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Abstract
People who experience social and economic marginalization often face accompanying legal 
issues. Research conducted in various jurisdictions shows that low-income people are more 
susceptible to legal issues and that some legal issues “cluster,” meaning those who face a 
legal issue frequently face more than one. The research also shows that, often, the legal 
issues of low-income people “multiply,” in the sense of legal issues occurring in the context 
that may create or exacerbate other problems, such as health issues, further financial 
pressures and relationship breakdown. Addressing these issues can be difficult due to the 
complexity of the legal system. Although many programs and services exist to assist people 
in accessing and navigating the legal system, this service network can be equally complex. 
Many are not aware of available services and resources, including service providers. Given 
this, it is often acknowledged that greater service coordination is needed, but there are 
significant challenges to achieving that goal. Barriers include limits on information sharing 
due to privacy legislation and professional protocols; restrictive funding arrangements; 
competing mandates; and technical limitations, among others. Even knowledge regarding 
the nature and extent of gaps and barriers from the perspective of marginalized people is 
incomplete. To address this gap, the Canadian Poverty Institute (CPI) undertook an inquiry 
into the coordination of justice sector services in Alberta on behalf of the Justice Sector 
Constellation of Enough for All, Calgary’s Poverty Reduction Initiative. 

The purpose of this research is to support greater service coordination and integration 
in the justice sector by identifying key barriers and developing recommendations for 
change. Following an extensive literature review, key informant interviews, focus group 
discussions and a system mapping process, key issues were identified and explored. 
Emerging as responses to these issues, recommendations flowed from 5 primary strands: 
Generating Positive Feedback through Decision Making and Allocating Funds; Improving 
Communication between Policy-making, Implementation and Supporting Subsystems; 
Increasing Efficiency in Referring; Overcoming Territoriality and Fostering Referring;  
and Strengthening Relationship Building and Capacity Building. As an extension of  
these recommendations, best practices were presented as a means of increasing integration 
and coordination, improving access to justice sector services and enhancing the  
socio-legal wellbeing of Alberta’s most vulnerable.
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1.0  Introduction
The Canadian Poverty Institute (CPI) was contracted to 
conduct an inquiry into the coordination of justice sector 
services on behalf of the Justice Sector Constellation of 
Enough for All, Calgary’s Poverty Reduction Initiative. 
This project involved research into the justice sector service 
system to identify barriers to service coordination and 
develop recommendations for more effective integration. 

Project Purpose: The purpose of the project was to 
enhance the coordination of justice sector1 services in  
order to increase access to justice for vulnerable Albertans. 

Project Goal: The goal of the project was to identify 
barriers to the coordination of justice sector services 
and develop recommendations to address the barriers 
identified. 

Project Objectives: The objectives of the project were to: 

a. Develop a high-level schematic of justice sector 
 services within the province, showing flows and gaps 
 among services, in both civil and criminal matters; 

b. Identify barriers to coordinated service provision, 
 arising from compliance or attempted compliance  
 with the Freedom of Information and Protection of 
 Privacy Act (Alberta); 

c. Identify how service gaps and barriers to coordinated 
 service provision have been addressed in other 
 jurisdictions; and, 

d. Make recommendations to enhance service 
 coordination and integration within the justice 
 sector.

2.0  Key Themes from Document Analysis
One of the first tasks accomplished for this research was 
a document analysis spanning a variety of reports in 
Family, Civil and Criminal Law. The document analysis 
was conducted to understand the literature on access to 
justice sector services in order to inform the thrust of the 
project. The analysis was diagnostic in the sense of singling 
out relevant recurrent themes that could be harnessed in 
furtherance of the project. To this end, three categories 
of analysis were developed — Framing Concepts, System 
Tangibles and Weaknesses Identified. For each theme, 
sub-themes were isolated; firstly, to be examined in finer 
detail, and secondly, to serve as the reader’s window into 
the minds of the researchers within the context of attaining 
the primary goals of the project. 

2.1 Framing Concepts
These are defined as any ideas, visions and/or propositions 
that can be put forward with the intention of introducing 
harmonization and efficiency into a system, in this case, 
the justice sector services system. Framing concepts inform 
the philosophy with which a system is constituted, which 
can result in system enhancement or truncation of system 
function. The following sub-themes were determined to be 
notable framing concepts in the context of this project:  

a) Culture Shift: One of the earliest framing concepts 
encountered, which informed the degree of audacity 
with which to approach this study, was the idea of 
the justice services system needing a “culture shift” 
(Action Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and 
Family Matters, 2013). This came from a longitudinal 
observation by justice sector actors that certain ways 
of approaching issues or completing tasks had become 
inflexible. Examples that precipitated the call for a 
culture shift included: attitudes towards pro bono 
practice (or the lack thereof); access to Legal Aid; 
positionality of justice sector workers; the approach to 
budgeting and financing public access to legal services; 
and triaging. With this background, researchers were 
curious about the extent to which this project could 
capitalise on the call for a culture shift, and what 
this could look like.

1 “Justice sector” includes all organizations and individuals involved in the legal system as well as all organizations and individuals involved in 
 serving people who are in need or at risk of accessing the legal system or who are navigating the legal system.
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b) Vision for Access to Family and Civil Justice: A 
collection of reports focusing on Family and Civil 
justice recurrently broached issues of public awareness 
of rights and entitlements; education on preventing 
legal problems; utilization of dispute resolution 
procedures in terms of court and non-court options; and 
implementation of mechanisms to improve access to 
Civil and Family law services. The parameters on which 
to anchor these goals were summarized in four words: 
awareness, utilization, implementation and improvement 
(Action Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and 
Family Matters, 2013). From the standpoint of this 
project, the question of interest was: How are current 
systems set up and functioning to attain the ideals of 
these four words as part of the vision of increasing 
access to Family and Civil law services? 

c) A Robust Action Plan: The majority of documents 
contained recommendations for an action plan or 
combination of action plans, on which to increase 
access to justice for disadvantaged individuals. Goal 
orientation cut across each of these documents. 
Another undercurrent had to do with utilizing 
innovation, reforming institutions, re-examining 
structures, and deploying research and funding as 
vehicles for implementing the proposed action plans 
(Action Committee on Access to Justice in Civil 
and Family Matters, 2013). Additionally, the reports 
contained recommendations for a better integrated 
justice sector with the capability of efficiently screening 
individuals to identify needs. In particular, there was 
an emphasis on the development of a system that 
empowered the public to access information in an 
accessible format in order to obtain effective assistance. 
Our point of interest, pivoted around how linkages 
between institutions, innovations, structures, and 
research and funding, could be harnessed to improve 
coordinated access to  justice sector services. It was not 
lost on the research team that, through this work,  
a component of research and funding had been set 
in motion.

d) Adjudicative versus Preventative Justice: Within 
the milieu of availing justice sector services to socio-
economically disadvantaged individuals, there was a 
recurrent lament about the court-centric and expensive 
nature of services—summarized in quotes such as 
“court if necessary, but not necessarily court” (Action 
Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and Family 
Matters, 2013, p. 11). It was also pervasively clear that 
reports on the subject of access to justice intended 
to keep the focus on resolving matters as well as 
preventing them, hence our phrasing that accentuates 
the polarity as well as the interdependence between 
“adjudicative justice” and “preventative justice.” In 
steering a project in a direction that culminates in 
recommendations on to how improve coordination 
of justice sector services, the following question was 
considered: What needs to be implemented to achieve 
the synergy between adjudicative and preventative 
justice as opposed to court-centric justice?

e) Justice for All Components: This theme resonated 
because of the potential of these concepts to move 
the research in a direction toward increasing 
fluidity between access to, and delivery of, justice 
sector services. Important framing concepts and 
accompanying details discussed were: Foundational 
Capacities such as Governance and Management; 
Resource Planning; Technology Capacity; Triage, 
Referral and Channel Integration; Community 
Integration and Prevention; and Judicial and Court 
Staff Education. Others included Foundational 
Services comprising Broad Self-Help Informational 
Services, Plain Language Forms; and Language 
Services Integration. Enhancement Services provided 
a window for the research team to consider issues 
related to Alternative Dispute Resolution Integration; 
Compliance Assistance; Courtroom Assistance 
Services; and Unbundled Legal Assistance. Lastly, but 
not least, the research team was convinced that System 
Completion Innovations such as Simplification and 
Role Flexibility for Other Professionals (Alteneder 
et al., 2016), were issues to keep foregrounded as we 
strategized about moving the research forward. 



5

CANADIAN POVERTY INSTITUTE 

f) Rethinking Statutorily Mandated Legal Aid: The 
analysis showed that although Legal Aid is statutorily 
mandated and most people explore it as part of  
seeking legal services, there does not appear to be 
corresponding public trust in, and support for, 
Legal Aid. The culmination of ideas from the reports 
suggest that a way to stem this tide is to reconstruct 
Legal Aid in the public psyche as an essential part of 
society’s social safety net and not as an afterthought of 
society’s obligations to those caught in legal and social 
uncertainty. Intertwined in this framing concept to 
advance coordination is funding, which has already 
been highlighted in point ‘a’ With these points in mind, 
the research team positioned to consider the merits of 
raising the public profile of Legal Aid within the broader 
objective of increasing the connectivity between Legal 
Aid activities and other socio-legal services.

As one continues to read this report, one will be able to 
identity these six themes, or aspects of them, as evidence  
of how this knowledge helped shape the project

2.2 System Tangibles
These comprise the people, services, agencies, laws, rules, 
regulations, etc. necessary in order to think of any system, 
in this case the justice sector services system, as a system. 
These are parts of the whole that must work in unison to 
warrant being described as “well-oiled.” The interest in 
system tangibles was in connection with how they either 
function as intended to the benefit the system or falter 
to the detriment of the system. In many respects, system 
tangibles are the necessary and sufficient conditions 
for translating “dreams” from the conceptual stage into 
practice. In terms of system tangibles, the following were 
the dominant issues of note:

a) The Cluster of Poor, Marginalized or Vulnerable 
Individuals: The people most at risk of being 
characterized as poor, marginalized or vulnerable 
were children, poorly educated people, women, people 
with disabilities, indigenous people, single parents and 
racialized people; although their needs, with respect 
to the justice services, are not universal. Within this 
group were two further groupings of system tangibles 
(people)—those who are knowledgeable on how to 
navigate the system and those who need assistance 
(Buckley et al., 2013). One of our curiosities related 

to how people in these categories fall through the cracks  
of the justice services sector, either by not seeking 
services or ceasing to seek services. Another point of 
interest had to do with what we could learn from  
service providers as we took steps to move this project 
forward. With regard to the plight of children caught 
in the justice services sector, it was judged to be very 
important to examine how the coordination of justice 
sector services could minimize their risk of experiencing 
the full brunt of being embroiled in the consequences  
of adult legal problems.

b) Uncoordinated Resources and Services: The document 
analysis revealed that, in spite of a plethora of resources 
and services, one of the most critical barriers to access 
is the uncoordinated and un-integrated nature of 
these resources. Thus, persons with legal needs work 
inordinately hard to discover what resources exist, 
which resources fit their needs, their eligibility, and how 
they should use them. The subtext appeared to be that 
placing the onus on already socially and legally suffering 
people to seek, find, and use resources and services is 
not an effective approach for bringing justice within the 
reach of the public, especially the disadvantaged. 

c) Self-representing Individuals: An important 
demographic within the system tangibles are people 
who self-represent as a matter of circumstance. All 
documents reviewed pointed to the fact that self-
representation has been on the rise to the point that up 
to “50% of people try to solve their problems on their 
own with no or minimal legal or authoritative non-legal 
assistance.” (Action Committee on Access to Justice in 
Civil and Family Matters, 2013, p. 4) This means that 
self-representing individuals are an important system 
tangible who cannot be minimised in a study that seeks 
to empower those who are marginalized. The literature 
was clear that an important way to meet the needs of 
those who find themselves self-representing is to either 
make the legal system more intelligible and accessible 
to them, or provide options through which they can 
extricate themselves from the plight of self-representing. 
With this base information, it was imperative for self-
representing individuals to be distinctly named as an 
important input into the justice services system. 
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d) User’s Frame of Reference or Point of View: This 
appears to be an important system tangible in the sense 
that it involves people’s perspectives and is dependent 
on people’s ability to process information as they 
navigate the legal system. Some of the documents 
contained a quiet, yet poignant admission that the legal 
system is just too complicated for non-professional 
participants to grasp, let alone look after, their interests 
from a position of strength. Contentious as this may 
be, there was a recognition that there is room for the 
legal profession to make the system navigable by non-
legal professionals, such as self-representors, social 
workers, police officers, health workers, and people 
with impending, current and past brushes with the 
legal system. The clarion call here emphasized putting 
the public first; prioritizing simplification, increasing 
collaboration and coordination; and intensifying 
prevention and education (Action Committee on Access 
to Justice in Civil and Family Matters, 2013). Never 
losing sight of the perspectives of the marginalized 
and/or vulnerable was critical for thinking about how 
to instigate more fluidity in accessing justice sector 
services. Points considered in this theme included: who 
should be invited to participate in the study, how we 
can properly investigate barriers involved in accessing 
services, and what are the best ways to seek insight from 
non-legal actors on how the system works? 

e) Strategic Partnering among Service Agents and 
Agencies: Within the context of delivering services at 
the intersection of social and legal problems, a dominant 
wish-list item entailed a continuum of delivery options 
to clients, undergirded by matching their needs at 
the earliest possible stage with the most appropriate 
service option. Strategic partnering as gleaned from 
the documents could involve Legal Aid strategically 
partnering with service providers such as social workers, 
community legal workers, court administrators, lawyers, 
and paralegals (Buckley et al., 2013). For the focus of  
this project, strategic partnering, as we labeled this 
system tangible, had to stay alive, not only because 
it presents as a framing concept, but also because it 
presents a real prospect for linking service providers  
in partnerships to assist clients.

2.3 Weaknesses
The documents reviewed highlighted the following 
weaknesses in the justice services sector as they pertain to 
vulnerable and marginalized citizens.

a) Expensive Legal Services: This was a ubiquitous theme 
and was summarized as “a major gap between what legal 
services cost and what the vast majority of Canadians 
can afford.” (Action Committee on Access to Justice 
in Civil and Family Matters, 2013, p. 3). Due to this 
misalignment, there exists in society a swath of people 
who have unmet legal needs. There is also a recognized 
disconnect between Legal Aid eligibility and the depth 
of Legal Aid client need, not only because funding 
for Legal Aid is an extant problem, but also because 
income eligibility criteria are set too low and the range 
of services people can qualify for are prescribed too 
narrowly. The key issue is that Legal Aid eligibility 
does not take deep cognizance of relative poverty viz 
a viz legal need. A related problem had to do with the 
ostensible de-prioritization of access to justice initiatives. 
A call was made for decision makers to count the social 
cost of unmet justice needs and position the justice 
sector as important as, for example, the health care 
sector. Thus, the research team spent a considerable 
amount of time thinking about how Legal Aid Alberta 
could be effectively engaged for this study, what other 
options service seekers could pursue, and the degree of 
webbing between Legal Aid and other service agencies. 

b) Multiple Nodes of Concentrated Power: It was 
recognized that the justice services sector has too many 
hubs of power and decision making, which creates 
vacuums in terms of “centrally” directing activities 
in the system. Because of this, it is not always clear to 
the user what information is authoritative, current or 
reliable. The biggest challenge had to do with lack of 
substantive networks among information providers. The 
researchers’ lines of inquiry for this issue were bird’s eye 
view in scope — what strategy can be developed to bring 
clarity to the user in terms of the coordination of legal 
information? What mechanisms can be implemented to 
curb fragmentation of the system? Which parts of the 
system are too dominant or too under-rated in relation 
to their practical significance?
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c) The Problem of Unreached Individuals: This caught 
our attention largely because of the phenomenon of 
people falling through the cracks in almost every branch 
of social service delivery. It has been estimated that only 
6.5% of legal problems reach the justice system (Action 
Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and Family 
Matters, 2013), which then prompts the question of 
what happens to the 93% of legal problems that do not 
reach the justice system? And if these people are not 
being reached, or are not reaching out for services, who 
steps in, and how effective have they been in getting 
their legal problems resolved? 

d) Ambiguity of “Meaningful Access” to Services: A 
problem that the legal community and the public 
appears to be grappling with concerns language and 
terminology. For instance, the literature was clear that 
the language of justice was inaccessible to most people 
(Action Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and 
Family Matters, 2013), or that “justice” means different 
things to different people. Embedded in this debate, 
was a call for “meaningful access” to services; however, 
experts could not agree on what constituted “meaningful 
access.” Thus, project researchers reflected on the issue 
of “meaningful access” and how to incorporate that into 
the research process. The point of curiosity was what will 
“meaningful access” to justice services look like from 
the position of various actors in the field and, secondly, 
how services could be coordinated in the absence of 
consensus on what a basic term such as “meaningful 
access” entails. 

There were a plethora of themes that could have been 
presented as problems identified. In keeping to the research 
mandate, and in keeping with quality rather than quantity, 
it was surmised that exploring these themes, which are 
really interconnected, will provide the base on which to 
build the rest of the inquiry.

3.0  Opportunities, Barriers and Gaps 
Identified from Expert Interviews 
This section summarizes the opportunities, barriers and 
gaps identified through key informant interviews as they 
relate to the coordination (or lack thereof) of justice  
sector services.2

a) Privacy and Release of Information Barriers: One 
theme that came up in all interviews, albeit in different 
ways, was in connection with privacy legislation under 
the auspices of Alberta’s Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act. The data on practices related 
to the fact that release of information varied according 
to agency or service provider and are here summarised: 

 i. There are clear benefits to the client when agencies  
 are able to share information, albeit internally.   
 Sharing client information within an agency breaks  
 down barriers for the client and, if done in the spirit  
 of the privacy legislation, prevents having clients  
 relive trauma at each service provider. 

 ii. There could be benefits if information sharing   
 extended beyond agencies and even social services  
 to include health and justice services because   
 such information sharing enhances collaboration  
 and improves client service.

 iii. Information sharing was not always seen as a   
 positive because sometimes sharing information  
 with other players could work against the interest  
 of their clients.

 iv. Some service providers were critical, even frustrated,  
 with how the misapplication of the Freedom of   
 Information and Protection of Privacy Act converts  
 the Act into an access barrier.

 v. Within agencies where information sharing is   
 practiced, there are clear protocols embedded in  
 training to ensure privacy does not stand in the 
 way of service provision. 

 vi. Contrary to the notion that people are protective  
 of their information, most clients sign a Release of  
 Information request if they are properly informed  
 about the benefits and risks of doing so.

2 More detail on this can be found in the final report produced for this project. The breakdown of participants as well as the interview guides  
 used in the field research are presented in Appendices A and B.
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b) Barriers and Gaps of Protecting Children’s Interests: 
The structure and functioning of family law leaves 
a lot to be desired in terms of protecting children’s 
interests. When children are caught up in the problems 
of adults, their interests do not appear to be adequately 
represented. Barriers identified include:

 i. The hyper-adversarial nature of the practice of 
 Family Law inhibits the capacity for service 
 coordination in a way that protects children’s 
 interests in the event of family breakdown.

 ii. The lack of coordinated socio-legal services  
 involving families and children (involving, for 
 example, mediation services) increases the chance 
 that cases end up in court.

 iii. There are many processes and procedures that   
 have been developed or implemented to protect  
 the interests of children in the legal system.  
 However, these provisions are not coordinated 
 enough to serve the interests of children, who   
 become vulnerable once in legal limbo, sometimes  
 of their own making, other times as a result of the  
 circumstances of the adults in their lives.3  

c) Barriers of Income-tested Eligibility for Legal Aid and 
Legal Assistance: The study investigated the nuances 
of Legal Aid and Legal Aid eligibility within the context 
of marginal poverty, where a person was not captured 
in the current eligibility criteria but instead existed in a 
zone of precarity. Although income-testing is the bench-
mark for determining who gets help and who does not, 
the income-tested criteria of eligibility for Legal Aid 
precludes relatively poor individuals. Chronic under-
funding and funding cuts of legal Not-for-Profits was 
also seen as a primary gap and a barrier to providing 
legal assistance, even outside of Legal Aid. An extremely 
low base income for eligibility also ensures that only the 
desperately poor qualify for aid. 

 Beyond these problems, the research found two pockets 
of more comprehensive approaches to legal assistance 
eligibility that could inform how Legal Aid is thought 
about and planned for in the interest of vulnerable 
people within the context of coordinating justice  
sector services:

• Two-Step Eligibility: This is where agency-specific 
income and asset qualification guidelines were 
discussed to deepen and broaden the chances that a 
person could receive some form of legal assistance. It 
was a more robust eligibility procedure which offered 
greater capacity to appreciate a client’s circumstances, 
determine the agency’s ability to support them and, if 
not, refer the client to another agency.

• Comprehensive-Ideal Eligibility: This was an in-
development, coordinated approach to assessing 
eligibility for legal assistance and social services 
underpinned by a holistic approach where eligibility is 
driven by the desire to break the cycle (of recidivism) 
rather than determine the vulnerable/at risk person’s 
resources in order to determine whether or not they 
could be helped, and to what degree.

d) Record Suspension Barriers: This was a sticky point 
for Not-for-Profit legal agencies whose clients have 
criminal records and are looking for jobs, and where 
a break in communication tended to give false hope 
to individuals eager to separate from their criminal 
past to chart a new path. The most frequent gap 
connected to record suspensions was the lack of inter-
agency communication between smaller agencies and 
behemoths such as Community and Social Services, 
the police or other integral institutions involved in the 
record suspensions process. This results in a lack of 
uniform information provided to would-be applicants 
for record suspensions on the process, costs and length 
of time one must commit to receive a record suspension, 
which in turn leads to client disappointment, frustration 
and sometimes abandonment of the process altogether. 

e) Barriers of Collaboration and Duplication Prevention: 
It appears that actors in the Not-for-Profit legal sector 
duplicate services, but the extent to which they do so 
is unknown. In some interviews, the attitude around 
duplication of services indicated that a conversation 
about duplication was better avoided. Where 
duplication was a well-established gap and/or barrier to 
efficiency in service delivery, there did not seem to be 
an appetite for niche harvesting driven by comparative 
advantage. Even within the ubiquitous referrals system, 

3 Examples discussed included the Parenting after Separation Program which is mandatory for family law files involving children, and the High-Conflict 
 Parenting after Separation Program, Voice of the child Reports (Practice Note 7 Interventions) and Parenting Time/Parenting Responsibilities Assessment 
 (Practice Note 8 Interventions).
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referrals happened when clients could not be helped 
at one location and not primarily because of the 
intrinsic realization that Agency B has a comparative 
advantage over Agency A. The following key barriers to 
collaboration were identified:

 i. Institutional mandates, inadequate communication  
 and lack of consultations in policy development  
 presented as a barrier and as gaps in service delivery. 

 ii. The politics of the workplace presented as a barrier  
 to collaboration and coordination, even when there  
 was an awareness of service duplication. This   
 prevented the development of clear niches and, in  
 the process, services were instead lost to clients. 

 Our reading of the data is that, although specific experts 
know what services other agencies deliver, their insights 
suggest that lack of closer collaboration results from 
inadequacy of funds, extant policies, and mandate 
constraints—gaps and barriers to service delivery that 
are vulnerability-inducing or opportunity-blocking for 
members of the public. 

f) Definition of Success as a Barrier to Service Delivery: 
This theme unfolded along two main tracks. The first 
appears to be embedded in the policies that service 
providers are required to work within, and the second 
refers to how success is construed, mainly as a function 
of workload to work achieved. As may be inferred from 
the nature of the problem, the definition of success has 
policy antecedents that affect service delivery. The gaps 
and/or barriers are as follows:

 i. Funder-Agency Disconnects: A disconnect exists  
 between how funding agencies define success and  
 how successful agencies feel that their clients have  
 been in working through their socio-legal problems.  
 This involves the lack of a baseline in terms of  
 what success with a client means or looks like. 
 Related to this is the lack of particularity that takes 
 into account the specific histories of clients, 
 predisposing them to succeed later, rather than 
 sooner or the other way around. There also appears 
 to be an evaluation gap where service providers 
 would prefer more latitude in showcasing the  
 impact of the work and funders appear to prefer 
 quantitative reporting. 

 ii. Pattern of Success with Funders: Funders shared  
 that some of the disconnects that become barriers  
 to service delivery stem from the positionality   
 of some agencies at the time of submitting funding  
 applications. A common problem funders raised  
 was that some proposals were not properly 
 formulated, sometimes arising from a history of 
 successful applications. 

g) Community Courts - Budding Opportunities for 
Coordination: The main gap and/or barrier had to do 
with the untapped potential of the community court 
model. Advocates for plugging this gap cited:

 i. Attendance at community court is not based on 
 income-tested criteria, thus removing a significant 
 barrier to access to services.

 ii. The potential impact of quick turnaround of cases 
 where the accused can appear in court within 24  
 hours of the offense.

 iii. Devoting specific days to particular categories  
 of issues, increasing predictability. 

 iv. The opportunity for clients to opt into treatment  
 if there is a court assessed need. 

 v. A restorative justice and goal-reward based system 
 that sets people up for success.

 vi. The ambience created in community courts that 
 keeps the focus on reducing recidivism. 

 vii. Community courts are seen as a way to reduce  
 the number of people at risk of falling through 
 the cracks. 

 viii. A multi-expert approach is seen as a particular 
 strength, in addition to the aura of welcome at  
 these courts. 

 In Calgary, the CJCC (Calgary Justice Collaboration 
Committee), is actively working to make community 
courts, including their accompanying trained staff and 
wraparound services, an integral part of the legalscape. 
Should this idea mature, an opportunity should be 
seized to link these community courts with allied 
services, processes and protections in the interest  
of the legally and socially marginalized. 
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h) Barriers to the Prevention of Multiple Ticketing: 
Interviewees identified the issue of multiple ticketing as 
an important challenge experienced by vulnerable and 
marginalized populations. Barriers to preventing the 
problem of multiple ticketing included:

 i. Clogged System. The current backlog in the system 
 keeps individuals locked in the multiple ticketing 
 circuit. Interviewees noted that the context of 
 ticketing and the escalation of legal problems has  
 not changed from the pre-Bill 9 era when an 
 individual’s problems could begin with being 
 caught riding the bus without a ticket or 
 panhandling, or public intoxication. Generally, 
 also, Bylaw Officers, Calgary Police Service, Transit 
 Inspectors, and Ticket Administrators spend 
 countless hours trying to manage each ticket 
 from the time it is logged to when the file is  
 closed or abandoned. 

 ii. Bill 9: While Bill 9 was intended to prevent / 
 reduce the issuance of tickets, the clogging of the  
 court system and also reduce the disproportionate  
 issuance of tickets to mentally ill and addicted   
 individuals, it appears, however, to be hurting the  
 people the Bill was supposed to protect. One   
 of the challenges with the Bill is the absence of  
 coordination between politicians and practitioners  
 in the conceptualisation and implementation of 
 Bill 9. For example, one of the linchpins of Bill 9 
 is to reduce the non-payment of fines is to tag 
 ticket payment to vehicle registration renewal. On  
 an anecdotal level, however, some complications 
 with this practice are emerging, the true scope of 
 which are not fully appreciated. These include:

 • People not being issued birth certificates at registries.

 • People not able to renew their driver’s license.

 • People not able to drive to work because their 
 insurance is voided by lack of a license.

 • Registry staff are not yet properly trained and,  
 as a result, are misapplying the protocols.

i) Barriers to Accessing Alternative Dispute Resolution: 
There is an appetite for Alternative Dispute Resolution 
(ADR) services, but work protocols, lack of awareness 
of ADR services, and cost, reduce the utilization of 
ADR opportunities. Clients are sometimes presented 
with ADR options at inopportune times, so the rate 
of deciding against it is high. The following provide 
research-based context for why ADR services are 
underutilised:

 i. Rushed Intake: Too little time is available at intake 
 to explain the ADR processes to make it become a 
 viable option for people seeking services.

 ii. Client Declines: Clients are put off by the prospect 
 of not being able to appeal if they agree to a Judicial 
 Dispute Resolution. This means more people opt to 
 go to court, creating a court-centric system isolated 
 from comparable services.

 iii. Prohibitive Costs: It was identified as a barrier to 
 coordination because, even if people are interested 
 in ADR, the costs prevent legal service providers 
 from making a referral or suggesting some sort of 
 collaborative approach to solving the problem. 

 Some agencies had strong intentions to use ADR options 
and assessed files to that effect. Nearly all interviewees 
were of the view that ADR opportunities need to be 
re-examined to increase the probability that clients will 
opt for ADR in lieu of going to court. Bringing ADR 
processes to the fore of the delivery of justice sector 
services is probably beyond the scope of this study. 
However, in terms of coordination to increase access 
to justice sector services, the structural communication 
between adversarial and non-adversarial justice 
sector service providers need remain open, offering 
an opportunity, even on a local scale, to implement 
preliminary steps that will eliminate barriers to ADR 
adoption and increase coordination of services across 
dispute litigation styles.

j) Barriers and Gaps in Self-representation: The main 
barrier related to self -representation came up regularly 
as a problem of finances, not of choice. Even when 
a person visited an agency seeking information on a 
specific topic because they intended to self-represent, 
the underlying issues were usually lack of funds to hire 
an attorney. During the course of the interviews, very 
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little was discussed in terms of coordinating service 
delivery for the growing number of people that rely on 
themselves (self-represent) in the face of legal problems. 
Part of the problem is that self-representors exist in an 
awkward space where they do not qualify financially for 
structured help but do not have the means to hire the 
necessary assistance. Additionally, self-representors are 
not necessarily seen as a vulnerable group, meaning that 
society’s protective instincts toward them are muted. In 
terms of how the justice sector could pool resources to 
help this group in court, we heard about inertia from 
lawyers mainly due to liability issues. In fact, limited 
scope retainer services, which could see self-represented 
individuals only pay for representation for parts of their 
legal issue or get legal advice on how to proceed is not 
widely embraced by the legal community in Alberta. 

k) Extant Gaps and Barriers when Serving Indigenous 
Communities: The main theme related to serving 
indigenous communities highlighted the gap between 
the indigenous and western worldviews to approaching 
justice issues vis a vis the disproportionate number 
of indigenous people experiencing legal and social 
problems. Within this context, the fact that indigenous 
clients do not have a system of services that fits within 
their worldview and experience was emphasized as 
a barrier to coordination of services tailored to this 
demographic. There is still a gap in non-indigenous 
people’s appreciation of the collective and specific 
past of the indigenous community, breeding a sterile 
environment in service delivery for indigenous clients. 
Specifically, there is a gap in sensitization in terms  
of the effects of intergenerational trauma and  
residential schools. 

 In spite of efforts to ameliorate the situation, an 
ongoing barrier to accessing legal and social services is 
mistrust, fear of, and intimidation by, the justice system. 
Within this milieu, a gap in service delivery exists in 
the coordination of services tailored to the indigenous 
population. Embedded in the aforementioned gaps 
and barriers to service coordination is the fact that the 
Native Counselling Services of Alberta does not pose an 
existential threat to other agencies. Thus, this niche can 
be exploited to create a web of interconnected services 
tailored to the indigenous populations’ past experiences 
and current circumstances.

4.0  The Socio-legally Marginalized 
Speak: Insights from a Focus Group 
Discussion
A focus group discussion involving individuals with 
significant legal, financial, and social issues was held to 
expand the scope of learnings from the perspective of 
people who have had to access the justice system from a 
position of disadvantage. The import of the focus group 
was to validate the experiences of the marginalized, as well 
as reduce the propensity of this research to only represent 
the voices of privilege. The participants in the discussion 
had issues in criminal and family law and, in one case, both 
interprovincial (family) and international (criminal) justice 
experiences. Their collective voice was very powerful and 
are here analyzed to amplify how lack of coordination of 
socio-legal services entrenches the socially disadvantaged 
in their predicaments. 

a) Inverse Relationship between Pleas and Legal 
Assistance: In their criminal encounters with the  
justice system, one of the commonest barriers 
participants faced had to do with not being able to 
secure assistance if they did not want to plead guilty.  
The participants highlighted that such a response 
neglects to acknowledge that they (the clients) are in 
financially difficult situations and cannot always afford 
to pay fines. From a coordination standpoint, they felt 
that people that could help them were unintentionally 
unified in not providing them services because they  
did not want to plead guilty.

b) Lack of Standardization in Eligibility for Legal Aid 
and Legal Assistance: Because of the intersection 
of several conditions, all of the participants were 
unemployed, living on disability payments or receiving 
other government assistance. They expressed dismay 
about the income-testing they had to go through at 
various agencies, often ending up without assistance. 
While participants indicated that they understood the 
need for service agencies to receive a ‘token’ payment 
for their assistance, they also indicated that these 
“small” fees left them having to make some very hard 
choices on a regular basis. Within this context, one 
participant indicated that unlike other legal service 
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agencies, Student Legal Assistance (SLA) only askedto 
see current income statements in order to determine 
eligibility for service. In a nod to the coordination of 
services, he wondered why there was no standard-
ization in the eligibility criteria for assistance for  
Legal Aid services that aligned with SLA practices,  
or the reverse.

c) The Barrier of Lack of Coordination of Orders across 
Provinces: One participant, who has been embroiled 
in a family law case involving his estranged wife and 
daughter was frustrated with the lack of coordination 
across provinces. Discussing efforts to help himself, he 
recounted how with the help of an advocate in Calgary, 
it took 6–7 months to gather the required paperwork 
for a court out east. In a true exhibition of how 
interconnected legal issues can be with other seemingly 
unrelated issues, this participant was under an order to 
pay child support for a child out of province. He paid 
diligently over several years and at a point, believed that 
he had fulfilled his obligations. He was thus in for an 
unpleasant surprise when, after filing his taxes with the 
CRA for the first time in many years, it was revealed  
that he still owed $20,000! On account of this, not only 
has he been drawn back into the family law system,  
he needs to appeal to the CRA to stay the debt. Could 
this unpleasant surprise have been averted if there  
was tighter coordination between the courts, this 
individual and the CRA? 

d) Referrals as a Barrier to Service Access: As the 
conversation turned to referrals within and between 
justice sector service agencies, it became apparent 
that our participants’ interactions with the referring 
system in Calgary left them disappointed. Much of 
the conversation regarding referrals was profoundly 
negative. More information on participants’ points of 
view can be found in theFinal Report. Much as their 
criticism may come across as harsh and experts may be 
inclined to itemize the many ways in which services are 
available and working to help people, the data suggests 
that there is a considerable amount of isolation of  
clients from services.

e) The Barrier / Opportunity of Information Sharing 
and Privacy Issues: The research team investigated 
client’s views on information sharing and privacy issues 
as they sought services within and across agencies. 
Some participants were open to the idea but others were 
more hesitant. One participant, who was in favour of 
information sharing, indicated that if more people knew 
about a client’s circumstances, the greater the chance 
one had of getting the necessary assistance. Another 
agreed with information sharing, but only to a point, 
arguing that it is not necessary for all of his personal 
information to be available to every official, advocate 
or service provider. Shared information should be 
limited to that which is relevant to the current situation 
and its resolution. Probably reflecting the amount of 
geographical movement necessary to access services and 
assistance across the city and province, the participants 
suggested that one way to make their quests easier and 
address the issue of information sharing would be a 
“one-stop-shop,” building where all relevant socio-legal 
services are available. 

f) The Odds are Stacked: Within the context of the focus 
group discussion, no specific question regarding the 
participants’ odds of success was asked. However, it 
was impossible to miss the undertow that no matter 
what they did, they were running against the wind; 
and even the ‘simplest’ tasks—completing paperwork, 
dealing with impenetrable language and not knowing 
basic things about how the court systems work—were 
daunting. Within this setting, they suggested the need 
for sector-wide simplification of processes that makes 
it easier for individuals to navigate the system. 

This section has been used to put faces on the issue of 
disjointedness in the delivery of, and access to, justice 
sector services. Through the accounts of lived experienced 
participants, more barriers that coincide with perspectives 
held by some experts in their respective occupations have 
been corroborated. 
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5.0  Mapping Justice Sector Services 
An important aspect of the Justice Sector Coordination 
Research Project was the Systems Mapping of the Justice 
Sector Services System. 4  

5.1 Process and Considerations
Briefly, Process Systems Mapping was used to determine 
how elements impact each other, influence each other, or 
are related in a cause-effect manner. To facilitate this, data 
from the interviews was analyzed and three sub-systems 
operating in the justice services sector system were isolated. 
These are highlighted briefly as follows:

• Policy-Making Sub-system: The processes involved 
in creating and formulating policy, regulations or 
setting standards based on statutes and laws that 
describe the conditions of application of policies, that 
act as guidelines for the behavior of organizations and 
individuals, that impact the conduct of people under 
given conditions, etc.

• Implementing Sub-system: The processes, procedures 
and operational standards involved in applying, carrying 
out and enforcing the policies and guidelines directly 
with individuals and organizations including the 
conditions and circumstances of application, decisions 
made, priorities set, and effects of application, etc. 

• Supporting and Enabling Sub-system: The processes 
and procedures involved in helping, guiding, and 
directing people to engage in, navigate and effectively 
utilize justice sector services and related services 
(emphasis added).

As a result of the mapping workshops, several maps were 
produced to depict the state of affairs in terms of the 
interaction of the sub-systems and the elements therein. 
This report does not contain all the original maps. Those 
can be found in a document preceding this report 5  and in 
the Final Report of this project. Suffice it to say here that, 
a Leverage Point Analysis of all the maps was conducted 
to unearth the points of interest that can be harnessed for 
increased coordination. Subsequently, Feasibility-Impact 
Analyses were conducted to gauge the degree to which the 
various recommendations could be brought to fruition in a 
positively impactful way. Elaboration on these can also be 
found in the Final Report. 

5.2  Analysis: Revealing Gaps and Barriers to 
Service Coordination
This section focuses on the leverage point analysis based 
on the 3 sub-system maps and a composite systems map 
developed by Dr. Woodward after the mapping workshops. 
In this Summary Report, the “discussion frameworks” 
that deal with a specifically identified gap or barrier are 
presented to provide background for discussing the issues 
as they pertain to the justice services sector system.6

These discussions were held with the original members 
of the mapping workshops and with a second group of 
experts who were not involved in the mapping exercise, 
but whose work at the intersection of sectors is critical to 
the ability of vulnerable and marginalized people to access 
social and justice sector services. The list of participants in 
these sessions appears in the Final Report. This section will 
unfold by identifying the specific issue the mapping analysis 
revealed and frame a discussion around it as follows:

a) Gaps at the Intersection of Policy Making, Allocating 
Funds and Enforcing the Law. The mapping process 
identified an important disconnect between policy 
making, the allocation of funds and the enforcement 
of the law. The discussion centred on strengthening 
the connection between these activities to ensure that 
decision making and funding allocation could generate 
positive feedback within the justice services sector. The 
discussion also focused on how to open up dialogue 
between Policy-Making and the other two subsystems. 
Around which informal (moderate) connections could 
strategic intentions be developed to strengthen the 
coordination between Policy Making, and the other 
two subsystems?

b) The Limitations of Referring as a Barrier to Service 
Coordination. In spite of its pivotal role in terms of 
coordinating system services, the activity of referring 
exists in a conflicted space due to factors of funding and 
territoriality. The discussion centred on how to elicit a 
more formal referring structure without compromising 
flexibility in the referring system. How could the current 
system be modified to increase efficiency in terms of 
referring? In the broader scheme of the JSSS, what 
strategic intentions could be implemented to reduce the 
tendency to protect turf on the part of service providers 
and for the benefit of their clients?

4 More information on the Systems Mapping process, which was led by Dr. Brian Woodward, can be found in the accompanying Final Report.  
5 See Summary Report on Justice Sector Service System Mapping Workshop, Results for The Canadian Poverty Institute, November 27, 2017.
6 For details on how the maps informed the discussion frameworks (or deliberation points), please see the Final Report. 



14

JUSTICE SECTOR SERVICES COORDINATION  
FOR THE SOCIO-LEGALLY DISADVANTAGED

c) Allocating Funds as a Barrier to Capacity Building 
and Building Relationships. The current funding 
structure does not promote activities designed to foster 
Relationship and Capacity Building. Should there be 
a more concerted effort to ensure that stable funds are 
available? What should this look like? What leverage 
can agencies activate to strengthen these elements from 
weak to a more elevated (say moderate) role?

These identified gaps and barriers were examined 
systemically and from the standpoint of recommendation 
development. With the exception of discussion three, each 
discussion was skewed toward long term recommendations. 
This suggests, rather grimly, that the problems of 
coordinating justice sector services are largely structural 
and would need more than mere fine-tuning to achieve the 
level of coordination that would be of utmost benefit to 
clients and service providers working in, or with the justice 
services sector. The next section focuses on the short-term 
and long-term recommendations generated during the the 
discussions around the gaps and barriers identified.

5.3 Collective Insights: Short and Long-term 
Recommendations
This section presents the short-term and long-term 
recommendations that discussions from the three 
sub-system groups yielded in response to the identified 
barriers and gaps. The short-term recommendations or  
leverage points are sites of intervention where some  
action may be created to effect a desired change in the 
system, whereas the long-term recommendations or 
strategic intentions are interventions that are foundational 
to stimulating structural change. 

a) Generating Positive Feedback through Decision 
 Making and Allocating Funds

 Short-term Recommendations

 i. Fostering Inter-professional Communication 
  On occasion, judges write orders without a full   

 understanding of how they will be carried out with  
 the side-effect of producing confusing or impractical  
 orders, which leaves service providers scrambling.  
 The recommendation is for legal workers and judges  
 to write orders in conjunction with other 
 professionals who will work together to ensure 
 that court orders are enforceable from all 
 professional standpoints. 

ii. Instilling Client Centered Sensitization in Legal and 
Judicial Staff

 Study participants noted a need to sensitize judges 
(and professionals who enforce the law) to the 
“helping mentality.” Participants noted that some 
judges already have this disposition. The participants 
suggested harnessing this localized resource for broader 
sensitization plans for judges and allied professionals. 

iii. Deepening and Broadening Case Management Worker 
(CMW) Training

 Participants recognized that, when CMWs position 
themselves as advocates, they are very helpful, for 
example, in cases where clients skip basic steps 
or hesitate at ‘little’ impediments such as identity 
verification. Since the energy for advocating for clients 
already exists within the CMW community, this could 
be harnessed to train CMWs on the range of services 
available, including who they can reach out to, so that 
they can be effective as intra-agency and inter-agency 
client advocates.

iv. Synchronising Client Release to Low-risk Dates and Times 
 During the discussion on Enforcing the Law, Decision 

Making and Supporting Clients, it was identified that 
inmate release times and dates frequently happened 
around high-risk times, such as the first day of a long 
weekend, increasing a client’s risk of re-offending. 
Consequently, poorly timed inmate release times 
could be a barrier to successful re-integration. The 
recommendation was for court officials to consider  
the calendar as part of sentencing and before release 
dates are determined so that clients will be released 
at optimum times for service access.

v. Re-examining Criminal Record Check for Standardization 
 There is no standardization in how the police respond 

to a criminal record check request, meaning that the 
amount and level of detail in the revealed information 
may vary depending on the officer in charge of the 
process on any given day. There is already a process for 
conducting criminal record checks, however, this system 
could be re-examined to increase standardization in 
order to develop a consistent system. 
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 Feasibility-Impact Analysis

 Recommendations Feasibility Impact

   Probation Orders and Inter- High  High 
professional Communication 

   Client Centred Sensitization High High 

   Full Range Case Management  High Moderate-High 
Worker Training  

   Client Release Timing Moderate-High  High

  Criminal Record Check  Low-Moderate Moderate-High 
Standardization  

b) Fostering Inter-system Communication and 
Consultation

 Short-term Recommendations

 i.  Improving Case Management Workers’  
 Participation at Court

  Study participants who also worked as CMWs 
 shared their view that “the legal system does not 
 understand the social system.” They also shared the 
 succinct view that “judges want to hear from us!”  
 The problem is that many CMWs and their 
 clients do not know that the opportunity exists.  
 The recommendation envisioned here was to 
 launch an awareness campaign, providing 
 information to CMWs and the public about 
 opportunities in the legal system where CMWs can 
 appear in court to support their clients.

 ii. Expanding Reach by Rethinking the In-take Interview
  Some service providers disclosed that at the 

 organizational level, they had tried to improve the 
 provision of services face-to-face by having a policy 
 that required all clients to attend face to face 
 interviews eliminated. Unfortunately, they were 
 unsuccessful because face-to-face interviews were 
 codified. Instead, they were compelled to modify its 
 application in an effort to increase access. One of the 
 changes allowed people in remote areas to participate 
 in audio-visual interviews. Although acknowledging 
 that not all people can take advantage  the   
 modification, they are hopeful this will increase 
 access for people in rural areas or those who may 
 have mobility and/or transportation impediments. 
 As a leverage point for the JSSS, it is possible that a 
 rethinking of in-take practices can expand access 
 and spawn coordination of service delivery.

 Long-term Recommendations

 i.  Intentional Inter-system Communication and   
 Consultation

  The primary issue concerned probation orders.  
 For instance, it was disclosed that sometimes the 
 probation conditions themselves are a barrier for 
 accessing services; other times, the phrasing of the 
 order prevents client eligibility for certain services; 
 and, finally, sometimes the probation orders are  
 too preclusive, becoming prohibitive to re- 
 integration. Since legal and judicial regulations 
 inform how orders are issued, the suggestion was  
 to improve communication between the three  
 sub-systems on which the JSSS hinges. 

 ii.  Eliminating Policy-Procedural Bottlenecks
  Study participants from auxiliary agencies thought 

 that some policies hinder service delivery. 
 Participants from Community and Social Services 
 shared that, for instance, clients may be turned 
 away because of a probation order or because of 
 an offence, such as theft, revealed by a Vulnerability 
 Sector Check. Cognizant of the deep interplay 
 between mental illness and addiction, chronic 
 homelessness, and increased risk of a negative 
 encounter with the law, the recommendation was  
 for institutions and agencies to, over time, examine 
 their policies and procedures to identify how these 
 policies may further marginalize people struggling 
 with the law and poverty, and harmonize them so 
 that policies can enable progress and stability, 
 rather than trigger more vulnerability.

 iii. Improving Efficiency in Communicating Policy Changes
  There was an almost unanimous frustration among 

 frontline workers and service providers regarding 
 the communication of new policies and policy 
 changes. The issues identified included inconsistency 
 in the timeline to communicate policy changes, 
 which means that not everyone has the information 
 at the same time, and that, sometimes, transitioning 
 into a policy change could take too long. Participants 
 saw these as representative of the lack of synthesis 
 between Policy Making and the other two sub 
 systems. In addition, not all policy changes are well 
 communicated and are issued in a ‘top-down’ 
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 fashion. Lastly, it was noted that, on occasion, a 
 supervisor might discuss possible/upcoming changes 
 with those she supervises but is not required to do 
 so. The recommendation is to develop synchronized 
 timelines, inter-agency policy change briefing 
 sessions, and more robust education for frontline 
 workers on the interpretation and application  
 of new policies and policy changes. 

 iv. Prioritizing Frontline Stakeholder Engagement
  Strongly hinting at the lack of formal linkages 

 between stakeholder engagement and the other  
 two sub-systems, the development of a deliberate 
 structure/mechanism for stakeholder engagement 
 is suggested. This would allow policy makers to 
 benefit from the perspectives of those who work  
 at the ‘lower levels’ of the JSSS. Some ideas put 
 forward included: the exploration of how decision 
 making in the JSSS could be informed by grassroots 
 stakeholders input; empowering frontline workers  
 to express their experience; and engaging those 
 who work outside of Policy Making as members  
 of the stakeholder group capable of influencing 
 those in power. 

 v. Strengthening Inter-ministerial Client  
 Navigation Model

  One major issue affecting the coordination 
 of services is the inadequacy of inter-ministerial 
 connections. Of necessity, delivering and accessing 
 justice sector services involves ministries other than 
 the justice ministry but gaps in continuity between 
 ministries increases the risk of client confusion, 
 despondency and abandonment of service seeking. 
 There was an identified long-term recommendation 
 regarding greater coordination between ministerial 
 systems so that client support can be more efficient, 
 particularly as clients transition between ministerial 
 systems (for example, jail to probation, Community 
 Social Services to transitional housing, etc.). There 
 was an intrinsic recognition that this intention  
 can only be instigated from the policy level, where 
 stakeholders have the power to create the needed 
 connections.

 Feasibility-Impact Analysis

 Recommendations Feasibility Impact

 Case Management Workers  High  High 
 at Court 

Rethinking the In-Take  Undetermined  Moderate 
Interview 

Inter-system Communication High  High 
and Consultation 

 Policy-Procedural Bottlenecks High  High 

Definition in Communicating  Very high High 
Policy Changes 

Prioritizing Frontline  Very high High 
Stakeholder Engagement 

Inter-system Client  High  Very High 
Navigation Model 

 
c) Improving Efficiency in Referring

 Short-term Recommendations

 i.  Sensitizing Lawyers on Dangers of Inappropriate  
 Referrals to Services

  Although there has been improvement, service 
 providers from a range of backgrounds intimated 
 that there is still lack of education about 
 addictions and mental health as they impact 
 legal problems. In particular, participants indicated 
 that Crown Prosecutors, who decide whether or 
 not to refer someone to a service agency (for example, 
 to the Community Corrections Team), do not have 
 a standardized mechanism for determining eligibility 
 and client benefit. Sometimes, the Crown was not 
 fully informed of all the options for persons with 
 mental health issues and so were more susceptible 
 to making choices that do not benefit the client. 
 Participants also shared that some lawyers refer 
 clients to programs in order to increase their chances 
 of being released from prison. Although this gap in 
 service delivery represents an “opportunity” from 
 the standpoint of the client, the consequences 
 could be dire. The recommendation was to provide 
 more sensitization to lawyers on the implications 
 of inappropriate referrals to curb incidences  
 of the problem.
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 ii. Developing a Common Lexicon or Lexicon 
 Equivalences

  Multiple participants raised the issue of 
 differences  in terminology used by social service 
 agencies compared to that used within the justice 
 sector. These dissimilarities result in confusion 
 when agencies between sectors are required, or 
 attempt, to work together because the precise 
 meaning of terminology is unclear. Within this 
 milieu, a gap and barrier to coordination has 
 been highlighted. The short-term recommendation  
 was to commission a working group to compile and 
 define the terms used in the social service and 
 justices service sectors in order to harmonize 
 language use, reduce time spent researching, and 
 make the access to service language intelligible  
 to clients and advocates alike.

 iii. Rectifying Access / Delivery Issues with Self-Referrals 
  Community and Social Services is known Alberta – 

 wide as a hub for social assistance. As a result, 
 individuals frequently visit the agency with a variety 
 of issues. They could go there of their own accord 
 in a process that we are calling, “self-referral” or  
 be referred by an agency. Participants at one 
 deliberation session shared that individuals who 
 have an inter-agency referral receive more assistance 
 compared to those who self-refer. This implies 
 that self-referred individuals have a higher 
 probability of ‘falling through the cracks,’ 
 particularly if they are denied services at Community 
 and Social services and struggle to find assistance 
 elsewhere. This represents a gap in service delivery 
 and a barrier to accessing support that results 
 in a higher chance of poor outcomes. In view of  
 the pivotal position of Community and Social 
 Services in the social welfare fabric of Alberta, it 
 stands to reason that the place of Community 
 and Social Services can be harnessed as leverage to 
 negotiate changes to organizational protocols geared 
 towards encouraging individuals to take initiative 
 and seek help. Even in cases where Community and 
 Social Services is unable to help, warm handoffs of 
 self-referred individuals could be mandated. 

 Feasibility-Impact Analysis

 Recommendations Feasibility Impact

   Sensitization for Crown  Moderate to high High 
 Prosecutors on Client  
 Options

   Common Lexicon or  Very high  Potentially High 
 Lexicon Equivalences 

   Rectifying Access/Delivery  High  Potentially High 
 Issues with Self-Referrals 

d) Deconstructing Territoriality and Fostering Referring
 Long-term Recommendations 7

 i. Instituting a New Funding and Referrals Model   
 (Primary Legal Care Network Model)

  The majority of socio-legal service providers were 
 of the view that, although they regularly refer clients 
 to other agencies, they easily lose track of them. 
 Others relied on personal relationships with intra- 
 and inter-agency colleagues to make some referrals. 
 Still others simply distributed phone numbers to 
 clients and sent them on their way. Additionally, 
 all groups of study participants described an almost 
 reflex need to keep one’s clients unless they had 
 to refer them elsewhere. The strategic intention here 
 involves a few items that coalesce around a Primary 
 Legal Care Network model, adapted from what  
 exists in the health care sector as the Primary  
 Care Network. 

  The development of a Primary Legal Care Network  
 could involve rethinking funding models so that 
 agencies do not have to compete for the same pool 
 of funds. Following from this, the Primary Legal 
 Care model could fund agencies based not on the 
 number of individuals served, but on the outcome 
 of the services provided. As a result, funders could 
 require agencies to demonstrate with whom they 
 collaborated to secure a successful outcome for 
 clients, rather than establish their niche in isolation 
 from others. Finally, the Primary Legal Care Model 
 would require the redistribution of power between 
 service providers and their clients. Here, service 
 providers would educate clients on their financial 
 value to the agencies, thus holding service providers 
 to a higher standard of service.

7 Due to the high degree of overlap between the strategic intentions suggested for deliberations 3 and 4, which deal with the activities of Referring and 
 Protecting Territory, the discussions here are coordinated to eliminate the duplication of ideas.
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 ii. Implementing an Inter-agency Referrals Database
  Interestingly, in mutual conversations at the 

 inter-agency deliberations, participants expressed 
 delight whenever a previously unheard-of service 
 was mentioned, particularly if this included 
 the ability to access the service on behalf of clients. 
 Recognizing this, participants quickly suggested 
 that an inter-agency database would facilitate 
 the successful referral of clients. One of the primary 
 observations was the existence of internal databases 
 within many agencies. These databases, despite 
 working relatively well for intra-agency purposes, 
 often engender territoriality and hinder effective 
 inter-agency referring. This was the context 
 within which the idea of an inter-agency referrals 
 database emerged. The database would contain 
 enough information to be useful for service 
 providers seeking to support a client through a 
 referral, but not so comprehensive as to breach  
 client privacy. Participants suggested that the 
 database information could include: name of client, 
 contact information, agencies where they are 
 currently an active client, services received, as 
 well as a list of individuals they have worked with 
 in the JSSS. 

 iii. Improving Communication between Courts
  Family Justice Services and the Criminal Justice 

 System do not communicate well because different 
 courts are involved. Participants suggested that this 
 breakdown in communication was fueled by a lack 
 of flexibility in the court system. The gap created by 
 this lack of communication creates the risk where 
 clients who have cases in the criminal, civil or family 
 court will have to seek services without coordination, 
 which implies that the opportunity for courts 
 to simultaneously know about a client and respond 
 appropriately will be missed. This appears to be an 
 issue with deep, systematic roots for which long 
 term planning is necessary to open up dialogue 
 between courts and service agencies who deal 
 with clients whose issues straddle family, civil  
 and/or criminal issues.

 Feasibility-Impact Analysis

  Recommendations Feasibility Impact

   Instituting a New Funding Moderate Potentially  
 and Referrals Model  to high very high

   Implementing an Inter-agency Moderate Potentially 
 Referrals Database to high high

   Improving Communication Moderate Potentially  
 between Courts  high

e)  Strengthening Relationship Building and Capacity 
Building

 Short-term Recommendations

 i. Fostering the Intrinsic Value of Building Relationships
  Participants deliberating the “twin” mapping system 

 elements of Building Relationships and Capacity 
 Building provided context for their importance 
 to service access and delivery. At inter-agency 
 meetings, participants share/receive information, 
 come to know the players in their field, and build 
 alliances, demonstrating the great potential of 
 building relationships and, by extension, capacity 
 building. To attend these meetings, however, they 
 have to make financial and client benefit 
 justifications, which entails finding the slightest 
 sliver of opportunity to “mention” their client. The 
 most illuminating part of this deliberation was how 
 deeply service providers appreciated the flexibility 
 of the informal relationships they could harness  
 to move things along for their clients. Counter 
 intuitively, they were not sanguine about having a 
 formal structure to support relationship building. 
 At the same time, they wished that there was 
 funding outside of client support on which they 
 could build relationships without feeling that they 
 were taking away “productive” time directly serving 
 clients. The challenge is to decipher the balance 
 where the organic structures of relationship and 
 capacity building can flourish, without 
 compromising client time. 
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 ii. Instituting Semi-formal Inter-agency Connectors
  Recognizing that service providers appreciate the 

 informality of relationship building in terms of 
 securing services faster and more accurately for 
 their clients, it may be beneficial to designate within 
 agencies a Connector, whose responsibilities can 
 rotate among staff. The Connector would be given 
 in-house training in building relationships and 
 capacity building and provided with suggestions  
 regarding agencies/service providers who would be 
 beneficial contacts for their organization. It was 
 stressed that this should not be a new position, but 
 a rearranging of duties and tasks to accommodate  
 a person’s additional responsibilities whilst they  
 are the Connector. 

 Feasibility-Impact Analysis

 Recommendations Feasibility Impact

   Fostering Intrinsic Value  Moderate Moderate 
 of Building Relationships to high to high

   Semi-formal Inter-agency  High Potentially 
 Connectors  very high
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6.0  What Works? Best Practices in 
Justice Sector Service Access and 
Delivery 
This section of the report presents best practices related 
to the coordination of justice sector services. The best 
practices assembled here are based on arising themes from 
the interviews, the mapping analysis and leverage point 
analysis. In a few cases, where important themes became 
subsumed as a result of the direction of the research,  
best practices were researched. Thus, this section can  
be viewed as an extension of the mapping analysis or  
as complementary to it. The resultant best practices  
are discussed as follows:  

6.1 Privacy and Release of Information  
Best Practice
a) Shelter Management Information System (SMIS) 

Housing Model, Toronto
 Objective 2 of this research, entailed the identification 

of “barriers to coordinated service provision, such as 
limits on information sharing arising from compliance or 
attempted compliance with the Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act (Alberta).” This report has 
demonstrated the spectrum of ideas regarding privacy 
and the release of information, while also exposing the 
conflict between the protection of clients’ privacy and 
ease of access to, and delivery of, services. This section 
presents some ways in which other jurisdictions have 
grappled with this issue. Suffice it to mention that, in 
Calgary, several organizations, under the Coordinated 
Access and Assessment program, share information in 
the interest of coordinated service delivery for clients. 

 Toronto has balanced the issues of privacy and access 
to services by implementing the Shelter Management 
Information System (SMIS) (City of Toronto, 2018b). 
The SMIS is used in a homeless-housing placement 
context but may have aspects that can be adopted 
or adapted for use in the JSSS. In order to facilitate 
information sharing in a way that enhances client 
service and ease of information access, the City of 
Toronto has designed an easy to read website in medium 
to large font, with minimal necessary navigation and 
including a list of resources in short clear titles (City of 
Toronto, 2018b). Among others, the site has resources 
such as SMIS User Manual, a one-page consent form, 

and a 28-page Privacy Guidelines document (City of 
Toronto, 2018c). This final resource can also be adapted 
and used to sensitize service providers and clients about 
information sharing, including its risks and benefits. The 
site also contains a “client history” page, which shows a 
“client’s intake, admission, referral and discharge history 
as well as their referral history for service programs” 
(City of Toronto, 2018a). 

 Within the housing model, intake is only done through 
phone conversations, during which client consent 
and information is uploaded into the system. It is 
not clear on the website whether this information 
is only accessible to client intake staff or by all or 
designated service providers; what is clear is that shelter 
information, including occupancy statistics and services 
are harnessed to assist in referrals and client placement. 
In December 2017, the City of Toronto enhanced the 
SMIS program with a colour coding system intended to 
benefit “all SMIS users.” The codes are as follows:

 • Red - alerts staff to clients whose wait time for 
 referral is greater than 2 hours 

 • Yellow - cautions staff about clients whose wait  
 times for referral is between 1-2 hours 

 • White - indicates to staff the clients whose wait  
 times for referrals are less than 1 hour 

 • Green - indicates to staff potential available bed  
 vacancies (City of Toronto, 2018d)

b) Information Sharing and Integration  Ethos, AB
 In recent months, the Alberta Government has 

released two documents—“Information sharing guide 
for social-based service design and delivery” (Alberta 
Government, February 2018a) and an “Information 
sharing toolkit for social-based service design and 
delivery” (Alberta Government, February 2018b).  
Although these two documents have not yielded any 
best practices (because they have just been produced), 
they are a firm foundation upon which stakeholders 
such as the Justice Sector Constellation and its partners 
can draw on to develop best practices, due to a clear 
ethos of “collaborative, coordinated and integrated 
service delivery,” not only for government agencies 
(Government, February 2018a, p. 1) but also with 
service delivery partners (Alberta Government,  
February 2018a, p. 4). 
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 In both documents, the government has set out seven 
elements that must be adhered to in a bid to achieve 
the quintessence of information sharing vis a vis 
integrated service delivery. Further, the toolkit includes 
“information considerations” such as: who needs to 
be involved in developing programs, how partner 
organizations will work together, outcomes of programs 
or services, and benefits (Alberta Government, February 
2018b). From the standpoint of the territoriality that 
reflexively emerges in the processes of supporting clients 
and referring, and which appears to be bogged down by 
privacy for privacy’s sake, the details embedded in  
these reports may offer a solution.

c) Coordinated and Centralized Intake in the 
 United Kingdom
 This model is presented in response to a sentiment 

expressed by all lived experience participants and some 
service providers about the need for allied services 
to be housed in one location. The lived experience 
participants, within the context of their financial and 
transportation challenges, who spent a good portion of 
time shuffling between locations and contending with 
the elements, were unequivocal that these barriers made 
their access to services more difficult. The Coordinated 
Intake system uses a Coordinated Access Framework 
(CAF) as “a key tool for the coordination of services, – 
’the idea being that “everyone who works with young 
people should know about the CAF and how to deliver  
it” (Canadian Observatory on Homelessness, 2017,  
para 4). Coordinated Intake functions on the basis  
of four processes: 

 i. a pre-assessment checklist to help decide who  
 would benefit from a common assessment;

 ii. a process to enable practitioners . . . to undertake  
 a common assessment and then act on the results;

 iii. a standard form to record the assessment;

 iv. a delivery plan and review form (Canadian   
 Observatory on Homelessness, 2017, para 5).

 The website indicates that the CAF is also linked to a 
Case Management Strategy that is used to identify needs 
and coordinate interventions (Canadian Observatory 
on Homelessness, 2017, para 6). To accompany 
Coordinated Intake, Centralized Intake, also known as 
Single Point of Entry is needed. The way it is described, 
Single Point of Entry could correspond to the “Making 

Initial Contact” element in the Implementing Sub-
system. The rationale for selecting Coordinated and 
Centralized Intake is that these can be adapted to the 
Calgary setting in a way that enhances referring, reduces 
territoriality and, on the whole, increases coordination 
and/or integration of justice sector and social service 
delivery to the public. 

6.2 Protecting Children’s Interests/Alternative 
Dispute Resolution—Family Law
This theme, going back to the data collection and even 
the mapping exercises and analyses, receded into the 
background—in spite of clear signals that children 
routinely get caught up in the complexities of family 
breakdown and reorganization. The following are best 
practice ideas that may protect the interests of children  
and could be explored within the context of Calgary: 

a) Collaborative Family Law
 This was mentioned in detail by some of the service 

provider interviewees who frequently see family law 
cases; seen through the lens of two lived experience 
participants, however, this idea takes on new relevance. 
Here in Alberta, the practice is modeled by the 
Collaborative Divorce Association, which assists  
families in the midst of breakdown to do so in a way  
that minimizes impacts on members of the family, 
especially children (Collaborative Divorce Association 
of Alberta, 2018). In its current form, it appears that 
collaborative divorce is not an option for socially 
disadvantaged individuals, although it addresses one of 
the problems of the justice service sector in its current 
form—adversarial, harmful, court-centric litigation. 
With an emphasis on helping families, it stands to 
reason that this is a best practice; it is just not available 
to those without an ability to pay for the service. How 
can Calgary avail this service to disadvantaged families 
caught in the throes of family law litigation? 

b) Australian Family Law
 The Australian Family Law system requires that  

families in disputes about children try what they call 
Family Dispute Resolution before bringing the matter 
before parenting court (Australian Government, 2018). 
This is a best practice because the system also has 
available FDR practitioners who can help people discuss 
issues, explore options and work out the best ways to 
reach agreement in disputes about children (Australian 
Government, 2018, para 5).
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c. Sweden and the Best Interests of the Child
 In 2006, the Swedish government instituted new 

regulations for the practice of family law to emphasize 
the importance of consideration of the best interests of 
the child and to improve the child’s right to be heard 
(New Rules for the Custody of Children, 2006, p. 1). 
In joint custody cases, the court is required to assess 
parental ability to cooperate on issues involving the 
child. Where agreement is not possible outside of the 
court, the court is required to encourage amicable 
agreement and may do so through the appointment of 
a mediator who will work with the parents to reach an 
agreement that is in the best interests of the child (New 
Rules for the Custody of Children, 2006, pp. 1-2).

 In order to foster the child’s right to contact with  
both of their parents, the courts are empowered to 
decide that access is to take place in another way than 
by the child meeting the parent. The aim is to enable 
the court to decide on access when, the child cannot 
meet the other parent, due to extenuating circumstances 
(New Rules for the Custody of Children, 2006, p. 2). 
Movement of decisions regarding enforcement from 
administrative courts to general courts in order to allow 
the same court that made decisions regarding custody, 
residence, or access to make decisions regarding 
enforcement (New Rules for the Custody of  
Children, 2006). 

 In the context of Alberta, some of these points align 
with content from Practice Note 7 (Court of Queen’s 
Bench of Alberta, 2012) and also with the work of 
Bertrand et al. (2016, pp. 29-30), who discuss how 
children in the Canadian context are protected in the 
Family Law system. The problem is that, in Alberta, 
these reports are out of the reach of the average income 
earner, implying that, although best practices exist 
here, access for the socio-economically and legally 
disadvantaged is a problem. Simultaneously solving 
the access issue, the coordination or integration issue 
(spinning off the newly introduced information sharing 
protocols) must attempt to preempt barriers and/or  
gaps in service delivery.

6.3 Eligibility for Legal Aid Tied to Income
Try as we would, we could not find jurisdictions utilizing 
qualifications for Legal Aid other than financial criteria. 
Systems in the UK, Australia, the Netherlands, and US all 
use a financial eligibility model in combination with some 
free services. Free services differ depending on the country. 
For example, in parts of Australia, citizens can get free legal 
advice over the phone, but have to apply and meet financial 
requirements in order to obtain a lawyer for their case. 
It thus appears that the Comprehensive-Ideal eligibility, 
which has been isolated as a result of this research and 
which could be functional in Calgary in the near future, 
could be precedent setting. 

In the United States, however, within the milieu of intake, 
Legal Aid services are provided. These ideas have been 
collated by the Legal Services Corporation, an independent 
non-profit established by Congress to provide financial 
support to low-income Americans seeking resolution for 
legal issues. These are re-presented in the Full Report (Legal 
Services Corporation, 2018) to demonstrate the potential of 
the intersection of online intake and Legal Aid services as 
a context for thinking, not only about coordinating intake 
systems, but also social service delivery. 

6.4 Record Suspensions
The best practice related to record suspensions is a process 
of streamlining, whereby an automated process for closing 
‘spent’ records is utilized. In this model, criminal records 
are closed/pardoned/suspended a set number of years 
after a sentence is served for an offence, where the length 
of time between the end of the sentence and the closing of 
the record depends on the nature of the offense and/or the 
length of the sentence. In Canada, this system is already in 
place within the youth justice system and was an official 
recommendation by McAleese and Latimer in their 2016 
report “Reforming the Criminal Records Act” (McAleese 
& Latimer, 2017, p. 25). This model is used in Australia 
(Ghoshal, 2005) and in the United Kingdom (New 
Guidance on the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974, 
2014). It is easy to see how, compared to what pertains in 
Canada, this model is a preferable practice. At the same 
time, we recognize that recent changes by the Trudeau 
Government to the Record Suspensions system have not 
been well received by the RCMP (Tunney, 2018).
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6.4 Community and Problem-Solving Courts
Community courts were much discussed over the course 
of this project. It was thus imperative to seek best practices 
in relation to this theme, although in terms of the larger 
project, it was one of those themes that receded into the 
background. The following are best practices or the closest 
to the ideal for community courts that this research found:

a) The Vancouver Problem-Solving Court
 The Vancouver Community Courts came up during 

an interview. Vancouver’s downtown community 
court works in a catchment area and with the same 
population. It thrives through “trained” personnel who 
work with a broad understanding of their clients and 
how they can work together to help individuals deal 
with the root causes of their socio-legal problems. These 
wraparound experts offer services that are continuous 
and consistent, generating a level of social caring 
one may not see in a regular court. The Vancouver 
Community Court is funded by in-kind contributions 
from stakeholders such as Probation, Health, and  
Social Services, and augmented by cash funding  
from the province.

b) Red Hook Community Justice Centre in Brooklyn
 This community court was established with the 

intention of bringing change to a community that was 
marked by drug related violence (Lee et al., 2013, p. 
1). Evaluation of the community court suggests that 
recidivism within a two-year period reduced by 10%  
and the number of arrests within the community since 
the establishment of the court reduced overall (Lee  
et al., 2013). More information on the Red Hook 
Community Justice Centre can be obtained at:  
https://www.courtinnovation.org/programs/ 
red-hook-community-justice-center.

c) Span of Innovation in Response to Socio-Legal 
Disadvantage: Centre for Court Innovation

 In terms of the range of possibilities for different and 
expansive thinking about serving socially disadvantaged 
youth living at the intersection of social and legal 
problems, programs at the Centre for Court Innovation 
(Centre for Court Innovation, 2018) could be a useful 
resource for responding to contextual problems 
from the standpoint of service coordination. Specific 
programs, along with a brief description are provided  
in the Full Report. 

d) City of Yarra Neighbourhood Justice Centre, 
Melbourne, Australia 

 This initiative was started in 2007 and is the only 
community justice centre in Australia. The services 
offered include: Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
support services; alcohol and other drug assessment 
and support; assistance for newly arrived refugees 
and migrants; chaplaincy; court support; employment 
and training support; financial counselling; general 
counselling; housing support; legal assistance; 
mediation; mental health assessment and support; 
women’s family violence support; victim’s support; and 
youth support (“Services,” 2017). The initiative seeks to:

 i. Prevent and reduce criminal and other harmful 
 behaviour in the Yarra community;

 ii. Increase confidence in, and access to the justice  
 system for the Yarra communities;

 iii. Strengthen the Neighbourhood Justice Centre   
 Community justice model;

 iv. Facilitate the transfer of its practices to other courts  
 and communities (“About Us,” 2016). 

 As a model for best practices around community courts, 
the successes of this initiative speak for itself:

 • A reduction in the rate of recidivism from  
 41% to 34%;

 • Offenders who appear in this court are 14% less 
 likely to re-offend compared to other courts; 

 • Offenders in this court have a 10% higher 
 completion rate of community-based orders; 

 • One hundred and five hours spent doing  
 community work compared to national average  
 of sixty-eight;

 • Clients enabled to negotiate justice system 
 experiences because of in-court support 
 (“Results,” 2014) .
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6.6 Prevention of Multiple Ticketing
Nothing was found on this theme. This means that it 
behooves on new thinking in Calgary and the wider 
Province to embark on listening tours in order to develop 
a system that could effectively tackle this issue. Since there 
is already sentiment that Bill 9 was introduced without 
consultation with middle management and frontline 
workers in the area of bylaw and bylaw enforcement, our 
recommendation is that this process of consultation needs 
to be as broad as it is deep in order to arrive at strategic 
responses to this endemic problem for marginalized, 
poor, vulnerable and otherwise at-risk individuals. 

7.0  Conclusion and Future Directions
This study was commissioned under the auspices of 
Calgary’s Justice Sector Constellation of Enough for All, 
Calgary’s Poverty Reduction strategy, out of a concern for 
the socio-legal wellbeing of not only the most vulnerable 
people in the city, but also out of the concern for the 
options and wellbeing of individuals living in relative 
poverty. One of the foremost activities completed in 
connection with this research was a document analysis 
that was intended to serve as a baseline and a point of 
strategy for this project. Keeping in mind that this research 
was orientated toward a Systems Mapping methodology, 
the document analysis did not merely chronicle themes 
but did so with the schema of systems thinking in the 
foreground. Based on these, three categories of “systems-
cognizant document analysis” emerged, namely: Framing 
Concepts, System Tangibles, and Weaknesses Identified 
(from a systemic standpoint). The results of this strategic 
approach to analyzing the document played a significant 
role in the direction of the research, mainly influencing 
the research instrument (interview guide) that was 
developed, as well as its content. In addition to interviews 
held with professionals working with, and in, the justice 
services sector, a focus group discussion was held to reach 
into the service-seeking lives of ordinary individuals to 
glean insights into how access to justice sector services is 
experienced from the standpoint of “an outsider.”

The research, tethered to a strong commitment to a systemic 
examination of the justice sector services, aimed to delve 
into the working lives of actors in the field in order to expose 
hidden, as well as the more obvious, barriers and gaps to 
access to justice sector services. Analyzing interviews to 
isolate three main sub-systems within the justice services 
sector, process mapping sessions were held to gain a visual 
understanding of the justice sector services system in order 
to reflect on how problems could be addressed. 

Four outcomes of mapping the justice sector services 
system were revealed, and related to:

a. Gaps at the intersection of Policy Making, Allocating 
Funds, and Enforcing the Law;

b. The Limitations of Referring as a Barrier to Service 
Coordination;

c. Protecting Territory as a Barrier to Service  
Coordination; and

d. Allocating Funds as a Barrier to Capacity  
Building and Building Relationships.

Further to these insights, five points of discussion 
provided the backdrop for short-term and long-term 
recommendation development. The discussion frame-
works are summarized as follows:

a. Generating Positive Feedback through Decision  
Making and Allocating Funds;

b. Rectifying Policy Making and System Disconnects;

c. How to Improve Referring to Increase Coordination;

d. Reducing Territoriality; and

e. Funds for Building Relationships and  
Capacity Building
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“Section 5.3” of this Summary Report and the Final Report present a complete list of Short-term and Long-term 
Recommendations for this research project, which are summarized in the following table: 

Gap Under Discussion  Short-term Recommendations  Long-term Recommendations 

Generating Positive Feedback through • Fostering Inter-professional • No strategic intentions identified 
Decision Making and Allocating Funds   Communication  for this gap

 • Instilling Client Centered Sensitization 
  in Legal and Judicial Staff

 • Deepening and Broadening Case  
  Management Worker (CMW) Training

 • Synchronizing Client Release to  
  Low-risk Dates and Times 

 • Re-examining Criminal Record  
  Checks for Standardization  

Fostering Inter-system Communication  • Improving Case Management • Intentional Inter-system 
and Consultation   Workers’ Participation at Court  Communication and Consultation

 • Expanding Reach by Rethinking  • Eliminating Policy-Procedural 
  the In-take Interview  Bottlenecks

   • Improving Efficiency in Communicating 
    Policy Changes

   • Prioritizing Frontline Stakeholder 
    Engagement

   • Strengthening Inter-ministerial Client 
    Navigation Model

Introducing more Efficiency  • Sensitizing Lawyers on Dangers of • See below 
in Referring  Inappropriate Referrals to Services

 • Developing a Common Lexicon or  
  Lexicon Equivalences

 • Rectifying Access/Delivery Issues  
  with Self-Referrals  

Deconstructing Territoriality • No short-term recommendations • Instituting a New Funding and Referrals 
and Fostering Referring  made.  Model (Primary Legal Care Network 
Model)

   • Implementing an Inter-agency  
    Referrals Database

   • Improving Communication between   
    Courts

Strengthening Relationship Building  • Fostering the Intrinsic Value of  No strategic intentions identified 
and Capacity Building  Building Relationships  for this gap

 • Instituting Semi-formal Inter-agency  
  Connectors 
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These short-term and long-term recommendations 
were developed in the hope that along the continuum of 
feasibility and impact and used in tandem with the best 
practices collated from around the world, the majority of 
them can transition from Framing Concepts into System 
Tangibles in a way that plugs some of the identified 
weaknesses of the justice sector services and draws in  
more integration and coordination.

Since work is seldom done, we would like to offer some 
areas for further exploration. These areas could not be 
amplified to the extent that the research team would have 
wanted, although they are critical aspects of the socio-legal 
services sector. 

i. As a complementary process to this Systems  
Mapping project, there may be value in mapping the 
coordination of socio-legal service delivery according 
to agency. The benefit of this would be to put in 
pictorial format how various agencies web together. 
This could also facilitate the discovery of coordination 
deserts in a way that the mapping of activities did  
not convey. 

ii. Much as there was conversation involving access to 
legal services for the indigenous community, it was 
not thoroughly addressed in this research, meaning 
that the gaps and barriers in service provision that 
are unique to the indigenous demographic have 
not been properly understood. Cognizant of the 
on-going quest to truly indigenize access to justice 
programs in Calgary, it may be useful to delve 
deeper into this area in order to more holistically 
respond to the coordination of services for the 
indigenous population. Starting points could be 
overtly indigenous socio-legal service agencies, 
such as Awo Taan and the NCSA, or a deeper 
exploration of the Courtroom 1800 initiative, 
which is a collaboratively designed courtroom 
specifically intended to integrate indigenous and 

western practices for restorative justice purposes 
(see City of Calgary, 2018; Scout, 2017; Taiaiake 
& Corntassel, 2005). As well, the Elizabeth 
Fry Society of Calgary, which already grounds 
some of its practices in indigenous traditions 
and values, offering programs specifically 
designed to integrate traditional practices for 
the well-being and healing of clients could 
serve as an exploratory resource. The Elizabeth 
Fry’s programming includes language classes, 
drumming, moccasin making, beading, medicine 
picking as well as holistic approaches to crime, 
punishment and social restoration (Rhodes, 2005). 

Keeping the knowledge of previous reports in focus, the 
learnings derived from all the participants in this study, 
and the insights yielded by the mapping exercises, it is 
hoped that the Justice Sector Constellation of Enough for 
All, Calgary’s Poverty Reduction Initiative, would be able 
to use its position and positionality to generate impactful 
and lasting change for a key demographic, whose socio-
legal wellbeing The Constellation treats as a priority. 
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Appendices
Appendix A: Research Design and Research Process

This research officially commenced in May 2017 with an 
extensive document analysis to familiarize the research 
team with the literature on access to justice and justice 
sector services in Alberta. The list of documents analyzed, 
which informed the development of a research strategy and 
research instruments is provided above and the interview 
guide is presented in Appendix B of this report. To 
commence the field components of this research project, 
the Canadian Poverty Institute applied for and received 
Institutional Review Board clearance. The IRB clearance 
provided assurances of confidentiality, anonymity, 
voluntary participation and withdrawal from the research 
to all participants. We also set a very high standard for 
treating research participants with respect. 

All interviews conducted were semi-structured and 
interview guides were developed to conduct the 45-minute 
to one-hour interviews with participants. Among other 
aims, the interviews were intended to obtain expert insight 
into the level of fluidity in access to justice sector services 
for disadvantaged persons in Alberta. Data from the 
interviews were transcribed by a professional who signed 
a non-disclosure agreement with the Canadian Poverty 

Category of research participants Number Category of participation Dates of engagement

Social and legal services providers  18 Interviews July-August 2017

Social and legal services providers 22 Mapping Workshops Oct. 31, Nov. 14, 2017

Lived experience participants 2 Mapping Workshops Oct. 31, Nov. 14, 2017

Lived experience participants 3 Focus group discussion March 13, 2018

Social and legal services providers 10 Leverage point analysis March 13, 2018

Inter-agency service providers 8 Leverage point analysis March 23, 2018

Research Participants and Research Participation Activities by Date.   
NB: There was a slight overlap between Social and legal services providers (interviews and mapping workshops). 

Institute. The data was then thematically analyzed 
into broad categories that included: job snapshot, core 
business and demographic most frequently seen, points 
of contact with other players in the field, wish list for 
effective service delivery, strategies for reaching the 
public, referring, problems and opportunities of self-
representation, funding, legal assistance, and what is 
working well at agency or organizational level. 

Subsequent to the document analysis, semi-structured 
interviews, and thematic data analysis, a linchpin of the 
project was a Systems Mapping exercise led by Dr. Brian 
Woodward. The mapping workshops were attended by 
experts and individuals who had a lived experience of 
the social service and justice service systems. The main 
strategy of the workshops was to identify the activities 
people engage in as they seek or provide services as a 
basis for highlighting the connections, barriers and gaps 
in service delivery. More information on the mapping 
process is provided in Section 5.1 of this report. The table 
below presents information on the various categories  
of research participants and the research activities 
they engaged in. 
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Appendix B: Justice Sector Research Coordination Project: Interview Guide

1. Please describe your role in your current position, for 
example through the lens of a typical day or the types  
of files you work on regularly. 

2. Recurrent themes in various civil, family and criminal 
law reports boil down to 4 words: awareness, utilization, 
implementation and improvement.

 a. From your professional standpoint, what do 
 these words mean?

 b. Which of these words best describes your 
 mandate?

 c. Please describe the aspects of your work that 
 encompass this mandate i.e. parts of the whole.

 d. How have these parts been functioning to achieve 
 the mandate? 

 e. How have these parts been falling short in terms 
 of meeting your mandate?

3. A few years ago, a recommendation for a “goal-oriented 
action plan” was made in reference to access to justice 
in Alberta. Key points highlighted were innovation, 
institutions, structures, research, and funding. 

 a. In terms of these 5 elements, could you please 
 identify any process-related gaps and/or barriers 
 that produce a fragmented justice sector in Alberta?

 b. What would it look like to address these gaps 
 barriers and lead to a more streamlined justice 
 sector services system? 

4. As part of the discourse for change, we have come 
across the notion that critical aspects of the process are 
collaboration, coordination and simplification.

 a. Could you identify particular reasons why any of 
 these principles are difficult to implement? 

 b. Further to this, what should the processes of 
 change look like to introduce increased efficiency 
 into the justice sector?

5. The justice sector in Alberta has been characterized in 
a number of ways: built by the legal community for the 
legal community, needs a culture shift, and legal aid 
amounts to a “silent crisis”. 

 a. Why would you agree or disagree that the need 
 for legal aid in Alberta is a “silent crisis”? 

 b. In what ways do you perceive that the justice 
 sector is convenient for the legal community?

 c. In the broader picture, what ingredients do we 
 need to curb the silent crisis and/or make the 
 justice sector more accessible to everyday 
 Albertans? 

6. The justice system is Alberta, serves a wide range of 
people: poorly educated and marginalized, women, 
people with disabilities, indigenous people, single 
parents, racialized people, people knowledgeable of 
how to navigate the justice system, and those who 
need assistance. 

 a. What specific barriers affect the ability of any of 
 these groups to access the justice system?

 b. What insights can you provide from your 
 professional experience that can help to increase 
 the coordination of the justice sector to become 
 more accessible and thus, more inclusive?

7. We have come across the notions of ticketing and 
clustering, and that “legal needs occur in a social 
context that requires a multisector, multifaceted 
response”. 

 a. What inefficiencies within or outside the justice 
 system increases the risk of clustering/ticketing? 

 b. What kinds of coordination would you like to  
 see that reduces the probability that an individual’s 
 legal problems will cluster? 
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8. Due to the cost involved with accessing the justice 
system, “approximately 50% of people try to solve 
their problems on their own with no or minimal legal 
or authoritative non-legal assistance”. We also know 
that at any point, as many as 11.6m Canadians are 
experiencing some legal problem.

 a. In the process of self-representing, where do 
 breaks occur? 

 b. Where are the opportunities hidden that have 
 not been harnessed? 

 c. How can the justice sector become more accessible 
 for Albertans who elect to self-represent?

9. Justice system funding: personal sources, legal aid  
and budgetary decisions

 a. Are you able to shed light on how legal aid   
 eligibility works?

 b. What are the strengths of the current eligibility  
 process?

 c. If there is a proposal to tether legal aid eligibility 
 and range of assistance to relative poverty, what 
 would your reaction be? Please provide context 
 for your position. 

10. The justice system in Alberta is court-centric; there  
has been a call to dial back on this through ADR 
and Non- adversarial Dispute Resolution processes, 
especially in terms of family and civil law. 

 a. How have ADR or Non-adversarial Dispute   
 Resolution processes worked in your area of work? 

 b. In terms of justice sector coordination, where do  
 you see ADR processes fitting into the chain?

 c. What should these processes look like to 
 reduce the court-heavy processes in favour of 
 ADR processes without increasing the 
 compartmentalization of justice sector services?

11. What, if any, are some sectors outside of the legal/
justice sector that have a profound impact on the 
development of legal and justiciable issues, and the 
resolution of these, that need to be plugged into a 
broader conversation about justice sector coordination 
and access to justice?
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