions that 

informed the development of this study: 

 RJ is an effective alternative to managing crime. 

 Programs should be designed to meet the individual needs of the community. 

 Best practices exist on developing and implementing RJ processes.  

 RJ is part of the criminal justice system. 

 RJ can be used for serious offences.  

 YJCs are not restorative in nature.  

5.0 Findings and Discussion 

 This section presents the findings from the world café and the ten interviews conducted 

with RJ practitioners. The purpose of the world café was to engage stakeholders in discussions 

about the conditions in which RJ may be an appropriate alternative to manage crime in the 

community. The purpose of the interviews was to gain practical knowledge about developing and 

implementing a RJ program from practitioners in Alberta and BC. Findings from the interviews 

were used to help identify the necessary design features and elements of a RJ model. Based on 

the different purposes of the research methods, the findings are presented separately to highlight 

findings from the world café and the interviews.     

5.1 World Café Summary   

 One important purpose of the world café could not be documented - engaging the 

community in discussions about RJ. Having community members participate in the world café 

demonstrated an interest in RJ. Based on the number of participants and cross-section of 

stakeholders, the world café can be seen as an effective way of engaging stakeholders in the 

design of a RJ model. The findings capture the ideas generated from participants about what a RJ 

program might look like, the potential challenges of implementing a program and how to move 

forward with development. The following categories emerged from a thematic analysis of 

participants' responses at the world café: (1) benefits, (2) challenges, (3) resources and (4) the 

criminal justice system. Further analysis and interpretation of these categories is discussed 

below.  

 5.1.1 Benefits 

 Participants believed that a RJ program would be beneficial for the community. Many of 

the reasons given in support of a RJ program are consistent with findings from the literature. 

From the responses, the main benefits noted were:  

 community involvement; 

 victim involvement; 

 offender accountability; 
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 repairing relationships; 

 creating understanding; 

 more durable resolutions. 

 Community members were particularly drawn to the idea of community involvement as 

part of RJ. The development of partnerships and recognizing community values were noted by 

participants as a good thing. Implementing a community-based approach to managing crime 

appealed to participants. There was also mention that RJ demonstrates empathy for victims and 

offenders, acknowledging that all are part of the community. Community was an important value 

for participants. They connected with the idea of including the individuals directly impacted by 

the crime as well as the larger community in a restorative process.  

 Participants also discussed the benefits of RJ for victims and offenders. Favourable 

outcomes flowing from victims' participation may include: satisfaction with the justice process, 

expressing the impact of the offence and getting to participate in the resolution. Often victims 

feel excluded in the court process (Cooley, 2002) and dissatisfied with the outcome. 

Accountability was an important theme identified by participants. It was discussed in relation to 

offenders having a chance to change, address the root causes of crime and stay out of the court 

system. Some participants felt that the process should only be for first-time offenders while 

others thought second-time offenders should be considered. Overall, participants felt that RJ was 

not a soft approach to crime but an approach that focuses on accountability, allowing those 

directly impacted by crime to participate in the justice process.  

 Relationships are central to any restorative approach. The importance of repairing 

relationships relates to the RJ value of repairing the harm caused by crime (Zehr, 2002). Creating 

a safe space where participants can talk about the crime, its impact and participate in its 

resolution helps rebuild relationships. RJ is an opportunity to create understanding for victims 

and offenders. Victims often have questions that go unanswered in the court system such as why 

the offence occurred and if they will receive compensation (Cooley, 2002). While victims may 

read a victim impact statement in court, offenders may not understand the full impact of the 

crime. RJ provides an opportunity for direct dialogue between victims and offenders that helps 

create understanding about the crime and its impact. Focusing on the underlying causes of crime 

and giving offenders the chance to understand the impact of the offence was seen by participants 

as being a more effective approach than court. The overall consensus among participants was 

that RJ is beneficial because it focuses on repairing relationships, includes victims in the process 

and creates understanding of the impacts of crime. 

 The importance of relationships and creating understanding are often highlighted in the 

literature as the main differences between RJ and the traditional criminal justice system. These 

factors arguably contribute to one of the most valued outcomes of restorative processes which is 

a reduction in recidivism rates. Participants generally felt that the resolution from a restorative 

process would be more durable than the court process because it set the offender up for success, 

allowed for more than one option and included a sense of remorse. These responses are 

consistent with the research which has found that RJ is "more effective in ensuring offender 

compliance with restitution agreements" (Latimer et al., 2001, p. 137) compared to offenders not 

participating in RJ. The high performance rate of RJ agreements is connected to the level of 
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involvement of the victim, the offender and the community in crafting the agreement together 

(Braithwaite, 2007).  

  

 5.1.2 Challenges 

 Many of the identified challenges were related to funding, meeting space, promoting the 

program and deciding on guidelines. Participants were concerned with the practical 

considerations of how the program would be implemented, such as finding the right coordinator 

and establishing an advisory committee. Concerns were raised about the commitment level of 

volunteers and the recruiting process. Finding the right volunteers to facilitate RJ cases was seen 

as a potential challenge. Participants identified a need for screening processes to assess 

volunteers' attitudes about justice, ensuring they adopted restorative and not punitive attitudes. 

Comments reflected an understanding among participants of the sensitive nature of RJ; working 

with victims and offenders requires sensitivity to participants' emotional and physical safety, 

mental fitness and general ability to participate meaningfully in the process (Restorative Justice 

Victoria, 2013). Practitioners have a duty to ensure they work responsibly and sensitively in a 

way that does not bring further harm to any party (2013). 

 Challenges specific to the community were also raised. The Three Hills RCMP cover a 

large geographical area which some participants thought could be a challenge because of the 

diversity of crimes in each community. Issues of confidentiality were also a concern, especially 

given the small size of the communities. Participants questioned how information would be kept 

confidential within the communities. These community concerns are addressed in the Three Hills 

& Area Restorative Justice Framework (see Appendix D), suggesting ways to address diversity 

of crimes and to maintain confidentiality before, during and after the RJ process.    

5.1.3 Resources 

 Participants identified a number of resources that would be needed to implement a RJ 

program. These included finding a committed and knowledgeable coordinator, developing 

training opportunities, educating community members on RJ and funding to support these 

initiatives.     

Coordinator: Participants felt it would be necessary to have a coordinator in place who would 

be responsible for overseeing the program. The coordinator should be committed to RJ, have a 

vested interest in the community and support volunteers throughout the development of a 

program. Having the financial resources in place to hire a coordinator was seen as one of the first 

steps to starting a program.   

Training: Having a commitment from volunteers to be trained and dedicated to facilitating cases 

was brought up by a number of participants. Similar to the role of the coordinator, the role of 

volunteers was seen as necessary for the program. The program could start accepting referrals 

once volunteers were trained as RJ facilitators. The suggestion was made to learn from other 

programs, finding out what worked and what didn't worked in other communities. 

Education: Education and promoting the program were suggested as important ongoing 

activities. Many participants were unfamiliar with RJ or had limited knowledge. They felt that 
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educating stakeholders would help develop the program, recruit volunteers and build 

partnerships. Promotion of the program through regular communication with stakeholders and 

advertising were suggested as ways to raise awareness about the program.  

Funding: Funding was highlighted by many participants as one of the challenges to 

implementing a RJ program. Participants felt that funding was an important first step in starting 

the program. There was an expressed concern that without funding the program would not be 

successful. Adequate funding is needed to implement many of the other steps such as hiring a 

coordinator, training volunteers and developing educational materials.  

 5.1.4 Criminal Justice System 

 The relationship between the criminal justice system and RJ was a focal point of 

discussions. The Three Hills RCMP expressed their support for RJ through members' 

participation in the world café discussions. The Crown and probation were notified of the world 

café but they did not participate. Responses from participants showed a need to include the 

RCMP, the Crown and the courts in the RJ program. Developing a partnership with these 

agencies was seen as a priority to move the program forward.  

 5.1.5 Overview 

 The overall findings from the world café conclude that participants are in favour of 

implementing a RJ program. Participants were engaged in the discussions and raised many 

important considerations. Finding a way to effectively gather input from the community was the 

overall purpose of the world café. Despite the small sample size, the world café provided 

findings that helped contribute to the Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Framework (see 

Appendix D). The event was an opportunity for stakeholders to learn more about RJ, engage in 

conversations about how to address crime in the community and start forming partnerships.  

5.2 Summary of Interview Responses 

 Interviews were conducted with ten RJ practitioners, five from Alberta and five from BC. 

The researcher chose to compare RJ programs in Alberta and BC to help identify some of the 

necessary design features and elements of a RJ model. BC was chosen because of the strong 

support for RJ from the criminal justice system and the community. The comparison is designed 

to highlight some of the unique features of programs in each province and similarities in RJ 

practices.  Given the nature of the data collection, it was difficult to generate a small number of 

themes. This is largely because many of the questions were targeted at specific program features. 

The findings are organized into four categories: (1) program development, (2) volunteers, (3) 

case management and (4) program implementation. Each of these categories identifies themes 

related to specific design features and compares the responses of Alberta and BC practitioners. 

The information is organized into tables to help compare responses from BC and Alberta 

practitioners.    

 5.2.1 Program Development 

 RJ programs are typically developed from the ground-up, meaning that community 

members take collective action to identify and address community needs. This makes it 

challenging to capture information about program development. Another difficulty is that many 
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of the practitioners interviewed were not founding members of their programs. In these cases, 

information came second-hand from past employees and/or board members. Minimal 

information had been recorded during the beginning phases of the program, making it difficult 

for current staff to know or recall information about program development. Despite the 

challenges of recalling such specifics, practitioners shared valuable information about their 

experiences developing, adapting and growing their programs at later points in time. This section 

focuses on: how programs were developed, motives for developing programs, community crime 

concerns, clientele and RJ models. All of these elements are key components to consider in 

starting a RJ program.  

How Programs Were Developed 

 

BC Alberta 

Primary early partnerships with: community 

organizations, social service agencies, political 

leaders and the Crown. 

Primary early partnerships with: police, 

probation and community members. 

Program design modeled after: existing 

programs through coalitions and resource 

sharing. 

Program design modeled after: YJC template 

delivered through probation 

Initial impetuous for program typically from 

community members such as concerned 

citizens, business owners, social workers and 

community organizations.  

Initial impetuous for program typically from 

justice system representatives such as police 

and probation.  

 

 

 Practitioners from BC noted that their programs were modeled after other successful 

programs. This is likely related to the experiences of these practitioners in developing programs 

that had been shut down or transforming existing programs. Collaboration was identified as 

being key to the development of their programs. Reference was made to partnerships with 

community organizations, social service agencies, political leaders and the criminal justice 

system.  BC Programs were typically developed as grassroots initiatives and/or partnerships with 

community organizations.  Practitioners did not mention the police in program development. The 

lack of formalized partnerships with the criminal justice system is likely related to the fact that 

the YJC model is not used in BC and none of the RJ programs are designated by the Attorney 

General (Government of Canada, 2013). 

 Practitioners from Alberta described more formalized partnerships with the criminal 

justice system such as the police, the Crown, probation and corrections. This is likely because the 

YJC model is favoured in Alberta. All programs, except for one, are recognized by the Province 

as YJCs. Being sanctioned as a YJC creates a direct relationship between the criminal justice 

system and the program. YJCs are legislated and follow strict guidelines that may affect how 

programs are developed. The major difference between program development in BC and Alberta 

is the relationship with the criminal justice system. BC programs were initiated by community 

members and/or organizations while many Alberta programs were initiated and/or stimulated by 

the police. This makes sense given the differences between RJ programs and YJCs.  
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 There is greater police involvement in Alberta programs because police lay charges 

giving them more authority to divert cases to RJ at the pre-charge stage. The involvement of 

Crown is limited and programs discussed receiving formal Crown-initiated resolution 

exclusively for young offenders under the Extrajudicial Sanctions Program. In BC the Crown 

lays charges, which limits the types of referrals police may make to RJ at the pre-charge stage. 

Police may exercise their discretion to refer less serious offences to RJ at the pre-charge stage or 

recommend RJ at the pre-sentence stage in a Report to Crown Counsel. The difference in how 

charges are laid has shaped the involvement of police and Crown in RJ processes. Overall, police 

tend to be more involved in the initial development of RJ programs in Alberta. BC police tend to 

be less involved in RJ programs at the development and referral stages. Whether or not the police 

play a key role in program development depends on the community; however, the importance of 

involving them in the process was noted by many practitioners. This helps ensure buy-in and a 

greater level of understanding of RJ which impacts the number of referrals. 

Motives for Developing Programs 

 The motives for developing a RJ program directly influence how it is structured. 

Responding to issues involving youth was highlighted as a main reason for developing programs 

in Alberta. Many programs began as YJCs but recognized challenges with the Extrajudicial 

Sanctions Program. Police and community members became interested in applying restorative 

processes and adapted their programs. BC respondents expressed frustration with the criminal 

justice system being a revolving door and a high rate of reoffending following contact with the 

justice system. BC practitioners saw RJ as an alternative to address the root causes of crime and 

support the reintegration of offenders back into the community, reducing the likelihood of 

reoffending.   

Motives for Developing Programs 

 

BC Alberta 

Motive more ideological; questioning a tough 

on crime approach and high recidivism rates.  

Motive more pragmatic; impressed by 

efficiencies and effectiveness of RJ or YJC 

models.  

Trying to address the root causes of crime in 

support of reintegration back into the 

community and heal relationships. 

Trying to address community concerns about 

crime focusing on the offence more than the 

offender.  

Fundamental program values entail 

partnerships and coordination with mental 

health professionals, social services, schools, 

police, probation and the courts. 

Fundamental program values entail involving 

the victim and providing a role for the 

community.  

  

 The rationale behind developing a program can greatly impact not only the design but 

also the values guiding it. The responses from Alberta practitioners highlighted strong values of 

working with the criminal justice system, addressing community crime concerns and expanding 

YJCs into RJ programs. In contrast, responses from BC practitioners focused on frustration with 

the criminal justice system, a need to address the root causes of crime and develop coordinated 

and informed responses to crime.  
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Community Crime Concerns 

 RJ programs may address a variety of crimes from minor offences to more serious 

offences. Minor offences were defined by practitioners as referrals from the police that aren't 

categorized as a dangerous offence. Examples of minor offences are: vandalism, mischief, theft 

under $5000, minor assaults, shoplifting, and drug possession. Serious offences were described 

as dangerous and/or violent offences that were referred at the pre-sentence or post-conviction 

stages. Examples of serious offences are: aggravated assault, sexual assault, vehicular 

manslaughter, arson, break and enter and theft over $5000. The majority of programs handle 

minor offences; it was relatively uncommon for programs in Alberta and BC to handle serious 

offences. The rationale for handling minor offences was linked to the authorities that govern RJ 

and YJC referrals. These governance structures outline the types of offences and in the case of 

Alberta, types of offenders, that may be referred to RJ or a YJC.  

 

Community Crime Concerns 

 

BC Alberta 

Legislated authority: Community 

Accountability Program outlines the types of 

offences that may be referred to RJ 

Legislated Authority: Extrajudicial Sanctions 

Program outlines the types of offences and 

offenders that may be referred to YJCs 

Minor offences: typically referred by police at 

the pre-charge stage, police may choose to 

refer through the Crown at the pre-sentence 

stage 

Minor offences: typically referred by police 

through extrajudicial sanctions for youth and 

through pre-charge referrals for adults  

Serious offences: referred by the Crown at the 

pre-sentence and post-conviction stages  

Serious offences: typically not referred to 

programs  

Non-criminal offences: neighbourhood 

disputes, bullying situations and use of 

restorative practices in schools 

Non-criminal offences: appear to be out of 

scope for most programs 

 

 BC programs accept referrals for more serious offences through Memorandums of 

Understanding (MOU) with the Crown. Two BC programs have a MOU with the Crown and two 

programs are in the process of getting a MOU with the Crown. The MOU allows programs to 

deal with more serious offences beyond those outlined in the Community Accountability 

Program. None of the programs in Alberta have a MOU with the Crown and they do not 

typically receive referrals for serious offences. However, some programs noted getting referrals 

for young offenders though extrajudicial sanctions for more serious offences.      

 RJ is expanding into areas beyond the criminal justice system and programs are finding 

new ways to support their communities using RJ principles. Addressing non-criminal offences 

was mentioned by many BC practitioners. Three of the BC respondents commented that they 

regularly deal with non-criminal cases such as bullying and neighbourhood disputes. 

Practitioners noted using circle processes in schools to prevent and address bullying. Circle 

processes aim to build a sense of community in the classroom that is supported by "authentic 

communication, and specific tools to bring issues and conflicts forward in a helpful way" 
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(Clifford, n.d., p.6). Restorative practices can be used as a tool to shift away from punishment-

oriented thinking towards community-based thinking, collectively addressing issues and 

resolving conflicts.    

 None of the Alberta practitioners mentioned handling non-criminal offences such as 

neighbourhood disputes and/or bullying situations. The focus of their programs is on criminal 

offences and referrals from police, the Crown and probation. This movement towards handling 

non-criminal offences demonstrates the expansion of restorative practices. Programs are finding 

new opportunities to use the principles of RJ to address a broader range of community concerns. 

Clientele 

 Adults and youth are charged with offences under federal legislation. The YCJA is the 

statute that governs Canada's youth justice system. It applies to youth who are at least twelve but 

under the age of eighteen at the time of the offence (Department of Justice Canada, 2013). The 

youth justice system utilizes sentencing requirements and alternatives separate from the adult 

system based on accountability, rehabilitation, reintegration and addressing the root causes of the 

offending behaviour (Department of Justice Canada, 2013). The YCJA promotes the use of 

extrajudicial sanctions in place of judicial proceedings for young first-time offenders 

(Government of Alberta, 2013). The promotion of non-court responses under the YCJA has 

resulted in RJ focusing on young offenders.   

Clientele 

 

BC Alberta 

Types of referrals: programs work with both 

youth and adult offenders.  

Types of referrals: programs using YJC model 

work with youth between the ages of 12 - 17 at 

the time of the offence, uncommon to work 

with adult offenders. 

Majority of referrals: youth (12 - 18 yrs old) or 

young adults (19-29 yrs old) 

Majority of referrals: youth 

 

Adult referrals: typically from the Crown, 

police are reluctant to refer adults 

Adult referrals: typically pre-charge from the 

police, uncommon for most programs 

  

 Being sanctioned as a YJC does not prevent programs from accepting referrals for adults. 

However, referrals from the Crown through a YJC are limited to youth. RJ programs may still 

accept adult referrals from the police or probation if they are sanctioned as a YJC. Given the 

large number of YJCs and the provincial support for that model, it has shaped the type of 

clientele programs in Alberta work with. The focus is largely on youth because it is easier to get 

referrals for first-time young offenders, referrals for adults only came from police at the pre-

charge stage. This is different from BC programs that work with both youth and adults. Referrals 

from the Crown tend to be for adult offenders because they are more serious cases and/or police 

are more reluctant to use diversion with adults. The reluctance of the Crown to refer adult cases 

to RJ programs was described by many Alberta practitioners as a challenge to meeting 

community crime concerns and expanding their programs.  
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RJ Models 

 As noted above, there are four main types of RJ models: community conferencing, 

community accountability panels, victim offender mediation and peacemaking circles. Most 

programs have a single preferred model that may be adapted depending on the case. Community 

conferencing was identified as the primary model used by practitioners in both Alberta and BC. 

There was virtually no reference to community accountability panels by BC practitioners. The 

panel model is quite common in Alberta. This is likely because panels are the model outlined by 

the Province in YJC trainings. Similar RJ models are used in both BC and Alberta. However, 

these models are only guiding principles and processes should be adapted to fit the needs of 

participants. 

RJ Models 

 

BC Alberta 

Primary model: community conferencing Primary model: community conferencing 

 

Training in other models such as victim 

offender mediation and peacemaking circles. 

Training in other models such as victim 

offender mediation and community 

accountability panels.  

 YJC model: community accountability panels  

and/or a blended circle model (ex. process is 

designed as a circle but victim is not included). 

 

 5.2.2 Volunteers 

 Given that RJ programs are community-based, they typically rely on volunteers to 

facilitate cases. The focus of this section is on volunteer recruitment, screening, training and 

retention. These are all important considerations to take into account when working with 

volunteers.   

Recruitment 

 In starting a RJ program communities begin with volunteer recruitment, assessing how 

many volunteers are needed and the best ways to recruit interested community members.  

Practitioners indicated that the number of volunteers fluctuates, depending on the number of 

referrals and the skill level of facilitators. The more referrals a program receives, the more 

volunteers it needs to facilitate cases. The skill level of facilitators impacts the types of referrals 

a program may handle. If all volunteers have the same skill level it is challenging to take on 

more diverse cases that call for varying skill levels. At the initial stages of program development, 

practitioners recommended that facilitators take on minor offences to help build their skills. New 

volunteers should be paired with experienced facilitators to assist them. As the skill level of 

facilitators improves so does their ability to facilitate more serious cases. Many practitioners 

mentioned that the number of volunteers changes over time, increasing as the program grows and 

accepts more referrals. Practitioners also expressed a challenge with the irregularity of referrals; 

there is often a large number of referrals at one time followed by fewer referrals. All of these 

factors may impact the number of volunteers necessary for a program.  
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 Recruitment processes affect the level of interest in volunteering, attracting the right 

volunteers requires strategic recruitment processes. While practitioners spoke to advertising in 

the local newspaper, community newsletters and volunteer centres, they were most successful in 

recruiting volunteers through word of mouth and selective recruitment. By targeting certain 

organizations practitioners hoped to attract volunteers with desired backgrounds such as 

counselling, mediation and social work. Holding volunteer information sessions, public 

orientations and speaking at service clubs and faith communities were suggested as ways to 

reach potential volunteers.  

Screening 

 Practitioners in Alberta and BC have similar volunteer screening processes. Completing 

an application form is required by all organizations, many also request that volunteers submit a 

resume and references. Following the application, many coordinators interview potential 

volunteers to ascertain their interests and reasons for wanting to volunteer. This allows 

practitioners to see if they are a good fit and if their values align with RJ. One practitioner noted 

that volunteers with a retributive mindset won't pass the screening. The final part of the 

screening process is a criminal record and vulnerable sector check. Vulnerable sector checks are 

recommended for individuals volunteering with vulnerable members of society such as children, 

youth, the elderly or persons with disabilities (RCMP, 2013). They are initiated by the police and 

uncover the existence of a criminal offence and/or a pardoned sexual offence conviction (2013).    

 There is a debate in the RJ field surrounding criminal record checks and whether an 

applicant with past criminal activity should be disqualified from volunteering. The principles of 

RJ are based on a belief that the harm caused by crime can be repaired. Repairing the harm 

requires the offender accept accountability, understand the impact, make amends to the victim 

and the community and be accepted back into the community. The balance between safety and 

accepting these restorative principles is often a struggle for practitioners. On one hand, programs 

need to ensure a safe space for participants and volunteers and on the other, they want to live by 

the values underlying RJ.  

 Many practitioners had not thought about how to address volunteers with a criminal 

record because they never had an applicant with a criminal record. There were no policies in 

place to address what kind of criteria may be used to disqualify an applicant. Despite having no 

formal policies in place, many practitioners stated that they would address criminal record 

checks on a case by case basis, excluding applicants with a serious offence such as a violent 

assault or sexual offence. How recent the offence was, how the behaviour had changed and 

assessing safety concerns were noted considerations. Given the lack of thought about this 

question, further discussions in the field of RJ are needed to help practitioners address some of 

the potential issues around criminal record checks.  

Training 

 Ensuring volunteers receive continual training in facilitating RJ cases is important for the 

success of programs; supporting volunteers directly relates to retaining volunteers. Practitioners 

in Alberta and BC both noted that their training is skills-based and includes role plays, case 

studies, communication styles and reviewing past cases.  
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 BC practitioners focused more on theory in their training; discussing the values and 

principles of RJ; talking about punishment and justice; having philosophical conversations about 

the underpinnings of RJ; and inviting guest speakers. Mentoring was also mentioned as an 

important part of training, experienced facilitators were partnered with new facilitators to assist 

them with cases.  

 Alberta practitioners did not talk about theory being a part of their trainings but talked 

about using reflective practice. Reflective practice is "a continuous cycle of self-observation and 

self-evaluation" (Surgenor, 2011, n.p.) to benefit the individuals and communities being served 

(2011). It can be a useful tool to refine skills on an ongoing basis (2011). Facilitators are 

encouraged to reflect on their practice and question what worked and what didn't work following 

RJ processes. Whether training is more formalized or focused on self-reflection, all practitioners 

spoke about training being a key part of supporting their volunteers.  

Retention  

 Retaining volunteers is a challenge for many non-profit organizations. Given the sensitive 

nature of RJ work and the amount of resources put into volunteers, exploring strategies to retain 

volunteers is important. Of the organizations interviewed from BC, three request volunteers to 

commit for one year. The other BC organizations do not request a specific time commitment but 

encourage volunteers to consider the resources going into their training. Only one of the 

organizations interviewed from Alberta requests a one year commitment from volunteers. 

Requesting a term commitment may help programs attract dedicated volunteers but it may also 

deter some community members from volunteering.    

 Other ways to retain volunteers include:  

 engaging them in ongoing training;  

 keeping them busy with cases;  

 maintaining regular communication; 

 hosting social events.  

 

Practitioners also noted the importance of volunteer appreciation, recognizing the efforts of 

volunteers through celebrations, plaques, service pins and/or expressing thanks. The findings 

suggest that keeping volunteers involved in the organization, offering support and expressing 

appreciation, helps with retention.  

 5.2.3 Case Management 

 The relationship with referring agents is important for RJ programs. Many programs rely 

on partnerships with the criminal justice system for referrals. While the literature often portrays 

RJ as an alternative to the criminal justice system, it often neglects the collaborative relationship 

between RJ and the criminal justice system. The relationship with police and the Crown impacts 

the number of referrals a program receives. A lack of knowledge, trust in the process and 

credibility of a program leads to fewer referrals. There is often a high turnover rate of police 

officers, making it necessary for programs to introduce new officers to RJ. Findings highlight 

that the relationship with the criminal justice system does not end with the referral. In order to 

build strong relationships with referring agents, programs must find ways to maintain 
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communication following the referral. Managing cases is a process that involves coordinated 

efforts to keep everyone engaged and informed of the outcome. 

Relationship with Police 

 The type of relationship programs have with local police varies. It is important for 

programs to establish and maintain strong relationships with police because police are typically 

the main referral source for RJ programs. Practitioners agreed that a positive relationship with 

police increased the number referrals and weaker relationships resulted in less referrals. One 

practitioner summed up the importance of the relationship with the local police as follows: "if 

you don't have a relationship with police and they don't support what you're doing, it 

compromises your ability to gain any traction in the community." Community support is linked 

to police support, having buy-in from the police demonstrates confidence in the program and 

provides credibility.  

Relationship with Police 

 

BC Alberta 

Strong support for RJ: coordinators work with 

police, regular participation in RJ meetings and 

detachment has incentives to encourage 

referrals  

Strong support for RJ: police involved since 

program implementation, RJ liaison officer and 

programs work hard to maintain relationships 

Supportive in theory: practitioners still have to 

convince police of the benefits of RJ and 

credibility of the program 

Supportive in practice: open communication, 

maintain continuous contact and include police 

in the RJ process 

Building relationship: working to improve 

relationship and engage police in RJ program 

No relationship: Some YJCs have no direct 

contact with police 

  

 All BC practitioners commented on having a relationship with police. Some practitioners 

identified this relationship as being positive: receiving a large number of RJ referrals, 

maintaining continuous contact with the referring officer and a high level of participation in the 

RJ process. While others expressed police being supportive in theory: receiving a low number of 

RJ referrals, minimal contact with police and a low level of participation in the program. Some 

programs found that while police claimed to be supportive of RJ, this was not reflected in the 

number of referrals. There was uncertainty if the low number of referrals was the result of 

inappropriate cases or that police were choosing not to refer to RJ. Many practitioners noted that 

they were still building their relationship with police and saw it as an ongoing process to develop 

and maintain positive relationships.    

 Three Alberta practitioners noted a positive relationship with police, expressing that it 

has been strong since program implementation. Practitioners worked hard to develop and 

maintain their relationship with police through regular communication and constant liaising. The 

other two practitioners have no relationship with police. This is likely due to the structure of 

these programs. One of the programs receives referrals through an intermediary program that 

gets referrals from police and passes them on to the RJ program. The other program is not a RJ 

program, it is only a YJC. Police make recommendations to Crown to refer cases to extrajudicial 

sanctions and the committee works with probation, having no direct contact with police.   
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Introducing Police to RJ 

 Introducing police to RJ is one way for programs to improve relationships and increase 

the number of RJ referrals, particularly because most officers have minimal knowledge of RJ. 

RCMP members are only exposed to four hours of RJ training (Kalaski, 2012). A high turnover 

rate of police officers, particularly in the RCMP, can be a challenge for RJ programs. 

Practitioners noted that they try to educate new police officers by having them work with officers 

who are already familiar with the program. Many programs have a liaison officer in place who 

works with the police detachment and the RJ program; relying on internal education processes 

appeared to be the most common practice. 

Introducing Police to RJ 

 

BC Alberta 

Existing relationship: new officers meet with 

RJ coordinator 

Existing relationship: new officers meet with 

RJ coordinator 

Police Detachment: new officers are mentored 

by police officers familiar with RJ 

Police Detachment: RJ liaison officer, School 

Resource Officer and/or officers experienced 

in RJ explain the program to new officers 

Education: mini training sessions with police Education: regular presentations at detachment 

 

 

Communicating with Police  

 Most practitioners highlighted the importance of updating officers on the status of the 

referral and notifying them of case outcomes. The most common mode of communicating with 

police was through email. Establishing and maintaining regular communication with the 

referring officer was noted as a common practice by Alberta practitioners. Communication with 

police in BC depended on the level of engagement of the referring officer and the seriousness of 

the offence. All practitioners who work directly with police notify the referring officer of the 

outcome, provide a signed copy of the agreement and confirm performance of the agreement 

following every case. 

Communicating with Police  

 

BC Alberta 

Level of communication: semi-regular updates 

for minor offences, more regular 

communication if referring officer is engaged 

in the process or if the offence is serious 

Level of communication: regular 

communication with referring officer, provide 

information throughout the process 

Invite referring officer to participate in RJ 

process  

Invite referring officer to participate in RJ 

process 

Following RJ process: advise referring officer 

of the outcome and provide them with 

hardcopy of the RJ agreement  

Following RJ process: provide referring agent 

with hardcopy of agreement if successful, 

return unsuccessful cases to police  
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Relationship with the Crown 

 The relationship between the Crown and RJ programs varies greatly between provinces. 

In BC, it is common for programs to have a MOU with the Crown or to be in the process of 

establishing one. Programs cannot accept pre-sentence referrals without a MOU; programs 

without a MOU only accept pre-charge referrals from the police. Programs that had an 

agreement with the Crown spoke of a positive relationship. Challenges of working with the 

Crown were related to specific reporting requirements and a lack of funding as programs do not 

receive additional funding for accepting Crown referrals.  

 In Alberta, none of the RJ programs have a MOU with the Crown. All referrals are pre-

charge from the police and all pre-sentence referrals are for young offenders through the 

Extrajudicial Sanctions Program. Practitioners expressed frustration with the lack of support 

from the Crown. Relying on pre-charge referrals for adults limits the types of offences referred to 

RJ. Police are reluctant to refer more serious offences at the pre-charge stage. The lack of buy-in 

from Crown has impacted the clientele of RJ programs to predominately youth. Notably, the 

biggest difference is that there is stronger support from the criminal justice system in BC for RJ 

than in Alberta. 

Relationship with the Crown 

 

BC Alberta 

Referral process: MOU between RJ programs 

and the Crown, no pre-sentence referrals 

without a MOU  

Referral process: for young offenders only 

through the Extrajudicial Sanctions Program, 

no adult referrals 

Building relationship: in the process of getting 

a MOU with the Crown 

Building relationship: maintain open 

communication and accommodate their 

challenges 

No relationship: all referrals are pre-charge and  

unsuccessful referrals are returned to police 

No relationship: do not work directly with the 

Crown, receive referrals from probation  

Challenges: specific reporting requirements 

and a lack of funding for Crown referrals 

Challenges: getting buy-in from the Crown to 

support RJ  

  

 5.2.4 Program Implementation  

 Based on their own experiences practitioners provided information on ways to implement 

a RJ program. They were asked questions about their communication strategy, program 

evaluations and the important considerations and challenges of starting a RJ program. 

Communication Strategy 

 Many programs do not have a formal communication strategy to educate the community 

about RJ. Practitioners spoke instead about using public outreach to promote and increase 

awareness about their programs. Speaking at local events and trade fairs, publishing articles in 

the local newspaper and developing bi-annual reports were all mentioned as ways to engage and 

educate the public. The importance of communication varied by program, some programs 

communicate regularly with the community while others saw it as a secondary function. Limited 
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time and resources were cited as reasons that many programs do not have a formal 

communication strategy. 

Communication Strategy 

 

BC Alberta 

Communication strategy: mandated policies to 

support and encourage communication of RJ 

programs in the community   

Communication strategy: informal process, 

regular communication with stakeholders 

through interagency meetings  

Public outreach: increase awareness about the 

program through public speaking, community 

information and/or training sessions and 

information brochures.  

Public outreach: increase awareness about the 

program through trade fairs, public speaking 

and bi-annual reports.  

Use of local media: may publish stories on 

successful case outcomes if participants agree 

Use of local media: concerns about publishing 

case outcomes due to confidentiality 

Maintaining confidentiality: report on general 

experiences in communication materials, 

change names, trivial details, and/or outcomes 

to protect identity of participants 

Maintaining confidentiality: report on general 

experiences in communication materials and 

change names to protect identity of participants  

 

 Local media was described as the main way to increase public awareness. Practitioners 

used local media to promote their programs, recruit new volunteers and invite the community to 

events. Some programs also used the media to provide general information about RJ and/or 

highlight successful case outcomes. Local media may be used as part of the agreement; the 

resolution may include an apology letter be anonymously published in the newspaper. The use of 

local media by practitioners was widespread from education and promotion to highlighting case 

outcomes.   

 There may be concerns about confidentiality when using local media to report on case 

outcomes. The use of real-life experiences in the media is a topic debated among RJ 

practitioners. BC practitioners are hesitant to use real-life experiences because of concerns 

around confidentiality and opt to use more generic experiences to protect participants' identities. 

Some Alberta practitioners spoke about using real-life experiences for community presentations 

while others noted using these experiences in more formal ways such as annual reporting.  

 Protecting participants' identity and ensuring confidentiality was a noted concern for 

many practitioners. In using real-life examples, practitioners took precautions such as not using 

names, generalizing the outcomes and changing trivial information. Ensuring confidentiality was 

particularly important for practitioners working in small communities. Having participants' 

permission before going public with information was described as necessary when considering 

the use of local media. One practitioner noted that if participants wanted to go public with 

information they were encouraged to think about the long-term impact and future implications of 

doing so. The conflict between using real-life experiences and protecting identity demonstrates a 

challenge RJ practitioners often face.  
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Evaluations 

There are similarities in the types of evaluation processes used by practitioners in Alberta 

and BC. The majority of programs use surveys to collect feedback about RJ processes. How 

programs administer evaluations varies. Some programs choose to conduct evaluations following 

the RJ conference while others conduct them post-agreement, once terms of the agreement have 

been performed. One participant noted that they conduct two evaluations, one directly following 

the conference and one post-agreement. A concern practitioners had about administering 

evaluations directly following the conference was that it may elicit an emotional response. 

However, programs that administer post-agreement surveys had a low response rate.  

Evaluations 

 

BC Alberta 

Type of evaluation: individualized surveys 

completed by all participants 

Type of evaluation: qualitative, quantitative 

and outcome based surveys 

Evaluations conducted following the RJ 

process 

Evaluations conducted following the RJ 

process 

Evaluations conducted post-agreement: sent to 

participants following completion of the 

agreement  

Evaluations conducted post-agreement: sent to 

participants following completion of the 

agreement  

Reasons for evaluating: accountability and 

feedback for facilitators, measure participant 

satisfaction and evidence to support the 

program  

Reasons for evaluating: program improvement  

Inadequate evaluations: low level of surveys 

returned and limited capacity to complete 

research 

Inadequate evaluations: no formal evaluation 

process  

  

 Finding ways to effectively evaluate RJ processes is an ongoing challenge. Many 

practitioners felt that their current evaluation processes were inadequate. All BC practitioners 

noted having some form of evaluation whereas only three Alberta practitioners noted having an 

evaluation process. Little was mentioned by Alberta practitioners about how the feedback from 

evaluations was used. In contrast, BC practitioners talked about using evaluations to ensure 

accountability, participant satisfaction and provide feedback for volunteers. Given the 

information provided by practitioners, the findings suggest that BC programs have developed 

more formal evaluations than Alberta. Finding both the time and resources to complete 

evaluations was noted as a struggle. The complex nature of RJ increases the challenges in 

effectively evaluating programs. Further research needs to be developed on RJ program 

evaluation.  

Starting a Restorative Justice Program 

 Interviews with practitioners provided valuable insights into important considerations to 

starting a RJ program. The relationship with referring agents was one of the most noted 

considerations. Having buy-in from referral sources (police, the Crown and probation) and was 

seen as crucial to the success of a program. As outlined in the literature review, RJ programs rely 
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on the criminal justice system to receive referrals; without these referrals programs are not 

operational. Establishing relationships with the local police and the Crown from the onset of a 

program were identified by practitioners as the best way to ensure long-term success.        

 Being a grassroots initiative was a core value of many of the practitioners interviewed. 

Literature on RJ also notes the importance of a community-based approach, developed by the 

community for the community. Many of the programs were resurrected from inactive programs. 

Being open to transforming the program to adjust to community needs over time was seen as one 

way to keep programs active. Including the community in program development helps ensure the 

program reflects the needs of the community.  

 A major challenge programs face is shifting punishment-oriented thinking to restorative 

thinking. Referring agents working in the criminal justice system and community members may 

see RJ as soft on crime and may fear trying an alternative process. Educating referring agents 

and the broader community about RJ can help shift these attitudes. Engaging stakeholders in the 

initial stages of program development may help overcome some of the challenges surrounding a 

lack of knowledge about RJ and increase understanding about the need for a program in the 

community.    

 Stakeholders are often concerned with how RJ will benefit the community. Key benefits 

of RJ identified by practitioners included: repairing relationships, reintegration back into the 

community and crime reduction. Understanding the benefits of RJ will help get buy-in from the 

community. One practitioner suggested having an overarching philosophical guide for the 

program to help identify the purpose. If the organization and volunteers do not understand the 

purpose of RJ it impacts the integrity of the program.  

6.0 Recommendations 

 The purpose of this section is to provide recommendations for implementing a RJ model 

and for how the Three Hills RCMP and the community can use the RJ Framework (Appendix D) 

as a resource for starting a RJ program. This section should be read in conjunction with the RJ 

Framework. The following recommendations provide a high level overview to starting a RJ 

program whereas the Framework provides more detailed information on program design. These 

recommendations are not meant to be prescriptive; they are considerations to be reviewed and 

applied by the RCMP and the community. Based on the principles of community development, 

these recommendations are designed to empower the Three Hills community to design a RJ 

program that best meets their needs. Although these recommendations are specific to the 

community of Three Hills, they may also be helpful to other communities and/or RJ practitioners 

looking for information on program development.     

6.1 Reviewing the Conditions for Implementing a Restorative Justice Model in Three Hills, 

Alberta 

 In reviewing the findings from the literature review, the world café and the interviews 

with practitioners, the following conditions emerge as necessary for successfully implementing a 

RJ model in Three Hills:  
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1. Adequate levels of community involvement. 

2. A viable working relationship with the criminal justice system. 

3. Building a program that is truly restorative in nature. 

4. Adequate Resources. 

 

 Overall, the findings suggest that under these conditions a RJ model would be an 

appropriate alternative to manage crime for the community of Three Hills. These conditions 

should be considered as starting points to implementing a RJ program. More specific information 

related to case management and organizational structure are outlined in the RJ Framework 

(Appendix D). The conditions discussed in this section can be considered as a high level 

overview of the environment needed to move forward with a RJ model. These conditions are 

organized into subsections and discussed in greater detail below.  

 

 6.1.1 Community Involvement 

 

 RJ is a community-based alternative to managing crime. It is often described as a 

grassroots initiative, meaning that it is driven by the community. The philosophy of RJ is based 

on the belief that crime impacts the community and the community is empowered by responding 

to crime and participating in the resolution. Practitioners of RJ facilitate communication between 

the offender, the victim and the community so that the offender can explain the offence, why it 

happened and explore with the victim and the community how to repair the harm (Tudor & 

Wallis, 2008). The community is central to RJ theory and should be the foundation of any 

program.   

 

 Community involvement was highlighted by world café participants as being one of the 

most valuable benefits of RJ. In starting a program there needs to be strong support from the 

community. Buy-in from the community can be achieved by conducting a needs assessment to 

determine if there is an identified need for RJ. The needs assessment may include reviewing 

local crime statistics, evaluating the current level of services and assessing existing resources and 

supports for victims and offenders.  

 

 A needs assessment was conducted as part of the RJ Framework (Appendix D) to 

determine community needs and gaps to managing crime in the Three Hills Detachment area. 

The key findings were:  

 

1. There are a large number of minor offences, such as drug possession, theft under $5000 

and mischief, which may be suitable to refer to a RJ program. 

 

2. There are no alternative programs to address the harm caused by crime at the pre-charge 

stage. Police officers use their discretion to either proceed or not proceed with criminal 

charges.  

 

3. Gaps exist in accessing justice because all criminal matters are referred outside of the 

community to the Drumheller courthouse.   

 

4. Offenders and victims need access to services in the community. 
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5. There is a lack of communication and coordination among stakeholders (victims, 

offenders, community, police, the Crown, probation and corrections).  

  

The needs assessment identifies key findings that suggest a RJ program would be beneficial for 

the Three Hills Detachment area. A program would help address gaps in accessing justice, 

managing minor offences and including the victim, the offender and the community in the 

process.  

 

 Involving the community throughout the process of implementing a program is key to its 

success. Following the needs assessment, the world café was a way to directly engage the 

community in discussions about RJ. Many community members expressed interest in being part 

of an advisory committee to help implement a program. It is recommended that representatives 

from the communities throughout the Detachment area as well as community organizations such 

as the RCMP, Victim Services and the School Resource Officer Program form a committee to 

move forward with developing a program. Putting the process in the hands of the community not 

only helps establish ownership, it allows the community to develop a program that fits its unique 

needs.   

 6.1.2 Relationship with the Criminal Justice System  

 A viable working relationship with the criminal justice system, characterized by trust and 

communication, is imperative to a successful RJ program. As mentioned throughout this research 

project, RJ programs rely on the criminal justice system for referrals. If partners in the criminal 

justice system do not support the program then the program will be unsuccessful. Involving the 

police, the Crown and probation in the development of a program helps build a strong 

relationship and trust in the program. There are differing viewpoints in the field of RJ about the 

level of involvement the criminal justice system should have in RJ. Many practitioners see RJ as 

an alternative process, while they recognize the importance of building relationships with 

referring agents, they are cautious of how involved the criminal justice system becomes in RJ.  

 Working with the criminal justice system can be a way to help bridge the gap between RJ 

and more punitive attitudes. Referring agents need to be involved in the process to understand 

the benefits of a restorative model. Given that this research project has been in partnership with 

the Three Hills RCMP, the recommendations favour a model of collaboration with the criminal 

justice system. Information from interviews with practitioners also suggests that while not all 

programs have a strong relationship with the police and the Crown, they recognize the 

importance of building a relationship. There is a direct link between the number of referrals and 

the relationship with the criminal justice system, strong relationships result in more referrals. 

Maintaining contact with referring agents by having the police, the Crown and/or probation on 

the governing board was recommended by practitioners. Some organizations also noted that they 

work out of the police department while others make regular RJ presentations to police.  

 Having a relationship with the criminal justice system is a necessary condition of starting 

a RJ program. The Three Hills RCMP has been a supporter of this project from the onset. As the 

client for this research project, they have been involved throughout the development of the RJ 

Framework (Appendix D) and their feedback has been invaluable. It is necessary to maintain this 
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partnership between the RJ program and the RCMP. Important considerations moving forward 

include:  

 

1. Referral process: reminding members of RJ as a pre or post charge option; 

2. High turnover rate of Detachment members: educating new members about RJ and 

establishing an RJ liaison officer ; and  

3. Signing an agreement with the Detachment to ensure ongoing support.     

        

 6.1.3 Restorative in Nature 

 Understanding the values of RJ leads to the development of a program that is restorative 

in nature. Given the culture of YJCs in Alberta, a quasi-judicial model designed to sentence 

young offenders, understanding RJ requires ongoing education. Throughout the research, it 

became evident that many individuals were unfamiliar with the term RJ but aware of YJCs 

and/or extrajudicial sanctions. Networking with local organizations and stakeholders to present 

information on RJ is suggested as one way to create awareness about RJ values. Screening 

volunteers to ensure they understand RJ values will also help the program adopt a restorative 

model as opposed to a more punitive YJC model. How the program is designed has a lot to do 

with the attitudes of the local police, the Crown, probation and community members. In this 

case, the Three Hills RCMP have adopted a community policing model which aligns with many 

values of RJ; community members value community involvement and support alternative 

approaches to managing crime; and the researcher has a strong background in RJ which has 

helped lay the foundation for a RJ framework.   

 6.1.4 Adequate Resources   

 The following resources were identified primarily through the world café and interviews 

with practitioners. Uncertainty about how to proceed with starting a RJ program was a concern 

identified by many stakeholders at the world café. In order to proceed with the implementation of 

a RJ program, it is suggested that the following resources be considered.  

Program Coordinator: There needs to be a program coordinator in place who will oversee the 

development and operations of the program. Ideally this person will have knowledge of RJ. 

Coordinator responsibilities will include: assisting the governing board, applying for grant 

funding, drafting policies and procedures, screening and supervising volunteers, building 

relationships with local police and probation and managing case referrals. The difficulty will be 

filling this position on a long-term basis. There is not adequate funding to hire a full-time 

coordinator and often the wage is not viewed as competitive to other positions (Northwest 

Territories Justice, 2011). The vacancy of a coordinator has the potential of impacting service 

delivery, funding and reporting (2011). It may even result in the program dissolving. Finding a 

committed individual who can be mentored in the role of coordinator is recommended for long-

term program success.  

Infrastructure: Adequate space to conduct meetings, hold conferences and store confidential 

information is needed to operate a program. Affording office space will be a challenge. 

Partnering with local organizations and municipalities to access meeting space in each 
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community is recommended. Sharing office space with an existing organization may help cut 

down costs. While infrastructure may seem unimportant, inadequate infrastructure will 

jeopardize the validity of the program (Northwest Territories Justice, 2011).     

Education and Awareness: Education is needed within the community on the principles of RJ 

and awareness of the Three Hills program. This is an important way to involve the community 

and recruit volunteers. Resources need to be put into education materials such as brochures and 

delivering presentations to local groups.  

Training: Initial and ongoing trainings are an important component of RJ programs. Volunteers 

must be trained in facilitating RJ conferences and be mentored by experienced facilitators and/or 

the coordinator. Initially programs host training sessions to orientate new volunteers to RJ. These 

sessions should be facilitated by a reputable trainer who is certified in the CJF model. Ongoing 

trainings help facilitators maintain their skills, especially when there are fewer referrals. Monthly 

facilitator trainings can be delivered by the coordinator or other speakers may be arranged. 

Practicing RJ processes by acting out role plays is particularly helpful for new facilitators.   

6.2 Transitioning from the RCMP to the community  

 This research project was developed in partnership with the Three Hills RCMP. The 

researcher began working with the Three Hills RCMP on other community crime prevention 

initiatives such as the School Resource Officer Program and the Community Action Committee. 

Given the community policing values demonstrated by the RCMP, the researcher approached 

them about starting a RJ program. Through discussions with the sergeant and other members, it 

was established that there was a need for an alternative program to manage crime. The 

Detachment felt that RJ would be a good option, allowing them to refer pre-charge cases and/or 

pre-sentence cases depending on the seriousness of the offence. The RCMP has taken a 

leadership role in this project. Discussing ways to transition responsibility and operation of the 

program to the community while maintaining a strong relationship with the RCMP are explored 

in this section.  

 Research by Kalaski (2012) explores the relationship between RJ programs and the 

RCMP in BC. Her research suggests that regular interaction between RJ programs and the 

RCMP is minimal (2012). Interviews conducted for this project indicate that most practitioners 

felt they had a positive relationship with police. Unlike Kalaski's research, not all practitioners 

work with the RCMP, some work with municipal police services. The sample size for this 

project was also significantly smaller than Kalaski's (2012) research. Despite these differences, 

Kalaski (2012) raises some interesting questions about the relationship between the RCMP and 

RJ programs. "Would the ability for RJ programs to access PRIME increase referrals" (p. 61)? 

PRIME stands for Police Records Information Management Environment and is a database used 

by the BC RCMP and municipal police detachments to access information about criminals 

(RCMP, 2012). Having access to this database may streamline the RJ referral process and make 

it easier for police to make referrals. Kalaski (2012) also questions if the physical location of the 

RJ program impacts referrals. Does it make any difference if the program is located in the 

detachment and RCMP members have knowledge of the personnel of the RJ program? These 

questions are important considerations in designing a RJ program in Three Hills. Balancing the 

relationship with the RCMP and honouring community involvement can be challenging.   
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 To establish a viable RJ program, maintaining a strong relationship with the RCMP and 

the community is recommended. The nature of police work encourages files be resolved in an 

expeditious fashion. In order for police to consider using RJ "there needs to be a simple and easy 

method in which to do so" (Kalaski, 2012, p. 61). Being physically located in the RCMP 

Detachment is one way to increase contact with members, to provide education on RJ and to 

simplify the referral process (2012). However, this could remove some of the autonomy of the 

RJ program and impact the perception of the program to victims and offenders (2012). As the 

program moves into the implementation phases, considerations need to be made about how to 

maintain contact with the RCMP, ensure simple referral processes and provide education on RJ. 

Understandably concerns exist on the perception of having a RJ program too closely connected 

to the RCMP; however, increasing access of RJ to victims and offenders may best be achieved 

by working directly with the referring agents. Ultimately it is up to the advisory committee to 

decide how closely the program works with the RCMP. Considerations should be given to 

having an office based out of the Detachment to ensure regular communication with members, 

streamline the referral process, encourage the use of RJ and educate members about RJ as an 

alternative.      

6.3 Moving Forward with the Pilot and Implementation Phases 

 The Three Hills RJ Project was initially developed due to an expressed need from the 

local RCMP to have a program in place that could provide an alternative to managing crime, 

particularly for minor offences. Through community engagement, interviews with RJ 

practitioners and research, the Three Hills RJ Framework (Appendix D) was developed as a 

resource to help design a program in the Three Hills area. The Framework outlines key RJ terms, 

case management processes, suggested organizational structure, explains how to conduct a 

conference and provides templates and resources to assist with program development.  

 Moving forward, the project needs to focus on three main areas: funding, education and 

program development. Following a discussion of these main areas, there is an outline of 

recommended steps to starting a RJ program. This may be a helpful resource in considering how 

to move forward with the pilot and implementation phases.   

 6.3.1 Funding 

 The main source of funding for Alberta RJ programs is the Alberta Community 

Restorative Justice Grant. These grants support the delivery of RJ programs and funds may be 

used for facilitator training, to develop operating standards and protocols, to provide education 

and awareness and for related administrative and facilitator costs for program operation (Alberta 

Justice and Solicitor General, 2013). Funding is an ongoing barrier for many non-profit 

organizations and ensuring there is funding in place to support the development of a program is 

required.   

 6.3.2 Education 

 Education is one of the main objectives of RJ programming. The Three Hills RJ program 

needs to connect with local organizations and local media to help increase public awareness and 

recruit volunteers for the program. Letting people know about the program through radio 

interviews, distribution of written materials, presentations to community organizations, high 
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schools and government agencies can help educate the public and build community support 

(British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003).  

 Awareness is key to getting the community involved in the program. Communication is 

most effective if it's linked to stories about real-life experiences, especially about local people or 

conditions (British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003). Highlighting the benefits of 

RJ for the community will help people understand the need for the program.  

 6.3.3 Program Development 

 Developing a RJ program is an extensive process that involves many of the elements 

outlined in the RJ framework (Appendix D). What is often overlooked is the development of 

program policies, resources and reporting mechanisms. The framework provides draft documents 

and resources, such as a volunteer application form, conferencing script and evaluations, to 

support the development of a RJ program. Many of these documents have been modified with 

permission by the Fairview and Community Restorative Justice Program and the Restorative 

Justice Victoria Program. Program development is an ongoing process that requires continuous 

monitoring and evaluation of policies and procedures to best meet the needs of the program.   

 6.3.4 Steps to Starting a Restorative Justice Program 

 Outlined below is an overview of the steps to starting a RJ program. These steps are 

guidelines to help the program move into the implementation stages.   

1. Conduct a Needs Assessment  - Determine community needs and gaps to managing 

crime by reviewing local crime statistics, initiate discussions with stakeholders 

(community, police, Crown, probation and corrections) and evaluate the types of 

programs and services offered in the area. 

 

2. Set up a Committee - Role of the committee is to oversee the development of the RJ 

program. The committee should represent a cross-section of community stakeholders. 

 

3. Become a Society  - Apply to become incorporated as a society through the Alberta 

Corporate Registries. An application form, standard bylaws, NUANS report and 

processing fee must be submitted.  

 

4. Become a Youth Justice Committee - Contact your local probation officer to discuss 

becoming a YJC. Application process requires letters of support from the local youth 

court judge, the Crown and police. 

 

5. Obtain Liability Insurance - General liability insurance protects the society against 

third party legal liability related to property damage or injuries sustained during the 

program. Insurance needs to cover committee members, employees and volunteers.  

 

6. Apply for Funding  - RJ programs require funding to hire a coordinator, train volunteers, 

rent office space and additional operating costs.  
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7. Hire a Coordinator - Program coordinator oversees the program and is accountable to 

the committee. Responsibilities include accepting referrals, managing, monitoring and 

evaluating volunteers, maintaining agreement files and returning incomplete cases.  

 

8. Recruit Volunteer Facilitators - Volunteers are needed to facilitate RJ conferences. 

Policies and procedures should be in place for volunteers including the application 

process, criminal record checks, training, confidentiality and ethics.  

 

9. Enter into an Agreement with Police -The agreement formalizes the relationship 

between the police and the program by agreeing to work together and follow all rules and 

regulations set out in the Practitioners' Code of Ethics, Code of Confidentiality and 

Federal, Provincial, Municipal Governments Acts or Contracts. 

 

10. Training - All volunteer facilitators need to be trained by a certified RJ trainer. Training 

typically lasts 2 to 3 days.  

 

11. Mentoring - Following training, facilitators should be mentored by the coordinator as 

they begin taking on cases.  

 

12. Connect with Community Organizations - Establish relationships with community 

organizations and develop a list of places where community service could be completed.  

 

13. Put together Restorative Justice Information Package - A program brochure, fact 

sheet and minor consent form for young offenders should be included in an information 

package that can be given to participants prior to referring a file.  

 

14. Begin Accepting Referrals - Once you have completed the following steps you can 

begin accepting referrals from the police, the Crown, probation, and other sources such as 

schools and community organizations.  

 

15. Maintain Contact with Referring Agents - Notify the referring agent of the date and 

time of the conference and invite them to participate if appropriate. Once the agreement is 

completed, the coordinator should contact the referring agent and provide them with a 

copy of the agreement.  

 

16. Engage Volunteers - At the beginning of the program there may be fewer referrals. 

Engaging volunteers through continuous training opportunities helps to maintain skills 

and program involvement.  

 

17. Program Evaluation - Evaluating the program through both informal and formal 

measures is necessary for program improvement. Develop formal surveys to be 

completed by participants following the conference. Conduct debriefs with facilitators 

following the conference.  
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18. Educate the Community - Educating the community about the program is ongoing. 

Connect with local organizations and local media to help increase public awareness. 

7.0 Conclusion 

 The goal of this research project was to design a RJ framework for the Three Hills 

RCMP. This report outlines the findings from the literature review, the world café and the 

interviews with practitioners, contributing to the development of the RJ Framework (Appendix 

D). Given the support of the community, the strong relationship with the RCMP and the 

identified need for an alternative model to manage crime, it is recommended that the RJ 

Framework (Appendix D) be implemented. The hope is that this framework will act as a resource 

guide to support the Three Hills RCMP and the community as they move forward with 

developing a RJ program. Deciding to start a community-based program to repair the harm 

caused by crime is not an easy process. The dedication of all the community members involved 

in this project, inspired by the principles of RJ, will help drive this program forward. This report 

will be used by the newly incorporated Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Society as they 

continue on their journey to starting a RJ program from the ground-up. It may also have 

implications for other communities and RJ practitioners by helping identify some of the 

necessary design features and elements of a RJ model and adding to the available resources on 

RJ program development.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: World Café Questions 

1. What stands out for you from the information presented? 

2. What is encouraging or exciting? 

3. Would a restorative justice program be a good thing for our community? What would be the 

benefits of implementing a restorative justice program?  

 

4. What might a restorative justice program look like? What kind of work would a restorative 

justice program be doing?  

 

5. What problems could a restorative justice program help with? 

 

6. What are the potential challenges to implementing this initiative?  

 

7. Who would be or needs to be involved? 

 

8. How could we move this forward? What would that take? Who should take action?  

 

9. Are there other questions/issues you feel need to be addressed?  
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Appendix B: Restorative Justice World Cafe Agenda  

 

 

AGENDA 

7:00 pm   Welcome and Introductions     

 Anna Robinson will do the Welcoming and Introductions  

   Working Principles 

  Housekeeping 

  Agenda 

Vic Moisan will introduce the process 

  Parking Lot  

  Holding patterns  

  Participants will introduce themselves at their tables 

  Each table will have a recorder 

  Recorders not to be involved in discussion – capture the information per batim 

  Ask questions for clarity 

  Use the Flipcharts to record answers to focus questions 

 Give some time for participants to work on their own before recording answers to 

 focus questions 

 Encourage everyone to provide their thoughts 

  

7:10 pm Setting the Context – Presentation   

Anna Robinson to provide context 

Vic Moisan will facilitate the Presentation Debrief (Flipchart Recording) 

Restorative Justice World Café  
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 Based on the information presented 

- What stands out for you from the information presented? 

- What is encouraging or exciting? 

Table groups will begin Round One 

7:20 pm  Small Table Group Discussion – Round One 

- Would a restorative justice program be a good thing for our community? What 

would be the benefits of implementing a restorative justice program?  

 

- What might a restorative justice program look like? What kind of work would 

a restorative justice program be doing?  

 

- What problems could a restorative justice program help with? 

 

Before moving to Round 2 the Table groups will share with the rest of the group 3 or 4 

Highlights of their discussion.  

 

7:50 pm   Break and moving off to Round Two 

 

8:10 pm Small Table Group Discussion – Round Two 

 

- What are the potential challenges to implementing this initiative?  

 

- Who would be or needs to be involved? 

 

- How could we move this forward? What would that take? Who should take 

action?  

 

- Are there other questions/issues you feel need to be addressed?  

Table groups will share with the rest of the group 3 or 4 Highlights of their discussion.  

 

8:35 pm  Group Debrief 

8:50 pm  Next Steps 

9:00 pm   Closure 
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Appendix C: Interview Questions 

Interview Questions: Restorative Justice Practitioners 

Program Development 

How was the restorative justice program developed? 

What issues generated the ideas for your program?  

What community crime concerns does your program address?  

What clientele do you work with - adults, youth or both? What clientele do you receive the most 

cases from?  

What restorative justice model(s) do you use?  

On average, how many cases do you facilitate a year? How has this changed over the years? 

What factors have impacted the number of referrals you receive? 

 

Volunteers 

How many volunteers are necessary for your program? 

What is your recruitment process for volunteers?  

What is your screening process for volunteers? 

Who assesses the criminal record checks? What criteria is used to determine whether a criminal 

record should disqualify an applicant? Is there an appeal mechanism in place for disqualified 

applicants?  

What is the training process for volunteers? How long is the training? Do you have ongoing 

training sessions? What kind of topics are included in training sessions?  

Retaining volunteers - How do you retain volunteers? Do you require a designated time 

commitment from volunteers? 

 

Case Management 

 Describe your relationship with the local police? How does this relationship impact referrals?  

How are new police officers introduced to the program?  
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How do you maintain communication with police officers following the referral?  

Describe your relationship with Crown counsel? How does this relationship impact referrals?  

 

Program Implementation 

Do you have a communication strategy to help educate the community about your program?  

How do you use local media to increase public awareness for the program? 

Do you use real-life experiences from your organization? How do you maintain confidentiality?  

Explain your evaluation process. How was it designed? What outcomes have resulted from the 

evaluations?  

What do you think are the most important things to consider when starting a restorative justice 

program? What are the challenges? 
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Appendix D: Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Framework 
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Glossary of Terms 

Community Conferencing: A restorative justice model in which facilitators guide participants 

through a set of scripted questions addressing the affect and consequences of the offence. 

Following the dialogue, participants create an agreement that focuses on repairing the harm 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013).   

Community Accountability Panels: A restorative justice model used in cases with no 

participating victim. Facilitators take an active role in the process, making decisions on behalf of 

the victim, the offender and the community (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and 

Solicitor General, 2004).  

Peacemaking Circles: Circle approaches initially emerged from First Nation communities in 

Canada (Zehr, 2002). Peacemaking circles include victims, offenders, family members, justice 

officials and community members. They are unscripted and guided by the Circle Keepers 

(White, 2006).  

Restorative Justice: Restorative justice is a philosophy that addresses the impacts of crime on 

the victims and the community. The process focuses on restoring relationships and repairing the 

harm caused by crime (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). 

Victim Offender Mediation: A restorative justice model that involves a meeting between the 

victim and the offender in the presence of a trained mediator. The mediator has no stake in the 

conflict, their role is to help participants reach an agreement. This model has limited community 

involvement (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 2004).  

Youth Justice Committees: Committees of citizens established by the Attorney General of 

Canada or a province, to assist in any aspect of the administration of the Youth Criminal Justice 

Act or in any programs or services for young persons.  
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Introduction 

 This document is a framework for developing a restorative justice program. While this 

framework is designed for the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) Three Hills, Alberta 

Detachment, it is more broadly applicable to other audiences such as community organizations, 

schools and individuals interested in restorative justice. The aim of this framework is to help 

plan, implement and evolve a program that addresses the impacts of crime on the victims and the 

community (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013) and focuses on repairing the harm caused by 

crime.  

 This framework includes key elements of designing a successful restorative justice 

program based on best practices from programs throughout Alberta and BC. The organizations 

included in the program design framework were chosen because they are reputable, well 

established programs with a focus on best practices.  

 A needs assessment was conducted to determine community needs and gaps to managing 

crime in the Three Hills Detachment area. Below is a list of the key findings:  

1. There are a large number of minor offences that may be suitable to refer to a restorative 

justice program such as drug possession, theft under $5000 and mischief offences. 

 

2. There are no alternative programs to address the harm caused by crime at the pre-charge 

stage. Police officers use their discretion to either proceed or not proceed with criminal 

charges.  

 

3. Gaps exist in accessing justice because all criminal matters are referred outside of the 

community to a circuit court in Drumheller, AB.   

 

4. Offenders and victims need access to services in the community. 

 

5. There is a lack of communication and coordination among stakeholders (victim, offender, 

community, police, Crown, probations and corrections).  

 

 At this time, there are no alternative programs to manage crime in the Three Hills area. 

Based on the key findings, it is recommended that the community develop a restorative justice 

program. A framework has been developed to help the community implement a program. The 

framework is a practical tool designed to support the Three Hills RCMP and the community to 

make decisions about starting a restorative justice program. It offers insights from research, 

interviews with restorative justice practitioners and community input. Consider the framework as 

a starting point to build from. Developing a program takes time and the needs of the community 

may change over time.  
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Defining Restorative Justice 

 Restorative justice addresses the impacts of crime on the victims and the community 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). Crime is seen as something done against the victim and the 

community, not simply as a violation against the state (Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003). The focus 

of restorative justice is on restoring relationships and repairing the harm caused by crime                       

( Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013).  

 The values upon which restorative justice is based are (Canadian Resource Centre for 

Victims of Crime, 2011): 

 Crime is a violation of one person by another.  

 

 Crime is harmful to personal relationships and communities.                               

 

 Concern for victims and their needs.                                                             

 

 Emphasis on offender accountability - accepting the harm and consequences of their 

behaviour.                                                                                                                                                            

 

 Inclusion of those who have a stake in the offence to participate in its resolution.  

Restorative Justice Processes 

 Restorative justice processes are built around an encounter between the victim and the 

offender. To participate in restorative justice, offenders must take responsibility for their actions. 

The process is voluntary; victims and offenders must give informed consent before participating 

in the process (Cooley, 2002). The process is designed as a safe meeting space for people to 

discuss ways to repair the harm and resolve the conflict in the presence of a trained facilitator 

(2002). 

 There are a range of restorative justice models that may be used depending on the type of 

case. Models include community conferencing, community accountability panels, victim-

offender mediation and peacemaking circles. All models are based on the same restorative 

principle - to repair the harm caused by crime. The differences between models are procedural - 

seating arrangements, types of questions, cultural rituals and level of participation. Some models 

are considered less restorative based on these differences. For example, community 

accountability panels do not directly include victims or community members in the process, 

making them considerably less restorative than peacemaking circles which directly include 

victims, offenders, family members, justice officials and community members.  

 An important principle of restorative justice is designing the process to fit the case 

(White, 2006). Many programs choose one process that can be adapted. For example, the 

conferencing model may be adapted if a victim is unable to participate in the process to a 

community accountability panel. Learning the different restorative justice processes can help 

facilitators build capacity to design the process to fit the case.  
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 In Canada, the most widely used restorative justice model is community conferencing 

(Chatterjee and Elliott, 2003). Many organizations have adopted this model because it is 

considered highly restorative, including the victim, the offender and the community in the 

process (2003). The Three Hills program should consider adopting this model because of its 

highly restorative nature, easy to follow format (scripted questions) and the preferred practice of 

the RCMP.    

Youth Justice Committees 

 Youth justice committees (YJC) are the most popular restorative model used in Alberta. 

The committees are structured similar to community accountability panels and considered less 

restorative because they do not directly include the victim or the community in the process. YJCs 

are legislated under the Youth Criminal Justice Act and work in partnership with the provincial 

justice system to administer the extrajudicial sanctions program (Alberta Ministry of Justice and 

Solicitor General, n.d.).  

 The extrajudicial sanctions program allows Crown to refer young offenders to an 

accredited youth justice program (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.). To 

participate in the program, offenders must accept responsibility for the offence, be at least 12 

years of age and under 18 years of age at the time of the offence and it must be a first or second-

time eligible federal/provincial offence (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.).  

 Agreements resulting from a YJC process have specific guidelines that must be followed 

- three conditions maximum, three month timeframe and all agreements must be reviewed and 

approved by the probation officer (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.). Once 

the agreement is successfully completed, file documentation is forwarded to the local corrections 

office (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.) Failure to complete the agreement 

results in the young offender being terminated from the program and the case returned to Crown 

(Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.).   

 YJCs are sanctioned by the Minister of Justice and Solicitor General. In order to form a 

YJC, the committee must obtain letters of support from the local youth court judge, Crown 

counsel and police (Alberta Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.). Once the Solicitor 

General designates a YJC, the committee receives a copy of the Ministerial Order (Alberta 

Ministry of Justice and Solicitor General, n.d.). Because these programs are sanctioned, the 

Province provides the policy framework and training. These standards make it difficult for 

communities to develop programs that suit the individual needs of the community.  

 Some programs have adapted the YJC model to be more restorative by using circle 

processes that include the victim and the community in the process. Being sanctioned as a YJC is 

important as it allows programs to receive referrals through extrajudicial sanctions. Programs 

that are not sanctioned as YJCs must rely solely on pre-charge referrals from the police, local 

schools and community organizations.   

Public Input 

 The effectiveness of using a restorative justice model to manage crime in the Three Hills 

area was examined through a public consultation process called a world café. The purpose of the 
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world café was to examine community values and generate conversations about the current 

model of managing crime, innovative alternatives and potential barriers to change (British 

Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003).  

 Conversations between five or six participants took place simultaneously at individual 

tables in a café-style environment (Brown et. al., 2007). There were twenty six participants 

representing communities throughout the Detachment area except for the Village of Elnora. 

Participants represented a broad section of stakeholders including the RCMP, municipal 

officials, educational professionals, family and community support workers, business owners and 

residents. The world café provided a space for community members to learn more about 

restorative justice and share their perspectives on developing a program in their community.  

World Cafe Responses 
 

 The diagrams below outline some of the key responses identified from the world cafe 

discussions. Group discussions were recorded onto flip charts by facilitators and transcribed to 

highlight community values, attitudes and ideas in response to restorative justice.  

 

Figure 1: Participant Responses 
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Education 
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Case Management 

 Restorative justice approaches may be employed at any stage in the justice process 

including: pre-charge (police diversion/Crown diversion/sanctions); pre-sentence (court 

sanctions, namely, probation and/or custody); and post-sentence (for example, prison use of 

restorative justice) (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 2004). The 

following sections outline how these approaches may be employed from the referral process to 

the conference process, agreements and returning cases. Diagrams are provided to give an 

overview of the case management processes and steps to conducting a conference.     

Referral Process 

 Cases are referred to restorative justice programs by the RCMP, Crown or probations. In 

some circumstances, cases may also be referred by a school, agency or community member. 

Following the referral, the program coordinator assesses whether the case is appropriate for 

restorative justice. Cases may be deemed inappropriate if the offender does not accept 

responsibility for the offence or there is a possibility of re-victimization (Fairview Community 

Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 The majority of referrals to restorative justice programs occur through diversion. 

Diversion allows police officers to exercise discretion by referring offenders to restorative justice 

programs instead of proceeding with charges (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and 

Solicitor General, 2004). Diversion is used in cases involving both adult and young offenders 

(2004). There are two types of diversion (2004):  

What are the potential challenges to 

implementing this initiative? 

Funding 

                          Volunteers  

                                          Training 

Commitment 

                        Process Design 

How could we move this forward? 

Who would be or needs to be 

involved? 

                             Community Involvement 

                   Coordinator 

                                        Law Enforcement 

     Schools 

                        Mental Health Professionals 

Victim, Offender, and their supports 

Promotion 

Education 
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1. "Informal police-initiated resolution - Police refer minor offences to community-based 

restorative justice program at the pre-charge stage. Under the Youth Criminal Justice Act 

this form of resolution is referred as an "extrajudicial measure," available as an option 

when dealing with young offenders. Under the Criminal Code police are able to use their 

discretion with adult offenders" (p. 29). 

 

2. "Formal Crown-initiated resolution - Crown refers offences to an accredited alternative 

measures program such as Youth Justice Committees, Youth Justice Services (probation), 

or Community Corrections (adult probation) at the pre-sentence stage. Under the Youth 

Criminal Justice Act this form of resolution is referred to as "extrajudicial sanctions," a 

type of extrajudicial measure to deal with young offenders" (p. 29). 

 

 Prior to referring a case to restorative justice, the referring agent assesses the case to 

determine its suitability for restorative justice including the seriousness of the crime, victim and 

offender attitude and whether the case poses a safety issue for facilitators (Fairview Community 

Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 The referring agent should provide a brief explanation of the program to the victim(s) and 

offender(s) including the voluntary component of the program. It is the responsibility of the 

program coordinator to engage and educate all referring agents to ensure there is a common 

understanding of restorative justice principles.     

 If the referral is made by the police for a young offender, the victim(s) and offender(s) 

must sign a standard consent form (Appendix 3) to have their case handled through the 

restorative justice program (Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 

Pre-Conference 

 

1. Intake Meeting - Upon receiving the referred case, the program coordinator conducts an 

intake meeting (Appendix 4) to ensure the case is appropriate to proceed with restorative 

justice.  

 

2. Facilitator Selection - The coordinator selects two facilitators for the case. Once the 

facilitators have been chosen, they arrange to pick-up the file from the coordinator and 

familiarize themselves with the case.  

 

3. Pre-Conference Interview - Facilitators arrange a pre-conference interview with the 

victim(s), the offender(s) and any other participants. The interviews are an opportunity to 

explain the process, answer any questions and give the offender an opportunity to reflect 

on the questions that will be asked during the conference. 

 

4. Commitment - After explaining the principles and procedures, facilitators ensure 

participants are committed to the process. If the case is referred by police at the pre-

charge stage, written permission must be obtained for young offenders to participate in 

the program by their parent or guardian (Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.).  
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5. Setting the Meeting - Facilitators arrange a time and place for the conference and notify 

all parties (facilitating team, victim and supports, offender and supports, investigating 

officer and others such as mentor, community representatives, school counsellor, and/or 

drug or alcohol counsellor etc.)  (White, 2006).  

The Conference 

o Facilitators meet at the designated time and location 30 minutes prior to the start of the 

process to prepare themselves. 

 

o Facilitators designate specific seats for each participant, using the seating plan  

(Appendix 5). 

 

o Participants sign an Oath of Confidentiality (Appendix 6). 

 

o Facilitators guide participants through the process by asking a series of questions. These 

questions explore what happened, feelings about the incident, the impact and participant 

hopes for the meeting (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). 

 

o Once all participants have had an opportunity to respond to the questions, the facilitators 

move to the agreement stage.   

 

o Following the agreement stage, facilitators close the conference.  

 The coordinator is not directly involved in the conference unless required to act as a 

facilitator or is requested as additional support. It may be necessary for the coordinator to support 

new facilitators as they start facilitating cases for the first time. The coordinator may sit in on 

cases to provide feedback and answer any questions that may arise during the process.  

The Agreement 

 The agreement is an important process that builds consensus between participants 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). Participants work together to come to an agreement on how 

to repair the harm caused by the offence. Facilitators begin by summarizing the meeting and 

checking-in with participants before moving forward with the agreement.  

 The agreement process typically beings by exploring ideas about how the offender can 

repair the harm done by their actions and address the underlying reasons for what occurred 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). It is important to begin by asking the victim what they 

would like to see in the agreement before asking the offender to share their ideas (2013). After 

hearing from the victim(s) and offender(s), facilitators open up the discussion to all other 

participants, writing down every idea that is shared (2013).  

 Once the brainstorming phase is finished, facilitators get feedback from everyone. 

Facilitators are responsible for ensuring that the agreement does not impose outcomes on the 

offender more onerous than the traditional criminal justice system and the outcome is 

proportionate to the offence (British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003). As the 
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agreement develops, facilitators seek clarity on each item to ensure the agreement is as specific 

as possible including details, deadlines and verification of all terms (Restorative Justice Victoria, 

2013).  

 Before preparing the written agreement, facilitators check-in with participants to ensure 

that everyone is in agreement with the terms. Upon receiving acknowledgement that the terms 

are correct, facilitators draft the agreement and all participants sign it. Once the agreement is 

signed, the facilitators close the meeting.  

Unsuccessful Agreements 

 If facilitators feel there is no chance of getting to an unpressured signed agreement then 

the process should be halted. Facilitators will need to meet with the program coordinator and the 

referring agent to discuss the best way to move forward. In these circumstances, the facilitators 

and the coordinator will discuss whether or not to proceed with the process, restart the process 

with different facilitators or return the case to the referring agent (Fairview Community 

Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 Agreements should never be imposed on participants. Imposing agreements on 

participants may cause the re-victimization of the victim(s) or victimization of the offender or 

facilitators (Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

Returning Cases: 

 Police Referrals - Referrals from the police cannot proceed with charges even if the 

 offender does not complete the agreement. Once a case is referred to a restorative justice 

 program through informal police-initiated resolutions, the police cannot proceed with 

 charges. Police can make notes on the offender's file and they may not participate in the 

 program again.   

 Crown Referrals - Referrals from the courts (Crown, probations, or corrections) can 

 proceed with charges if the offender does not complete the agreement. Formal Crown-

 initiated resolutions can proceed with charges because referrals are at the pre-sentence 

 stage, meaning that charges have been laid or can be laid within six months of the 

 referral.  

Post-Conference 

 Following the conference, the coordinator debriefs with facilitators and retrieves the 

signed agreement and anything else pertaining to the case. It is important that facilitators give the 

coordinator all notes and documentation associated with the process. All discussions, notes, 

documentation and written reports associated with the conference are deemed confidential and 

for young offenders they are subject to provisions set out in the Youth Criminal Justice Act 

(British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003).  

 The coordinator is responsible for following-up with the offender to ensure conditions of 

the agreement are met in a timely fashion. The coordinator will inform the facilitators and the 

referring agent of the outcomes of the agreement. Maintaining communication is essential to the 
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program's success particularly in following up with the referring agent and the facilitators 

regarding case outcomes.  

Case Management Overview 

 The diagram on the following page outlines the case management processes discussed 

above. It is designed to help facilitators and referring agents gain a better understanding of the 

referral process.  
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CASE MANAGEMENT OVERVIEW 

Referrals made by the RCMP, Crown, 

probations and in some circumstances a 

school, agency or community member. 

 

Intake Meeting 

The program coordinator assesses the case to ensure suitability for restorative justice including 

victim/offender attitude and potential safety concerns. If the case is not accepted, the file will be 

returned to the referring agent.  

Pre-conference 

Two facilitators are assigned to the case. The 

facilitators conduct interviews with the 

victim(s), the offender(s) and any other 

participants.   

Conference 

The conference is a confidential process in 

which facilitators guide participants 

through a set of scripted questions. 

Following the dialogue, participants create 

an agreement.  

Post-Conference 

The coordinator is responsible for monitoring the agreement to ensure 

conditions are met. Following completion of the agreement, the coordinator will 

notify the facilitators and the referring agent.  

Interviews 

Interviews help prepare the parties by 

explaining the process, answering any 

questions and giving participants a chance 

to reflect on the questions that will be asked 

during the conference.   

Agreement 

The agreement addresses the underlying reasons for the offense. 

Agreements may include a reflection piece (essay, presentation, art 

piece), apology letter, community service, financial restitution 

and/or counselling services. Participants draft the agreement 

together and facilitators clarify the terms in a written document 

signed by all participants. Crown referrals must be completed using 

the Alternative Measures/Extrajudicial Sanctions Agreement.  

Crown Referral 

Crown may refer young offenders to accredited 

alternative measures programs such as Youth Justice 

Committees or probations at the pre-sentence stage.  

Police Referral 

Police may refer adult and young offenders to 

restorative justice programs at the pre-charge stage.  
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BEFORE DURING AFTER 

Coordinator receives case details 

from the referring agent and makes 

initial contact with victim(s), 

offender(s) and any witnesses named 

in the file.  

Greet participants as they arrive and 

direct them to their seat (based on 

the seating plan). 

Debrief with the coordinator 

following the process.  

Two facilitators are assigned to the 

case. They review and become 

familiar with the case. 

Begin by welcoming participants and 

proceed with introductions. Do not 

use the words victim and offender in 

the conference.  

Return the file to the coordinator - 

including the agreement and all 

notes and documentation associated 

with the process. 

Facilitators contact participants and 

conduct pre-conference interviews by 

phone or arrange to meet in person 

(if participants are young offenders, 

invite their parents to attend the 

meeting). 

Explain the process (confidentiality, 

voluntary participation, agreement) 

and introduce the case.  

The coordinator will be responsible 

for monitoring the agreement to 

ensure conditions are met.  

Set a date, time  and place for the 

conference.  

Core of the conference - go through 

the conference questions giving all 

participants an opportunity to share 

their story. 

The coordinator will notify 

facilitators and the referring agency 

of the final outcomes of the case.  

Contact participants to confirm 

attendance. 

Summarize what was said during the 

conference and check-in with 

participants before moving to the 

agreement stage. 

 

Prepare the conference seating plan.  Explore ideas about how the offender 

can repair the harm done by their 

actions - asking the victim, the 

offender, then all other participants 

to share ideas. 

 

Arrange the room according to the 

seating plan- have tissues, conference 

script and agreement forms ready. 

Draft the agreement and offer 

refreshments to participants.  

 

 Have all participants sign the 

agreement and close the conference. 

 

STEPS IN THE CONFERENCING PROCESS  
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Volunteers 

 Volunteers are a vital part of virtually all restorative justice programs and a program in 

Three Hills requires volunteers to facilitate the restorative justice processes. From the 

community input, it is clear that the community recognizes the importance of recruiting 

dedicated volunteers to make the program successful. Recruiting good volunteers requires public 

promotion of the program and sufficient time for screening and training.  

Applications 

 Restorative justice programs typically require volunteers complete an application 

process and undergo a criminal record check. Developing a policy on applications and criminal 

record checks for program volunteers can help streamline this process. All those who apply for 

volunteer positions must be informed that the criminal record check is a requirement of the 

application. They should also be informed that the results may or may not disqualify them from 

involvement in the program.  

 

 It is important to ensure the suitability of candidates applying to be facilitators, most 

organizations conduct interviews with applicants. This allows the coordinator to assess the 

character of each volunteer and provides information on work experience, skills, knowledge and 

abilities. Facilitators work with the victim and the offender, dealing with sensitive issues and 

confidential matters. Choosing the right facilitators greatly impacts the success of the program.  

 

Facilitator Training 
 

 Facilitators play an important role in guiding the restorative justice process. Training 

helps ensure volunteers working with victims and offenders respect the restorative justice 

process, the rights of participants and meet their needs.  

 

 All facilitators are required to participate in an initial training session provided by an 

accredited restorative justice trainer. In addition, facilitators participate in ongoing trainings 

provided by the program coordinator. Training topics may include (British Columbia Ministry of 

Attorney General, 2003):  

 

 Facilitation, mediation, conflict resolution, and communication; 

 

 Effects of victimization;                                                                                                                                                                    

 

 Working with victims and offenders;                                                                                                                                                                          

 

 Criminal justice system and relevant legislation, such as the Criminal Code and Youth 

Criminal Justice Act;  

 

 Cultural sensitivity.  
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Criminal Justice System 

Although restorative justice is an alternative process to managing crime, it works in partnership 

with the criminal justice system. Restorative justice programs rely on the criminal justice system 

for referrals and building partnerships is key to establishing a successful program. While 

restorative justice is a community based approach, the formal justice system can provide support 

by "helping the community build the necessary skills to handle conflict [...] and providing 

resources to support volunteer involvement" (Pranis, 1997, p. 5). Including provincial judges, 

Crown counsel, defense counsel, corrections, probations, and police officers in discussions about 

restorative justice will help strengthen relationships (British Columbia Ministry of Attorney 

General, 2003). 

Two Different Views (Zehr, 2002, p. 21) 

Criminal Justice 

 

Restorative Justice 

Crime is a violation of the law and the state. Crime is a violation of people and 

relationships. 

Violations create guilt.                                              Violations create obligations. 

Justice requires the state to determine blame 

and impose punishment. 

Justice involves victims, offenders, and 

community members in an effort to put things 

right. 

Central focus: offenders getting what they 

deserve. 

Central focus: victim needs and offender 

responsibility for repairing harm.  

Police 

 Many restorative justice programs receive referrals through police-initiated diversion, 

meaning that the police use their discretion to refer cases to restorative justice programs instead 

of proceeding with charges. The police assess the case as to its suitability, explain the program to 

the victim(s), and the offender(s), and submit a referral to the restorative justice program 

coordinator (Fairview Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 The investigating/referring police officer may be invited to participate in the restorative 

justice process. Their participation provides an opportunity to speak to the offence and share 

their perspective from the criminal justice system.    
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Crown Counsel 

 The Crown plays an important role in the restorative justice process, acting as a referring 

agent. While they do not directly participate in the process, they may choose to refer cases at the 

pre-sentence stage to an accredited alternative measures program such as youth justice 

committees for young offenders or community corrections for adult offenders. 

Provincial Judges 

 Judges may also be responsible for referring cases at the pre-sentence stage. Under the 

Youth Criminal Justice Act youth justice committees may "act in a sentence advisory capacity" 

(Youth Justice Committee - Training Manual, n.d., p. 4). Unlike cases referred by the police or 

Crown, the agreement is a recommendation that is made to the judge.  

 Based on the circumstances of the case, judges may also choose a "restorative approach 

in the context of sentencing or healing circles" (Turpel-Lafond, 1999, p. 2) for Aboriginal 

offenders.   

Probation Officers 

 The role of probation officers is "to guide an offender to successful completion of his [or 

her] sentence" (Probation Officers Association of Ontario, 2004, p. 4) and "address victim's 

concerns and victim safety" (p. 5).  Through the Youth Criminal Justice Act, Crown may refer 

young offenders to Youth Justice Services or adult offenders to Community Corrections at the 

pre-sentence stage.  

 Probation Officers may decide to proceed with extrajudicial sanctions for youth or refer 

the case to an accredited youth justice committee. For adult offenders, they may refer the case to 

a local restorative justice program at the pre or post sentence stages. Working with probations is 

important to the success of restorative justice programming as officers are "regularly in contact 

with police, Courts, lawyers and the community" (Probation Officers Association of Ontario, 

2004, p. 4).   

Organizational Structure 

 The organizational structure of the program is important to ensuring accountability 

measures, and program credibility. Most organizations become incorporated as a non-profit 

society under provincial legislation or collaborate with an existing society that shares similar 

values. The Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Program has opted to become incorporated as 

their own society. The following sections outline the organizational structure including 

committee members, the program coordinator, facilitators, and the relationship between them.  

Committee Members 

 The primary role of the committee is to oversee the development of the restorative 

justice program. The committee is responsible for (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety 

and Solicitor General, 2004 and Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.):  
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 Determining how the program should be developed, implemented and administered; 

 

 Building relationships with local justice partners; 

 

 Obtaining support from local businesses and community groups; 

 

 Overseeing program delivery through evaluation of the program, staff and volunteers; 

 

 Drafting contracts, policies, budgets and program proposals.     

  

 The membership of the committee should reflect the diversity of the community. 

Representatives should include: local police, local government, cultural groups, victim services, 

schools, businesses, religious organizations, recreational services, social services, offender 

groups and the justice system (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 

2004). 

Program Coordinator 

 The program coordinator is directly accountable to the committee. Responsibilities 

include (Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.):  

 Maintaining records of the committee (minutes, correspondence, direct program 

contracts, copies of budgets and financial accounting); 

 

 Establishing and maintaining a list of accessible meeting places to hold community 

conferences; 

 

 Establishing and maintaining a list of community organizations where community service 

hours can be completed;  

 

 Coordinating, managing, monitoring and evaluating volunteers; 

 

 Maintaining client referral and agreement files; 

 

 Ensuring the referring agent gets copies of completed agreements; 

 

 Returning incomplete cases to the referring agent. 

Facilitators 

 Facilitators are trained volunteers responsible for facilitating the conference. This 

includes:  

 Receiving and reviewing the case from the coordinator and connecting with the co-

facilitator; 

 

 Contacting conference participants - victim(s), offender(s) and community members; 
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 Conducting pre-conference interviews with participants; 

 

 Facilitating the conference - arranging a date and time, setting up the meeting space, 

guiding participants through the process and drafting the agreement;  

 

 Participating in a debrief and returning all case materials to the program coordinator. 

 

 It is expected that facilitators will participate in monthly trainings and other professional 

development opportunities to improve their skills. Facilitators are directly accountable to the 

program coordinator.   

 

Organizational Flow Chart 

 The chart below represents the organizational structure of the restorative justice program 

(Fairview Community Restorative Justice, n.d.).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Federal and Provincial Acts and Municipal Bylaws  

Restorative Justice Committee Restorative Justice Coordinator 

Facilitators 
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Conference Participants 

 This section provides an overview of the roles of conference participants. Participants 

may include a mentor, victim, offender, and community members. Not all conferences will 

include all of the following participants but it is important to understand the role of every 

possible participant.  

Mentor 

 Mentoring is an important part of the restorative justice process. The role of the mentor is 

to ensure that the offender is supported before, during and after the process (Restorative Justice 

Victoria, 2013). The restorative justice process can be overwhelming for offenders and the 

mentor is there to support the offender in a judgment-free manner (Restorative Justice Victoria, 

2013).  

 It is important for mentors to understand the difference between being a mentor and a 

friend. Mentors need to be assertive with the offender and keep in mind that the goal of the 

relationship is for the offender to complete the agreement (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). 

While getting along and working together is part of the mentoring relationship, the role of the 

mentor is to help the offender complete the agreement. Setting boundaries and outlining the 

mentoring relationship should be established with the offender (Restorative Justice Victoria, 

2013).  

Victim 

 The restorative justice process is voluntary and victims may choose to participate in the 

process in different ways. If the victim does not wish to attend the conference, they may still 

choose to participate by writing a letter or expressing what they would like to see from the 

agreement. In these cases, a surrogate victim may be assigned to give insight into the effects of 

the offence from a victim's perspective (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). Facilitators must 

ensure they are sensitive to the needs of the victims by prioritizing their safety, providing 

information about the process, discussing having a support person present, and ensuring there is 

always an opportunity to share their story and explore restitution options (Canadian Resource 

Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011).   

Offender 

 Offenders must accept responsibility for their actions prior to participating in a restorative 

justice process. The process gives offenders an opportunity to share their perspective and fulfil 

their obligations to the victim and the community in more meaningful ways than through a 

criminal justice process (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 

2010). Following the conference, offenders are responsible for completing the terms outlined in 

the agreement. Depending on the stage of the referral (pre-charge, pre-sentence, or post-

sentence), "an offender may or may not be able avoid a criminal record or a court process by 

participating in a restorative justice process" (British Columbia Ministry of Public Safety and 

Solicitor General, 2010, p. 4).  

 



 
 

23 | P a g e  
 

Community Members 

 The participation of community members in the restorative justice process provides a 

voice which is often left out of the traditional criminal justice system (Restorative Justice 

Victoria, 2013). Community members may provide insights based on similar experiences, 

address issues that come up in the process and provide information on local resources 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013).  

There are four types of community members - those who (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013):  

1. Were directly involved in the offence (e.g. the neighbor of the victim of a break 

and enter case) 

2. Have had direct experience with a similar offence (e.g. someone who experienced 

a break and enter a couple years ago)  

3. Have expertise or knowledge relevant to the underlying reason for the offence 

(e.g. offender struggles with substance abuse and community member works in 

the addictions field) 

4. Live in the community and wish to participate in the process 

 Typically one or two community members participate in the restorative justice process. If 

there are too many community members, the process may become unbalanced. If the offence had 

a large impact on the community, the process should be adapted to involve more participants 

(Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013).  

Program Evaluation 

 Evaluation allows programs to critically examine whether or not they met their goals and 

anticipated outcomes. Reasons to evaluation restorative justice programs include (Moore, 2008): 

Accountability: The strengths and weaknesses of a program can be explored by comparing 

policies and practices with program standards.  

Credibility: Examine whether the "goals of restorative justice were met, integrated, clearly 

outlined and whether participants were satisfied with the success of these goals" (p. 10).  

Authenticity: Ensure actions are balanced with participants' voices, and experiences, and the 

principles of restorative programming.  

Criticality: Invite participants, communities, schools and justice stakeholders to voice their 

experiences with the process and thoughts about the program to help improve effective 

implementation.  

Ethicality & Sensibility: Account for the rights and needs of all participants by providing 

opportunities to give feedback on the process.   

Improve Understanding: Improves "understanding about what processes should be continued 

or discontinued" (p. 10).  

 Evaluation in restorative justice can be challenging as outcomes of a restorative process 

are difficult to measure. Many programs have developed evaluation processes in response to 
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funding reports. Funders typically want measurable results of a program. While evaluation tends 

to be an afterthought for many programs due to financial constraints and limited resources, 

evaluation does more than measure outcomes (Moore, 2008). Creating an evaluation process 

helps ensure accountability, credibility and criticality (2008). The evaluations provide valuable 

information to ensure continuous program improvement.  

 Attached are evaluation templates (Appendices 11 & 12) that may be further adapted to 

meet the needs of the program. These evaluations are based on the Restorative Justice Victoria 

surveys and evaluation processes.   

Moving Forward 

 The Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Project was initially developed by an 

expressed  need from the local RCMP to have a program in place that could provide an 

alternative to managing crime, particularly for minor offences. Through community engagement, 

interviews with restorative justice practitioners, and research, this framework has been developed 

as a resource to help develop a program in the Three Hills area. Moving forward, the project 

needs to focus on three main areas: funding, education and program development.  

Funding 

 The main source of funding for Alberta restorative justice programs is the Alberta 

Community Restorative Justice (ACRJ) grant program. These grants support the delivery of 

restorative justice programs, and funds may be used for facilitator training, to develop operating 

standards and protocols, to provide education and awareness, and for related administrative and 

facilitator costs for program operation (Alberta Justice and Solicitor General, 2013). Funding is 

an ongoing barrier for many non-profit organizations, and ensuring there are funds in place to 

successfully implement a program is required to move forward with developing a program.    

Education 

 Education is one of the main objectives of restorative justice programming. The Three 

Hills & Area Restorative Justice Program needs to connect with local organizations and local 

media to help increase public awareness, and recruit volunteers for the program. Letting people 

know about the program through radio interviews, distribution of written materials, presentations 

to community organizations, high schools, and government agencies can help educate the public 

and build community support (British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003).  

 Awareness is key to getting the community involved in the program. Communication is 

most effective if it's linked to stories about real-life experiences, especially about local people or 

conditions (British Columbia Ministry of Attorney General, 2003). Highlighting the benefit of 

the restorative justice program for the community will help people understand the need for the 

program.  

Program Development 

 Developing a restorative justice program is an extensive process that involves many of 

the elements outlined in this framework. What is often overlooked is the development of 

program policies, resources and forms. Attached in the appendices are many draft documents and 
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resources to support the development of a restorative justice program. Many of these documents 

have been modified with permission by the Fairview and Community Restorative Justice 

Program and the Restorative Justice Victoria Program. Program development is an ongoing 

process that requires continuous monitoring and evaluation of policies and procedures to best 

meet the needs of the program.  

Steps to Starting a Restorative Justice Program 

 Outlined below is an overview of the steps to starting a restorative justice program. These 

steps are guidelines to help the program move into the implementation stages.   

1. Conduct a Needs Assessment  - Determine community needs and gaps to managing 

crime by reviewing local crime statistics, initiate discussions with stakeholders 

(community, police, Crown, probations and corrections) and evaluate the types of 

programs and services offered in the area. 

 

2. Set up a Committee - Role of the committee is to oversee the development of the 

restorative justice program. The committee should represent a cross-section of 

community stakeholders. 

 

3. Become a Society  - Apply to become incorporated as a society through the Alberta 

Corporate Registries. An application form, standard bylaws, NUANS report, and 

processing fee must be submitted.  

 

4. Become a Youth Justice Committee - Contact your local probations officer to discuss 

becoming a youth justice committee. Application process requires letters of support from 

the local youth court judge, Crown, and police. 

 

5. Obtain Liability Insurance - General liability insurance protects the society against 

third party legal liability related to property damage or injuries sustained during the 

program. Insurance needs to cover committee members, employees and volunteers.  

 

6. Apply for Funding  - Restorative justice programs require funding to hire a coordinator, 

train volunteers, rent office space, and additional operating costs.  

 

7. Hire Coordinator - Program coordinator oversees the program and is accountable to the 

committee. Responsibilities include accepting referrals, managing, monitoring, and 

evaluating volunteers, maintaining agreement files, and returning incomplete cases.  

 

8. Recruit Volunteer Facilitators - Volunteers are needed to facilitate the restorative 

justice processes. Policies and procedures should be in place for volunteers including the 

application process, criminal record checks, training, confidentiality, and ethics.  
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9. Enter into Agreement with Police -The agreement formalizes the relationship between 

the police and the program by agreeing to work together and follow all rules and 

regulations set out in the Practitioners' Code of Ethics, Code of Confidentiality, and 

Federal, Provincial, Municipal Governments Acts or Contracts. 

 

10. Training - All volunteer facilitators need to be trained by a certified restorative justice 

trainer. Training typically lasts 2 to 3 days.  

 

11. Mentoring - Following training, facilitators should be mentored by the coordinator as 

they begin taking on cases.  

 

12. Connect with Community Organizations - Establish relationships with community 

organizations and develop a list of places where community service could be completed.  

 

13. Put together Restorative Justice Information Package - A program brochure, fact 

sheet, and minor consent form for young offenders should be included in an information 

package that can be given to participants prior to referring a file.  

 

14. Begin Accepting Referrals - Once you have completed the following steps you can 

begin accepting referrals from the police, Crown, probations, and other sources such as 

schools, and community organizations.  

 

15. Maintain Contact with Referring Agents - Notify the referring agent of the date and 

time of the conference and invite them to participate if appropriate. Once the agreement 

is completed, the coordinator should contact the referring agent and provide them with a 

copy of the agreement.  

 

16. Engage Volunteers - At the beginning of the program there may be fewer referrals. 

Engaging volunteers through continuous training opportunities helps to maintain skills 

and program involvement.  

 

17. Program Evaluation - Evaluating the program through both informal and formal 

measures is necessary for program improvement. Develop formal surveys to be 

completed by participants following the conference. Conduct debriefs with facilitators 

following the conference.  

 

18. Educate the Community - Educating the community about the program is ongoing. 

Connect with local organizations and local media to help increase public awareness. 
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Conclusion 

 Restorative justice is developed from the ground-up, focusing on the needs and values of 

the community. While community engagement and collaboration are essential to designing a 

successful restorative justice program, the information and resource materials are also required. 

This report focuses on the principles of restorative justice, the roles and responsibilities of the 

criminal justice system and restorative justice practitioners, case management processes and 

program development. It is intended to be a resource guide for both the RCMP and the 

community in building a restorative justice program for the Three Hills area.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Facilitator Application Form 

Restorative Justice Facilitator Application 

Facilitator Description 

Restorative justice is a community-based alternative to the traditional justice system.  Trained 

volunteers facilitate restorative justice processes, bringing together the victim, the offender, their 

families, supporters and/or community for a discussion about the incident and how the harm can 

be repaired. 

Responsibilities/Duties      

 Pre-interview victims and offenders 

 Facilitate Restorative Justice Forums 

 Write resolution agreement and summary reports 

 Attend monthly facilitator meetings 

 Promote and enhance the Restorative Justice program 

 

Qualifications 

 

 Excellent communication skills (interpersonal, oral, written) 

 Effective organization and time-management skills 

 Ability to work independently and as part of a team 

 Ability to treat participants with respect and fairness 

 Ability to maintain confidentiality. 

 Previous work or volunteer experience with at-risk youth (families) and/or conflict 

resolution is an asset.  

 Criminal Record Check and Vulnerable Sector (CFSA) check required.  

 

Commitment  

Volunteers are asked to commit from 2 to 15 hours per month for a minimum of 12 months.  

Most regular monthly training is 1-3hrs/month, with cases ranging anywhere from 4-

10hrs/month. 

 

Training 

Volunteers will receive 2.5 full days of Restorative Justice Forum training followed by monthly 

training and optional ongoing, relevant training and education workshops opportunities.  
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Name  

Age  

Street Address  

Box Number  

City  

Postal Code  

Phone   

Cell  

Fax  

Email  

Current Job/Position  

Employer or Self 

Employed 

 

Length of time in 

the community? 

 

Criminal Record 

Check 

Circle one                                               Yes Attached          No 

Vulnerable Sector 

Check 

Circle one                                               Yes Attached          No 

 

Community involvement includes:  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Briefly outline in your own words why you believe you would be a good candidate to be trained 

and voluntarily work as a Restorative Justice Facilitator: 

 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Submit to: 

Anna Robinson                                                                                                                                              

c/o Three Hills RCMP Detachment719 2
nd

 Street North                                                                                                                                   

P.O. Box 520                                                                                                                                                      

Three Hills, AB                                                                                                                                                

T0M 2A0                                                                                                                                                   

Email: threehillsrj@gmail.com                                                                                                                                   

Phone: (403) 425-0002 

 

 

THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THIS DOCUMENT WAS PROVIDED BY FAIRVIEW 

COMMUNITY RESTORATIVE JUSTICE  

mailto:threehillsrj@gmail.com
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Appendix 2: Facilitator Interview Questions  

Facilitator Interview Questions 

1. What specific skills & personal qualities do you bring to this position? 

 Considerations: Essential skills that successful facilitators need include communication, 

 adaptability, creativity and resilience as well as knowledge of restorative justice 

 principles and an understanding of information gathering, analysis and problem-solving.  

2. We all have bias due to our world view. Is there a situation or circumstance where it 

would be difficult to be impartial?  How would you handle that type of referral?  

 

3. Give an example of a conflict situation that you've been involved in. How did you 

handle the situation? What do you think worked well? What do you think could 

have worked better?                                                                                                                                                               

 Considerations: What actions did they take to improve the situation? What key skills 

 were used to problem solve and in decision-making? 

4. What is your comfort level in having difficult conversations?  

 Considerations: Can they relate it to actual examples? Do the skills they use move a 

 conversation forward, instill confidence and motivate change?  

5. Describe your experiences dealing with confidential materials and what steps you 

took to keep the information confidential.  

 Considerations: Do they recognize potential challenges as an RJ facilitator in a small 

 community?   

6. Do you have any questions about the restorative justice program or process?  

 

 

 

 

THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THIS DOCUMENT WAS PROVIDED BY FAIRVIEW 

COMMUNITY RESTORATIVE JUSTICE  
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Appendix 3: Minor Consent Form 

Minor Consent Form 

What to expect from the Restorative Justice Program   

Facilitators work with all parties to promote reconciliation and resolution. Their role is not to determine 

guilt but to address the harms that have been done. Once the referral is made, all parties involved are 

contacted and meet with the facilitators and a date, time and place for the conference are determined. 

What happens during the Conference? 

The conference process is explained to all parties at the pre-conference interview. Facilitators 

help move the process forward and assist in clear and respectful communication. 

How we proceed- Each party, without interruption is given an opportunity to talk about how the 

offence has impacted them and how those harms need to be address. There is discussion of the 

issues and concerns. Each party is given opportunities to ask questions and respond. The parties 

can then determine what needs to happen in order for those concerns to be addressed. 

The agreement- Following the discussion, the parties draft an agreement focusing on what can 

be done to resolve the harm. Facilitators write down the terms of the agreement and all parties 

sign it.   

Non descriptive general information may be used for training purposes only. All cases are 

confidential. 

The restorative justice process is voluntary for both victim(s) and offender(s), participants may 

opt-out. This ensures the victim is willing to take part and the offender has admitted guilt, 

accepts responsibility for the offence and is willing to make amends.  

Note: A Mentor may be assigned to each file for support.  

 

I ___________________________________________grant permission for my child/ward  

____________________________________________ take part in the Restorative Justice Program.                                     

Signed Date:____________________,20__ 

 

 

 

THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THIS DOCUMENT WAS PROVIDED BY FAIRVIEW 

COMMUNITY RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 
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Appendix 4: Offender Intake Form 

Offender Intake Form 

Date: ______________________  

Please read the following then sign below to acknowledge that you understand:                                    

 The information gathered will be used to get to know you better and identify your needs 

so that we can build a meaningful and effective restorative justice process. 

 You can stop at any time and you do not have to answer any question you do not want to.  

There will be no consequence for this. 

 You can read anything I write down and change your answer at any point. 

 This is a confidential process, meaning that I will not disclose what you share to anyone 

except the mentor and facilitators. The only exceptions to confidentiality are a) if you 

disclose that you are a danger to yourself or others, or b) a child is at risk of being 

harmed, in which case I am legally bound to alert the police.   

 If you disclose past or current illegal behavior (e.g. drug use or past crimes), I will not 

report it to the police unless it is so serious that it would be unethical not to report (e.g. 

information about a homicide or abuse/neglect that is currently occurring).   

 This intake may also be used for program improvement and development. Any 

information used outside of the program will be anonymous. 

Initials: ________ 

 

File # _______________  

 

1. Before the incident that brought you to restorative justice, have you ever had contact 

with the police?  If so, why?  

 

 

 

2. Tell me about the offence(s) that led to your participation in this program. 

 

 

 

3. What do you think led to the offence(s) happening?  What was going on in your life? 

 

 

 

4. How has that incident impacted/affected your life? 
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5. How do you think that incident has impacted/affected others? 

 

 

6. Restorative justice is about taking accountability for yourself and your actions, and 

turning a wrong into a right. What do you accept responsibility for?  

 

 

 

7. Restorative justice focuses on the harm done and trying to repair it.  How do you 

think you can repair the harm done?  E.g. symbolic and/or financial restitution. 

 

 

 

8.  How  o you think you can make sure this  oesn’t ha  en again? 

 

 

 

9. Do you feel like you were forced in any way into participating in restorative justice?  

 No  

 Yes: How were you forced?_____________________________________ 

 

 

 

10. Do you think participating in this program is a good way to respond to the offence 

(e.g. rather than go to court)?   

 No 

 Yes 

 Why or why not? 

  

 11. What do you hope to get out of participating in restorative justice? 

  

 12. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix 5: Conference Seating Plan  
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Appendix 6: Participant Oath of Confidentiality 

Participant Oath of Confidentiality  

Date of restorative justice process:___________________________________________ 

 

We, the undersigned, pledge not to discuss any information revealed to us pertaining to this case 

unless directed by law. 

We, the undersigned, also pledge to respect the privacy of all participants by not discussing their 

identities, any identifying characteristics or information and any of the particulars of what is said 

here, outside the restorative justice process. 

ROLE PRINT NAME SIGNATURE 
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Appendix 7: Restorative Justice Practitioners' Code of Ethics 

Restorative Justice Practitioners' Code of Ethics 

Restorative justice practitioners play an important role in guiding the process between the 

victim(s), the offender(s) and the community to repair the harm caused by crime. In taking on 

this role, it is important that practitioners consider the ethics surrounding their practice. This 

code of ethics is adapted from the Fairview Community Restorative Justice program and the 

Charter for Practitioners of Restorative Justice (Restorative Justice Victoria, 2013). It applies to 

the entire process of facilitation, from case development to follow-up.  

Self-determination: The restorative justice process relies on the ability of the victim(s) and the 

offender(s) to have voluntary unpressured discussion and reach a voluntary unpressured 

agreement. This means inviting full, informed and voluntary participation of all participants, 

empowering and supporting them to be involved in the process.  

Impartiality: Facilitators shall examine how their own values, biases, and prejudices might 

affect their ability to effectively work on a case. If impartiality is not possible, the facilitator shall 

withdraw from the case. The primary role of practitioners is to heal what has been broken not 

perform the role of advocate, adversary, or judge for any of the participants.  

Conflict of Interest: Facilitators shall disclose any actual or potential conflicts of interest related 

to the case. A conflict of interest is a relationship or dealing that may create the impression of 

bias.  

Role Conflicts: It is recognized that the program coordinator or facilitators may have 

professional roles such as counsellor, social worker or mediator. Regardless of professional 

designations, under no circumstances or conditions shall practitioners function in any 

professional role to either party during the process.  

Confidentiality: Confidentiality is paramount to the process. Participants will be expected to 

keep any information shared during a conference confidential. Practitioners shall not disclose 

any matter that a victim or offender expects to be confidential unless given permission by that 

party or required by law. Exceptions to confidentiality include disclosures of child abuse or 

neglect, uttering of threats, and any occurrence of a criminal act during the process.  

Competence: A person shall facilitate a case only when they have the necessary qualifications to 

handle what is reasonably likely to arise during the process. Training and experience in 

restorative justice are necessary. All facilitators are expected to commit themselves to ongoing 

improvement of their skills. Restorative justice practitioners shall: respect the limits of their 

competencies; consult with peers and mentors; invite and consider feedback and; engage in 

continuous learning and development.  



 
 

41 | P a g e  
 

Integrity of the Process: The process shall be conducted in a manner consistent with the Code 

of Ethics and the principles of restorative justice. Restorative justice principles include: caring 

and compassion, equality, healing, responsibility, truth and honesty, justice, inclusion, safety, 

respect, self-awareness, interconnectedness of community, confidentiality and listening.  

Co-forum: Cases will be facilitated by two facilitators. Facilitators shall work together and 

extend every possible courtesy to each other during the process. If a disagreement arises during 

the process, facilitators will discuss their differing views privately. In the event that the 

disagreement remains unresolved, the process will be suspended until an agreement has been 

reached.   

Respectful Conduct: Show courtesy and respect to all parties who are or may become involved 

in a case regardless of their ethnic background, economic status, sexual orientation, level of 

education, mental capacity, age or appearance.  

Transparency: Be transparent in all dealings with current or potential participants, while 

respecting confidentiality.  

Consensus: Facilitate decision-making processes based on consensus. Consensus will be built by 

consulting with those affected by the decisions.  

Do No Harm: Be sensitive to the priorities of the participants' emotional and physical safety, 

mental fitness, and general ability to participate meaningfully in the process. Practitioners have a 

duty to ensure they work responsibly and sensitively in a way that does not bring further harm to 

any party.  
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Appendix 8: Facilitator Oath of Confidentiality  

Facilitator Oath of Confidentiality 

 

1. I, ____________________________, acknowledge and agree that any information 

obtained by me in the performance of my services is of a confidential nature and that 

during my service and thereafter, I agree to: 

 

a. Hold and keep in confidence all information and not discuss, communicate 

or transmit to others, or make any unauthorized copy or use of the 

information in any capacity, position or business unrelated to the 

restorative justice program. 

b. Take all reasonable steps to prevent unauthorized use or disclosure of 

confidential information. 

c. Abide by all practices and regulations for the protection of the 

information. 

2. Upon completion of the restorative justice process, I will promptly deliver all documents, 

data, records, lists and any other materials pertaining to the case to the program 

coordinator. I shall not retain any documents, data or reproduction of such documents of 

data containing or pertaining to the file. 

 

3. In the course of a restorative justice process, should information arise that I feel a legal 

obligation to disclose, such as reports of child abuse or threats of violence, I will inform 

the victim and/or the offender that the information will be disclosed. I will then inform 

the program coordinator and appropriate authorities immediately.  

 I understand and accept the terms of this Confidentiality Agreement. 

  

 ________________________________  ______________________________ 

 Signature      Date 
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Appendix 9: Working Agreement RCMP Three Hills Detachment  

Three Hills Community Restorative Justice Program Working Agreement 

The Three Hills & Area Restorative Justice Program would like to enter into a Working 

Agreement with the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) Three Hills Detachment regarding 

our Restorative Justice Program. The Restorative Justice Program provides an alternative to 

managing crime in the detachment area. The communities involved in the program include 

Delburne, Elnora, Three Hills, Trochu and the surrounding areas of Kneehill County and Red 

Deer County.   

We agree to work with the Three Hills RCMP Detachment following all rules and regulations set 

out in the RCMP Referral Process, the Practitioners' Code of Ethics and Code of Confidentiality. 

We understand that we must follow the Federal, Provincial, Municipal Governments Acts or 

Contracts and or Contract/Agreements Obligations.  

 

Signed on this ___ day of __________________, 2013 

 

_______________________________________________                Date___________________ 

RCMP SGT.  

 

_______________________________________________              Date____________________ 

RCMP Liaison 

 

_______________________________________________              Date____________________ 

Restorative Justice Coordinator 

 

_______________________________________________              Date____________________ 

Restorative Justice Committee Chair 
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Appendix 10: RCMP Referral Process 

Restorative Justice RCMP Referral Process 

All referrals are sent to the Restorative Justice Coordinator, Anna Robinson. If proceeding with a presentence 

referral through Youth Extrajudicial Sanctions or Adult Alternative Measures please notify the Coordinator.                                                            

Cell: (403) 425-0002 Email: threehillsrj@gmail.com 

Prior to referring a file, the RCMP member will: 

o Assess if the incident/offence is suitable for restorative justice. Does the offender accept responsibility 

for the incident? Is it a first or second time offence? Types of offences referred to restorative justice 

may include theft, mischief, shoplifting, vandalism and minor assault. Open to other file types. 

 

o Decide whether or not to lay a charge and proceed with Extrajudicial Sanctions or Adult Alternative 

Measures. If laying a charge please complete a Notification Alberta Youth Extrajudicial 

Sanctions/Alternative Measures Program form and submit to Crown.  

 

o Provide the Victim(s) and Offender(s), with the Restorative Justice Information Package. 

 

o Inform the Victim(s) and Offender(s) that restorative justice is a voluntary process. If the offender 

chooses not to participate, the matter will be referred back to the RCMP and/or handled by the courts.  

 

o If the Victim(s) and/or Offender(s) are minors, parents/guardians must be contacted. Pre-charge 

referrals only - parents/guardians must give written consent and agree to be present during the 

Restorative Justice Process. (One consent form is in the package). 

The Referral Process:   

o The program coordinator will ensure all documents and information provided by the RCMP remain 

secure and confidential and shared only with appropriate parties.  

 

o When referring a pre-charge file, members shall provide the program coordinator with the Prosecutor 

Information Sheet. The only additional information needed may be alternate contact 

numbers/addresses.  

 

o The program coordinator will notify the referring member by email of the date of the conference. The 

member may choose to participate in the conference.  

 

o An email and/or hard copy of the final restorative justice report will be sent to the referring member 

when the agreement is complete.  

 

Note: General non descriptive case information may be used for training purposes. No names or identifying details will 

be discussed. All cases are confidential.  
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Appendix 11: Restorative Justice Survey Offender 

Restorative Justice Survey Offender 

This is a voluntary survey. You can stop at any time and there will be no consequence. The 

information gathered from this survey will be used for program improvement/development and 

education. THIS SURVEY WILL ONLY BE READ BY THE PROGRAM COORDINATOR – 

NOT ANYONE PRESENT AT THIS MEETING.  Any information used outside of the restorative 

justice program will be anonymous (e.g. as part of statistics reported to our funders). Thank you 

very much. 

File # _______________     Today’s date______________________ 

 

When thinking about your involvement with restorative justice, how do you feel about each 

of the following statements?  Please check the appropriate box. 

 
S
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n
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a
g
re

e 

A
g
re

e 

N
o
t 

su
re

/ 

n
o
 e
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d
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a
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I was treated fairly in the restorative justice meeting      

I was given enough chances to talk and share my 

thoughts and ideas 

     

I think the rest of the group listened to me 

 

     

It was valuable to hear what others had to say 

 

     

I have been supported throughout the restorative justice 

process 

     

I felt safe going into and during the restorative justice 

meeting 

     

I was respected by the restorative justice volunteers       

I was respected by the other participants 

 

     

I voluntarily chose to participate in restorative justice to 

address the crime/harm committed 
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Is there anything about your experience with restorative justice that you are unsatisfied 

with?  If so, please explain: 

 

Would you recommend the restorative justice process to someone else? 

□ Absolutely   □ Probably   □ I’m not sure   □ Unlikely   □ De initely not 

 

Now that the restorative justice meeting is finished, to what degree (if any) do you 

experience the following when you think about the incident? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How (if at all) will your behavior and choices in the future be different as a result of 

participating in restorative justice? 

 

What (if any) benefits or positive effects have you experienced from participating in 

restorative justice? 

 

I am satisfied with the agreement 

 

     

Restorative justice is supporting me in addressing the 

root cause(s) of my offence   

     

I believe the harm will be repaired through restorative 

justice 

     

 All the time Frequently Sometimes Infrequently  Never 

Anger      

Sadness      

Shame      

Fear      

Anxiety      
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As a result of participating in the restorative justice meeting, to what degree (if at all) have 

the following relationships been affected? 

 

 

  Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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 Much better 

now  

Better now Not sure/no 

effect 

Worse now Much worse 

now 

You and your family      

You and your 

community 

     

You and the person who 

was harmed 

     



 
 

48 | P a g e  
 

Appendix 12: Restorative Justice Survey Victim 

Restorative Justice Survey Victim 

This is a voluntary survey. You can stop at any time and there will be no consequence. The 

information gathered from this survey will be used for program improvement/development and 

education. THIS SURVEY WILL ONLY BE READ BY THE PROGRAM COORDINATOR – 

NOT ANYONE PRESENT AT THIS MEETING.  Any information used outside of the restorative 

justice program will be anonymous (e.g. as part of statistics reported to our funders). Thank you 

very much. 

File # _______________     Today’s date______________________ 

 

When thinking about your involvement with restorative justice, how do you feel about each 

of the following statements?  Please check the appropriate box. 

 
S
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I was treated fairly in the restorative justice meeting      

I was given enough chances to talk and share my 

thoughts and ideas 

     

I think the rest of the group listened to me 

 

     

It was valuable to hear what others had to say 

 

     

I have been supported throughout the restorative justice 

process 

     

I felt safe going into and during the restorative justice 

meeting 

     

I was respected by the restorative justice volunteers       

I was respected by the other participants 

 

     

I voluntarily chose to participate in restorative justice to 

address the crime/harm committed 
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Is there anything about your experience with restorative justice that you are unsatisfied 

with?  If so, please explain: 

 

 

 

 

Now that the restorative justice meeting is finished, to what degree (if any) do you 

experience the following when you think about the incident? 

 

 All the 

time 

Frequently Sometimes Infrequently  Never 

Anger      

Sadness      

Shame      

Fear      

Anxiety      

 

Would you recommend the restorative justice process to someone else? 

□ Absolutely   □ Probably   □ I’m not sure   □ Unlikely   □ De initely not 

 

 

 

 

I am satisfied with the agreement 

 

     

I believe the harm will be repaired through restorative 

justice 
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As a result of participating in the restorative justice meeting, to what degree (if at all) have 

the following relationships been affected? 

 

 Much 

better now  

Better 

now 

Not sure/no 

effect 

Worse now Much worse 

now 

You and your family      

You and your community      

You and the person who 

caused the harm 

     

You and ________________ 

(any other relationship that 

was affected) 

     

 

What (if any) benefits or positive effects have you experienced from participating in 

restorative justice? 

 

 

 

Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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Appendix 13: Conference Facilitator's Script 

Conference Facilitator's Script 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Welcome, My name is (your name) and I will be facilitating this conference. Introduce your 

co-facilitator at this time.  

Go around the circle and have all participants introduce themselves.  

Thank you all for attending. I know this is difficult for all of you, but your presence will help us 

deal with the matter that has brought us together. This is an opportunity for all of you to be 

involved in repairing the harm that has been done.  

This conference will focus on an incident which happened (state the date, place, and nature of 

the offense). It is important to understand that we will focus on what (offender's name) did and 

how that unacceptable behaviour has affected other's. We are not here to decide whether 

(offender's name) is good or bad. We want to explore in what way people have been affected 

and hopefully work toward repairing the harm that has resulted. Does everyone understand this?  

(Offender's name) has admitted his/her part in the offense.  

Say to offender: I must tell you that you do not have to participate in this conference, and you 

are free to leave at any time, as is anyone else. If you do leave, this matter will be referred back 

to the police/courts and handled in another way.  

This matter, however, may be finalized if you participate in a positive manner, and comply with 

the conference agreement.  

Say to offender: Do you understand?  

2. Offender(s) 

 

We'll start with (name of offender).  

 If there is more than one offender have each respond to the following questions 

 

o What happened?  

o What were you thinking about at the time?  

o What have you thought about since the incident?  
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o Who do you think has been affected by your actions? 

o How have they been affected?  

3. Victim(s) 

 

 If there is more than one offender have each respond to the following questions 

 

o What was your reaction at the time of the incident?  

o How do you feel about what happened?  

o What has been the hardest thing for you?  

o How did your family and friends react when they heard about the incident?  

 

4. Victim Supporters 

 

 Have each respond to the following questions 

 

o What did you think about when you heard about the incident?  

o How do you feel about what happened? 

o What has been the hardest thing for you?  

o What do you think are the main issues?  

 

5. Offender Supporters 

 

 Have each respond to the following questions 

 

o What did you think about when you heard about the incident?  

o How do you feel about what happened? 

o What has been the hardest thing for you?  

o What do you think are the main issues?  

 

6. Offender  

 

Ask the offender: Is there anything you want to say at this time?  

 

7. Agreement 

 

Before we move on, is there anything anyone would like to say?  

 

Ask the victim: What would you like to see happen as a result of this conference?  

 

Ask other participants what they would like to see in the agreement. 
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Ask the offender: What do you think about the suggestions?  

 

 As the agreement develops, clarify each item, ensure terms are realistic, and make 

the written document as specific as possible, including details, deadlines and follow-

up arrangements. 

 

As you sense the agreement discussion is drawing to a close, say to the participants:  

 

Before I prepare the written agreement, I'd like to make sure that I have accurately recorded what 

has been decided.  

 

Read the items in the agreement aloud and look to participants for acknowledgment. Make 

any necessary corrections.  

 

8. Closing the Conference 

 

Before we formally close the conference, I would like to provide everyone with a final 

opportunity to speak. Is there anything anyone else would like to say?  

 

Thank you for your contributions in dealing with this difficult matter. Completion of this 

agreement will go a long way to repairing the harm and allowing us all to learn from this 

experience.  

 

Please help yourselves to some refreshments while I prepare the agreement.  

 

 Allow participants time to have refreshments and interact. After you have written 

up the agreement have the victim, the offender, and parent/guardian for young 

offenders.  
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Appendix 14: Additional Resources and Suggested Reading 

Additional Resources and Suggested Reading 

These resources are based on my own research and recommendations from other restorative 

justice practitioners. They are useful in providing a basic understanding and furthering existing 

knowledge of restorative justice.  

A Healing River: An Invitation to Explore Restorative Justice and Principles by 

Heartspeak Productions (2004) 

This film documents Canadian restorative justice practitioners as they share their stories of trauma, 

recovery and the foundations of restorative processes.   

Alberta Restorative Justice Association (ARJA) 

This Association is composed of Alberta restorative justice organizations, practitioners and stakeholders 

dedicated to increasing understanding about restorative justice and encouraging the development of new 

restorative justice programs. The website includes resources, materials and information related to the 

restorative justice field.  

Website: http://www.arjassoc.ca/ 

For the Record: The Youth Criminal Justice Act: A New Law for Canadian Youth: A New 

Collaborative approach by Susan Doyle (2006) 

This book serves as a guide to explaining the Youth Criminal Justice Act. It provides important 

information on extrajudicial measures, youth justice committees and youth records.   

Restorative Justice in Canada: What Victims Should Know by the Canadian Resource 

Centre for Victims of Crime (2011) 

This report provides information on considering the rights of the victim in the restorative justice process 

including topics such as safety, information, choice, testimony, validation and restitution.  

Restorative Justice Council (RJC) 

The RJC is a national association in the United Kingdom that shares innovate practices to support the 

development of restorative justice. Their website provides an extensive library, research papers and action 

plans.  

Website: http://www.restorativejustice.org.uk/ 

The Little Book of Restorative Justice by Howard Zehr (2002) 

Howard Zehr is a pioneer in the field of restorative justice. This book is a great educational tool, 

providing clarity about restorative justice principles and values, and highlights the differences between 

restorative justice and the traditional criminal justice system. 
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