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A letter to the Honorary Yasir Naqvi, Minister of Community Safety and CorrecServices of Ontario: 




















1.1 The Cost of Crime

In 2011, Canada spends more than $22.1 billion of the tax expenditure on criminal justice; $4 billion went towards the court system, $4.6 billion to corrections and $13.5 billion to policing. Of these figures a whopping ($8 billion) came from the provincial tax and $8 billion came from municipal taxes. These numbers are alarming for a few reasons. Yes, there is a large emphasis on policing within the expenditure but also that money coming from municipalities is large considering that they receive only %10 percent of the tax dividend. This is all money that can and should be used for different needs within the province. What is even more frustrating is that there is a way to make this happen. Of the $13.5 billion being spent on policing, over half of the money goes toward responding to 9-1-1 calls after a crime has been committed. This presents an additional cost for taxpayers, victims. On average each year in Canada approximately 94,000 victims of interpersonal, property and traffic offences will cost $2.5 billion in losses and suffering. But it does not stop there; following a 2014 study the World Health Organization concluded that victims of crime are likely to carry emotional damage long after the victimizing ordeal leading to an overall loss in quality of living and productivity. This does not cost taxpayers outright but results in losses to national and provincial productivity that would not exist be there no victim in the first place. 

	The Canadian policing expenditures increased by 50% from the year 2000 to 2011. This increase has generally put more police on the streets and increased their wages. What this did not do however, is lower offending or victimization. Though police data shows a decrease in crime reported and crime recorded by police stations, what a 2011 stats Canada victimization survey showed was that less people are reporting crime to the police (31%). Furthermore, of the crimes being reported a disappointing 1/3 lead to a conviction, this is unacceptable especially considering all the money that is being put into catching and convicting criminal offenders. There has long existed data to demonstrate the limitations of volume policing; putting more officers and patrol cars on the streets as a way to deter crime. In 1973 the police foundation in Kansas City did an experiment to test the assumption that the presence of police officers in marked cars reduced the likelihood of a crime being committed. What they did was put more patrolling officers in one area, less in another, and an even unchanged amount in a third location keeping record of crime reports before and after the implementation of the study. After the 12 month experiment researchers found no significant difference in the occurrence of crime (911 calls) in any of the three areas. These findings were monumental in disproving the widely accepted theory that more police correlates with a reduction in crime. What data does show however is that smart policing will in fact reduce offending. Where smart policing begins is in developing an understanding of crime trends and trends in offending.  


1.2 Crime Trends & Youth Offenders

To the credit of surveys and crime statistics there exists mounds of information on crime and offending trends. Some of the most telling data points out where crime happens most and by whom. Violent crime is, for instance, most prevalent among youths and young adults (15-24). According to the 2009 GSS victimization survey these young men are brought up in deprived areas often without fathers and with little in family income. These conditions result in dropping out of school and the onset of negative behaviour begins from there. These people are marked as at risk youths. These ‘problem areas’ or better the people that come from these problem areas are responsible for 55% of violent offences when they themselves only represent 5% of the population. Five percent of the population is responsible for fifty- five percent of violent crime. This genre of research was replicated by the Toronto sun when they took the postal codes of every inmate in every major district of the city. Once collected, these postal codes were mapped showing similar results to the first study. As before the postal codes revealed that crime was highly concentrated in small pockets of the city. What this study clearly demonstrates is that simply putting more police on the street is not an effective strategy to reduce crime and it is exactly what we have been doing with a reckless abandon. As recently as October of this year the Ottawa police board promised another 25 officers ($1.3 million) to be hired for the coming year. More attention has to be put on these problem areas that account for so much of the cities violent crime and not with police force but with social development and service to stop the crime from ever happening eliminating the presence of a victim and saving the province money. 
We know this method will work because it has been done successfully elsewhere. Intervention can take place anywhere from pre- teen years to children as young as 3 years old. Take for example the Perry Preschool social development program. This program was implemented in the 1980’s involving 123 disadvantaged minority preschool kids (3 & 4 years old). What it did was provide aid to the children in a number of areas; tutoring, cognition drills, reading exercises and self initiated learning activities as well as training for the parent in the home, teaching helpful parenting methods. This was a longitudinal study. Researchers had 123 students in the program and compared their results with the 123 children whose family did not take part in the program. This divided the study group in two; those who undertook the program and those who did not. Both groups were followed to the age of 40 with researchers collecting data along the way. What the research showed was that children who went through the program were more likely to not be involved with the law in their life. Fifty- five percent of the students not enrolled in the program  fell into a crime of some sort while of those who did the program only 36% did. Crime Solutions.gov gave this program a rating only given to top programs proven to work. Other research like this exists that demonstrates huge reductions in crime when prevention programs, such as Perry preschool, are implemented.
1.3 Situational Crime 

Situational crime like breaking and entering, auto theft and vandalism have also plagued Canadians accounting for over $61 million in losses annually to tax payers. Situational crime is another example of crime that more policing will not solve. Statistics taken from Criminal Victimization in Canada show a modest but consistent increase in both violent and situational crime from 1988 to 2009. Again, smart policing trumps the latter. Seattle showed 40 years ago that you can significantly reduce situational crime through accurate diagnosis, action planning, community mobilization and measurement of outcomes, not with more police and more arrests. 
Seattle is the home of the original neighbourhood watch done in the 1970’s. At this time the city was experiencing high amounts of residential burglaries. The mayor of the city led the project, making his first line of action to appointing a law and justice planning office that reported directly to him. With this board intact, he got the office to analyze relevant data such as where crime was happening, what type of crime was happening and why. Polls were also done to find out from the public what their mean concerns were. Once the data was collected the committee sat down with experts and officials and designed a plan unique to each issue to be implemented in the city. For the burglary problem they concluded that low social integration among neighbours, easy to break locks, long periods of vacancy and having unmarked items enabled their victimization. They then hired university students to train the residents on ways to make their homes harder to access and to organize activities to raise community integration. Police report data and victimization surveys collected information on the outcome of the program. The results were astounding. Burglary rates had dropped by 50% by the end of the program. In Ontario we have yet to tap into the type of deterrence that was demonstrated by the Seattle neighbourhood watch program. Houses in Ontario are still made with doors that are easily accessible without a key. Neighbourhood watch is still largely a volunteered effort by people in communities that don’t need it. By making neighbourhood watch a paid position like what Seattle did, hiring students to teach residence about how to better protect their property, an incentive is given to people to join the program in communities that actually could use it. These are all reasons worth considering in Ontario.     
1.4 Ontario Crime Prevention Framework

This preventative approach to crime is not new to Canada or Ontario. The Ontario crime prevention framework recognises the benefits of preventive crime approaches. It recognises that by addressing crime before it happens you not only reduce crime but eliminate the victim making communities safer and better integrated through the different programs. It recognizes the financial burden crime has on Ontarians and not only the cost effectiveness of prevention but the return that research shows it will have to the province even if it only manages to stop one career criminal ($1.5 million in savings). It commends programs like the Perry School which demonstrate returns of $7 for every $1 invested. There is also the Drummond report on public finance done by the Ontario government in 2012. This report goes into detail on the exorbitant spending Ontario has committed to its policing, court and prison budgets. It goes on to conclude that the only way out of this is to measure outcomes and use evidence for smarter crime control, the same type that we are discussing at the moment.               
 
1.5 Governance Model

	As we move forward it is important to take the information from paper and put into practice. This has been by far the hardest étape for political bodies and lawmakers to do. One of the first steps is to appoint a board of directors to oversee and allocate resources. Investments must be made into data collection to understand where your problem areas are. Using this information an action plan must be established and followed using the programs which best suit the disparity found. What made the success of the programs discussed in this letter possible was the accuracy at which the problems and causes of the problems were identified making the action plan in turn very concise and effective. It would not benefit a middle class suburban area, for example, with a problem in domestic violence to implement the neighbourhood watch program. Once all three steps have been established the next thing to do is to monitor the progress or measure outcomes of the programs. This does not happen enough in Canada and there is no way to know how well or poorly a program is doing without it. Again, the aforementioned programs’ outcomes were all measured, this is what allowed them to be replicated and recognized as successful programs. 
Finally, yes this will cost money, real money. This will take significant investment to ensure that it gets done correctly. Skilled workers must be hired and compensated well along with other parties essential to the project. The programs themselves do cost money. But what makes the prevention model so attractive is its ability to reinvest into the system. All of these programs propose returns on investments sometimes double fold for the crime they prevent and victims they spare. Life skills training and the big brother and sister programs offer returns of $2 for every dollar and $4 for every dollar invested respectively. There is also the cost of police which will be affected by lower crime. We will not need to invest in so much policing as we are now if crime rates are going down to prevention. Coming from a $8 billion dollar pool, this opens up money to be spent elsewhere within the province.     

1.6 Recommendations

1. 5% annual investment from current expenditures on policing: the Drummond report suggested a 2.4% annual cut from the criminal justice expenditures. This figure is right on par with this suggestion and puts the money into a battle tested program that will produce a return freeing money to be spent elsewhere.    
2. Legislative crime prevention board: this is a board of informed experts that will play a leadership role in the action plan to implement the cost effective solutions. Their job would be to analyze the different problems going on in Ontario, come up with solutions, allocate resources (implement programs, training and analyze these solutions).   
3. Ensure that the funding is distributed between effective programs that tackle social risk factors and situation crime.

