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come back and put on the record this motien. It is guite
incomprehensible to me.

If people at the time wanted both things, the defence
policy review expressed through an agreement on a
shorter renewal of the NORAD agreement, they were
there o be had. It was not the members of the govern-
ment side or the members of the Liberal opposition who
madc that not possibic.

NORAD had served this country extremely well, it will
continue to serve this country extremely well, and we
have every right to try to move our security arrange-
ments into the new world. "Fhat i8 cur obligation to our
children, and it is not credible to try to have one position
on this issue here, and another position on this issue
when it is time to deliver in votes and proceedings. I say
that with respect.

Mr. Brewin: Mr. Speakcer, on a point of order, I simply
rannot believe that by my silence on the record of thi
House, I made any agreement with the hon. member in
the terms in which he described them.

There may be an honest difference of understanding
of what we did agree to. I will concede without hesitation
that we weze seeking to try to find some way in which we
could get a solid and useful report before the House.

In the end, we did not succeed but I must say
categorically, because my friend put it categorically, that
his recoliection of what we agreed is not mine.

Mr. Rompkey: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

The Acting Speaker {Mr. DeBlois): { am not sure that
the hon. member has a point of order. I am in doubt.

Mr. Rompkey: Mr. Speaker, 1 just want to clarify the
record. My hon. friend across the way suggested that I
had said only the government can take initiatives, only
the government can initiate policy and it is the responsi-
bility of Parliament simply to review,

It is quite obviously untrue. An individual member can
take initiatives, as my friend is doing today, but let me
remind the House the government controls not only the
government itself, but committees.

It is very difficult for an opposition.

Government Orders
* (1200)

The numbers are such that the government controls
not only the House but the committees. Unless the
government is willing, it is extremely difficult, if not
impossible, for the opposition to initiate reviews. I
suggest to you that while—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Order, please. The
time provided for the consideration of Private Members’
Business has now expired. Pursuant to Standing Order
96(1), the order is dropped from the Order Paper.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]
CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE
ACT
MEASURE TO ENACT

Hen. Doug Lewis (Solicitor General of Canada) moved
that Bill C-36, an act respecting corrections and the
conditional release and detention of offenders and to
establish the office of Correctional Investigator, be read
the second time and referred to Legislative Committee
G,

He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to stand in the
House today to speak on second reading of Bill C-36
which will create the new Corrections and Conditional
Release Act.

There are few issues more emotionally charged or of
greater concern to Canadians than that which is at the
very heart of this bill, crime and public safety. The need
for government action in this area has become increas-
ingly appatrent in recent years as public sentiment has
been aroused across the country,

Increasing violence in our streets, much publicized
abuse and just plain stupid errors in our criminal justice
systemn have aroused considerable and justifiable anger
and apprehension among many Canadians. In a nutshell,
public confidence in the system’s ability to protect
society has been severely undermined. There is a very
real and disturbing perception within society that the
balance is all wrong.
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As well, particular public attention is directed to the
plight of victims who are perceived as being victimized
twice, once by the offender and then by an uncaring
SysternL

This bill seeks to address these perceptions by dealing
clearly and forcefully with the issue of public safety. We
have made public safety the number one principle in this
bill.

i
{Translation]

;

The interpretation of this one important principle is
this—if the release of an offender threatens society, the
offender will not be released. The government wants to
get a message 1o two groups, First of all, the government
wants to assure the public that from this point forward,
they, instead of offenders, will get the benefit of the
doubt. The government also wants to send a strong
message to all those who work in the parole and prison
system that law-abiding citizens come first and that at no
time should public safety be put in jeopardy.

Now having said all that, I want to turn briefly, for the
record, to explain who is responsible for what in this
complex and huge process known as the criminal justice
system.

First of all, as Solicitor General, I am the minister
responsible for a number of federal agencies but most
important and of direct relevance to this bill and the
criminal justice system, I am the minister responsible for
the Correctional Service of Canada and the National
Parole Board. To make the point, I am responsible for
criminals after they have been sentenced by a court, and
my colleague, the Minister of Justice, is responsible for
the Criminal Code and the development of sentencing
procedures, both of which are administered by the
provinces through the provincial court system.

Members will realize that a great many of the propos-
als which are in Bill C-36 were put forward last year in
the consultation document or Green Paper that was
widely distributed called “Directions for Reform”.

This document was jointly released in July 1990 by the
then Solicitor General, Pierre Cadieux, and by the
Minister of Justice, Kim Campbell.

(English]

As well, the bill reflects the recommendations of the
June 1991 report of the Standing Committee on Justice
and the Solicitor General on Bill C-67.

[Transiation]

This bill contains significant changes concerning pa-
role.

It may come as a surprise to many members—because
it certainly surprised me—to learn that this bill repre-
sents the first comprehensive review of correctional
legislation since the Penitentiary Act was passed 123
years ago.

[English]

The proposals set down in this bill come at the end of a
prolonged period of study, evaluation and consuitation.
They are the product of experience. Some of that
experience, tragically, is the result of miscalculation,
misadventure and the slow widening of deep cracks
between components of the criminal justice system.

Historically we have turned away, as we have had to
turn away, from prison regimes that produced riots,
unending bitterness and an.inmate code of permanent
non-co-operation. A prison system that represents nei-
ther justice nor humanity will not transmit our values to
inmates and therefore cannot protect the public.

While we have placed a properly needed emphasis on
rehabilitation, we have also seen the development of
some very serious deficiencies which have led to some
horrific and tragic results. Much work has been done to
correct this and we believe the bill has achieved the right
balance. Now is the time to act with resolve and dispatch
and to take the very best the present system has to offer
and mix it with these necessary reforms.

We will put into place a corrections system that will
not only protect the public but will serve to rehabilitate
and assist those who can be helped. It is a tall order and
we think we have it right.

Let me briefly explain the bill, which I concede is
complex and not an easily understood piece of work.

Bill C-36 is in three parts.

Part I sets out correctional legislation and is a modern-
ization and a replacement of the Penitentiary Act. In
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essence this section provides the prison service, known
as the Correctional Service of Canada, with its operating
mandate and its rules of operation.

Part II defines the system of parole and the operation
of the Parole Board. It will replace the Parole Act.

Part HI establishcs the office of the correctional
investigator in law.

I anticipate that part II, which deals with conditional
release, will be of most interest to the House. However,
before turning to the provisiens of part II, I would like to
deal in a little more detail with the essentials of part I
and part III,

As I said before, part I tells us how the correctional
service will operate and under what rules. It is a
complete modernization of correctional legistation, rep-
resenting a decade of intensive work in collaboration
with voluntary and professional groups, judges, Crown
attorneys, the police and provincial governments. It
reflects recent jurisprudence and the impact of the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Part | also sets out a very important guiding principle,
the protection of the public within its statement of
principles of correctional law.

(1210)

Along with this all important principle, protection of
the public, there are a number of other principles
equnciated in the bill: staff powers, the right of search
and seizure, inmate rights, procedural safeguards , prin-
ciples that compel the different parts of the justice
system to stay in touch. Understanding this part of the
bill is essential to understanding the entire bill. It is
important to emphasize that the principle of protection
of the public is fundamental.

Part Il of the bill at long last establishes the position
and mandate of the correctional investigator in law.
Since 1973 this office has operated under part I of the
Inquiries Act. Part IIT clearly describes the correctional
investigator’s mandate, investigative powers and proce-
dures, which are essentially to aclt on behalf of inmates
who feel that they have been dealt an injustice while they
are within the corrections system.

The correctional investigator will have full discretion
in determining when and how an investigation will be
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conducted. The bill establishes the power to hold hear-
ings, the right of access to information and documents,
authority to examine persons under oath, and access to
correctional premises as required.

In general terms part II of the bill will toughen the
existing rules of eligibility for parole, in particular in
relation to violent offences, serious drug offences and
sexual offences against children. However, as a neces-
sary balance, first time, non-violent offenders will have a
chance to gain regular parole when they are first eligible
at one-third of their sentence.

It is a curious truth that sometimes society is better
protected by moving certain offenders through the
system and out of prison faster rather than leaving them
behind bars where hope, job prospects and family sup-
port can fade away all toco quickly. The rationale for
doing this, while well supported as a rehabilitative
measure, will also allow us to free up almost $1 billion
which we spend each year to lock people up. By doing so
we can place a greater emphasis on keeping the violent
and dangerous offenders behind bars fonger. Again, as in
part I the protection of the public is the paramount
principle.

Since the proposed changes to the different types of
conditional release are not easily comprehensible with-
out reference to the existing system, let me quickly set
out its fundamentals.

Currently offenders receiving a sentence of more than
two years will normally serve their sentence in a federal
penitentiary. Under the old system an inmate was
cligible for day parole and unescorted absences at
one-sixth of sentence, full parole at one-third of sen-
tence and release on mandatory supervision at two-
thirds of the sentence. Escorted temporary absences
could also be granted from the start of the sentence,
although this was rare and release on mandatory supervi-
sion could be denied through the operation of a review
hearing established under Bill C-67 in 1986.

Most of these provisions in the bill have been altered
to reflect our commitment to deal more severely and
effectively with violent offenders. We believe that the
release for most offenders at one-sixth of a sentence is
simply too soon. We propose therefore that the mini-
mum time in prison before consideration for day parole
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be set at six months before the normal full parole
eligibility date of one-third of sentence.

Furthermore, the purpose of day parole would be
limited to preparation for eventual release. Qther activi-
ties, such as training, attendance at educational or health
related programs or work detail, would be transferred to
the temporary absence program where release periods
are shorter and supervision more intense.

with fhis change, for example, the minimum possible
time in prison for a six-year sentence would be 18
months instead of 12 months. For a nine-year sentence
the minimum to be served in prison would be 30 months
rather than 18 months. Those serving sentences of three
years or less would be unaffected.

The unescorted temporary absence regime will be
changed to alter the emphasis from preparation for
release 1o programming and training. Maximum security
inmates will not be eligible at all for unescorted ab-
sences. The National Parole Board will be responsible
for conditional release decisions respecting lifers, sched-
ule offenders and detained offenders who have been
classified to other levels.

Additionally we believe that the court, having heard all
the evidence and having had before it the police, the
victims and the expert witnesses, should not be limited in
setting the over-all sentence. Therefore the government
proposes a new provision called judicial determination
whereby judges will be able to specify that offenders
convicted of a schedule offence or a serious drug offence
must serve at least half their sentence behind bars
instead of the current one-third of sentence before
parole review,

We do not propose this role for judges because they
have demanded it or even because they favour it, but
because they are best placed within the criminal justice
system to say whether there should be a higher guaran-
teed minimum prison term in some cases. This proposat
1s in recognition of the fact that there is a wide gap in our
sentencing and correctional system, to put the problem
politely. To put it less politely, the problem under the
current system is that judges are seen by the public to set
a certain period of punishment and then the parole
board later applies a different set of criteria that some-
times result in parole decisions that do not seem to
follow the intention of the court.

I acknowledge that this provision places a burden on
the courts, but it is one that they alone are equipped to
fulfil and one I hope that they will not hesitate to accept
and apply where warranted.

Further, I think this provision gives Canadians the
assurance that the view of the court will be more
accurately respected and refiects the government’s view
that early release may be just too early in some cases
and does not, I hasten to add, signal a change in our
belief that parole is an essential part of the criminal
justice system.

We have signalled out some offenders for a potentially
longer period of incarceration, but we believe that it is
desirable that others, the first time non-violent offend-
ers, have a final chance to show that they can and will
take steps to straighten out their lives and quickly
become law abiding members of society.

This group is the one already most likely to benefit
from release on parole at the earlier date, but unfortu-
nately the failure to release them is too often the result
of the complexity of the bureaucratic process of deter-
mining parole rather than the merits of the case.

Therefore this bill proposes a new provision to the
House to be called accelerated review which would set
out a more efficient review process for eligible offenders.
The process would work in the following way. There
would be in the first instance a review of the files by one
parole board member accompanied by the recommenda-
tion of correction officials. The essential criteria, as with
everything in the bill, would be public safety and whether
or not the offender has the potential to commit a violent
crime if reieased.

If an offender were accepted under this process
release on parole would take place at exactly one-third
of sentence. If during the accelerated review, evidence
were put forward suggesting that even though the
offender was not serving time for a violent offence the
potential for a violent offence was there, then the
offender would be referred to a full panel hearing for a
decision in the normal way. Evidence of the potential for
violence might be suggested by a previous conviction
which did not result in a penitentiary sentence, beha-
viour while in prison, or any other factor relevant to
future behaviour,
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It is important to remind the House at this point that
release on parole is not a right but is a privilege to be
earncd. Parole is a form of conditional release, meaning
that any release must be accompanied by supervision
and strict conditions which relate to the original crime,
the parole location, persons not to be associated with
or provisions relating to the use of drug and alcohol.
Viclation of these conditions may mean a return to
prison and future parole determined by a full and very
sceptical pancl.

°{1220)

The next important changes being put to the House
are in the regime currently known as mandatory supervi-
sion. Earned remission has with the ycars become
virtually automatic. Other disciplinary procedures such
as loss of privileges or confinement in segregation have
proven more immediate and morc cllective.

The Bill C-67 regimc itself is an incentive to good
behaviour because the potential lengthening of the
sentence through absolute denial of rcmission is far
more drastic [or the inmate than a slight reduction in
earned remission. In ¢ffect the entire earned remission
scheme hag evolved to a point where it is unnecessary
and release at two-thirds of the sentence is almost
automatic, with the very important exception of the
detention provisions.

Offenders on mandatory supervision who violate the
conditions of release are of course returned to custody.
The first proposal therefore is to recognize the evolution
of the system and accept that carned remission has
become effectively statutory. Recognizing this formally
means a shifting of resources to the programming,
classification, parole supervision and securily activities
which can directly enhance the sccurity of the public.

Second, I propose a further modification of the deten-
tion provisions to include serious drug offences which
are set out in schedule II to the bill. It is our govern-
ment’s view that the major drug offences, trafficking and
importing, for example, do enormous physical harm to
Canadians. This viclence which often may end in the
death of a person is no less violent because it is indirect.
Offenders convicted of serious drug crimes will be liable
to a hearing if by virtue of their past record continuing
associations or links o the prison drug trade it is likely
that they would return to the active participation in the
illicit drug market.

Government Orders

These same offences, as I described earlier, will also
make the offender liable under the judicial determina-
tion provision to having parole eligibiity set at one-half
of the sentence.

Compare this to the present system with the possibility
of day parole at one-sixth of the sentence and a very
good chance of parole at onc-third. Drug offenders
often have external characteristics which might suggest
good parole performance and release al two-thirds is
almost a certainty unless a crime of violence was also
committed. The reatlity is quite different and this amend-
ment recognizes the very real harm that is done to
socicty.

I also want to announce in cornection with detention
that the government will be adding five new offences to
schedule T, all directly related to sexual offences against
children. The offences are: incest, invitation to sexual
touching, sexual exploitation, anal intercourse and orat
intercourse. Adding these offences to the schedule not
only means that the offenders could be detained if the
harm done and possible repetition werc serious, but the
offenders would be liable to the imposition by the judge
of parole eligibility at one-half the sentence instead of
one-third and would not be eligible for the accelerated
review process which I described a minute ago.

I would like to turn my attention to the victims of
crime. As I said at the beginning ol my speech, [ believe
that victims are often victimized twice: once by the
criminal and again by a system that is unable to recognize
the trauma and the suffering that they endure. What we
are proposing is a fundamental change in favour of
victims’ rights. As I have set out, the different forms of
temporary release and conditionat release will continoe
to be a key element in the reintegration of the offender
in society.

However, in the past our justice system has not given
enough attention to the anxiety of viciims who frequent-
ly cannot legally be given information which is essential
to their peace of mind and cannot be sure that their voice
will be heard once a trial is over.

There are thercfore several changes to the operation
of the National Parole Board and the Correctional
Service that deal with openness of the system and go to
the heart of what the victims want.
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Provisions I am going to describe add up to the first
formal recognition of victims as legitimate and real
players in the parole system’s decision-making process.

I want to say that I am very pleased to bring forward
these provisions. Currently if the victim of a crime writes
10 me or to the board and asks that a victim impact
statement be put before the board, I cannot guarantee
that is going to be done. Statements are considered a
matter of policy only.

?‘&

I the request is to attend the Parole Board hearing,
the inmate has the right of veto. If the request.is to find
out when or where or under what circumstances and
conditions an inmate will be released, the Privacy Act
will frequently prevent a disclosure.

Under part II of the bill these provisions will be
changed. In future, the National Parole Board panel that
is hearing a case will determine whe may attend. The
inmate will be consuited but will not have a veto. With
the passage of the bill, victims will be entitied to have
their statements become part of the inmate file on which
the hearing will be based.

Currently, very little information can be released even
to victims who want to know if an offender is likely to be
released. We are unable because of the Privacy Act even
to assure a victim that the offender will not be released,
which is frequently the case.

Under this bill, if a victim contacts the board or C8SC
and asks 1o be kept informed, he or she can be informed
of the release eligibility date, the hearing date, the
offender’s destination and any conditions imposed. This
will apply to temporary absences as well as conditional
release decisions.

In addition, the board will maintain a decision register
containing information on board decisions and reasons
for those decisions. Together, these measures will give
victims information about hearings that are relevant to
them and contribute to informing the public about
parole.

I want to mention one last thing before beginning my
concluding remarks and that is the issue of paperwork.
Paperwork, whether we like it or not, is at the heart of
this very large and sometimes very cumbersome system.
With such divetse groups as the courts, the police, parole
officers and provincial agencies ali working as part of the

criminal justice system, the chance for error can be very
real. As we know, they can be deadly.

Everywhere in this bill, the emphasis is on the require-
ment that accurate and complete information be ob-
tained and exchanged between the various elements of
the criminal justice system.

There is a requirement that courts provide reasons for
sentencing to the correctional system, and that all
information coliected by the Correction Service of Cana-
da and the National Parole Board be shared.

This will help to ensure an end to those tragic
instances in which a failure to keep files complete has
Ied to escape from custedy and even murder,

The changes proposed in this bill also complement
others currently under way. As members will know, the
prison for women in Kingston is being closed. The
process for choosing sites for the regional centres that
will replace others is advanced. Other changes are being
developed as part of the response to the task force on
federally sentenced women. Action is also advanced on
many initiatives respecting aboriginal offenders, and
correctional programming for them is rapidly expanding.

Certain provisions of this bill will facilitate progress on
these files but much is under way already.

As I said earlier, this bill constitutes one part of the
program set out in the consultation document Directions
for Reform. When reinforced by sentencing legislation
currently in preparation by the Minister of Justice, we
will have reformed the criminal justice system from
sentencing through to the end of the penitentiary sen-
tence. This is no small feat and it is an issue that T am
sure will go a long way toward restoring sagging public
confidence in our criminal justice system.

Finally in closing, let me say that I am anxious to work
with members from all sides of the House to have as full
and effective a committee process as possible. I know
that the justice and solicitor general committee members
will be thorough, thoughtful and constructive when
considering this bill.

® (1230)

I have told everyone I have met, including those many
groups I have spoken with, that I sincerely want an
informed discussion to take place on this bill. I want the
best possible product to come forward from this process.
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Therefore T appreciate that the motion was to send
it to a legislative committee, but I would think that
perhaps at some other time it might be appropriate for
the House leader, in conjunction with the opposition
leaders, instead to refer this bill to the Standing Com-
mittee on Justice and the Solicitor General. I am sure
members from all parties with their backgrounds will
give the bill a very full hearing. We contemplate the
cailing of witnesses, a very detailed clause by clause
examination, and the bill coming back to this House a
refined product benefiting all Canadians and speaking
to the public safety of all Canadians.

Mr, John Nunziata (York South—Weston): Mr. Speak-
er, [ appreciate the opportunity to make subrmissions on
Bill C-36, an act respecting corrections and the condi-
tional release and detention of offenders and to establish
the office of correctional investigators.

I suppose an editorial headline in a newspaper in
Ontario, the Whig Standard sums it up: *“The parole
system overhaul a big scam on public”. That is the
headline of an article written on October 12, 1991,

I have been the solicitor general spokesman for the
Official Opposition for the last seven years and you will
have to forgive me for my cynicism and the cynicism of a
great number of people interested in criminal law reform
when we approach this particular government initiative
with considerable scepticism.

This is the third attempt or the third time this
government over the last seven years has said or an-
nounced to much fanfare that it intends to reform the
criminal justice system. I remember about three years
ago, it was just a few months before the general election
campaign in November 1988, one of my friend’s prede-
cessors, Mr. Kelleher, had a huge press conference at
the press theatre on Wellington Street and announced
parcle reform,

Many of the same or similar headlines were in newspa-
pers right across the country: “The government intends
to get tough om parole”, “The government intends to
change the parole system”.

What happened to that legislation? Nothing. Abso-
lutely nothing. It was not even introduced in the House
of Commons and it appears cbvious now that what the
government was engaged in was a public relations scam.
What the government is doing this week is again trying to
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manipulate the process and it is involved in a public
relations scam again.

This is crime prevention week. Crime prevention week
has been in effect for close to 10 years. It is a week set
aside by municipalities and police forces right across the
country to focus attention on matters affecting crime
prevention.

This government has chosen this week to debate and
discuss a number of different pieces of legislation affect-
ing the criminal justice system. We have to ask why the
government waited so long. Why has it waited seven
years before bringing in legislation to deal with the
criminal justice system?

1 will speak more specifically about the legislation
before the House but before doing so I have to call into
question the government’s credibility, its sincerity and
commitment to meaningful criminal law reform, given its
track record over the last seven years.

We know that this government is desperate. The
government’s popularity is at an all-time low. We know
that the Reform Party is now a more popular political
party than the governing party. This government is trying
to do whatever possible to try to gain some public
support. As part of that desperate attempt to gain some
public support, it has decided to bring in a series of law
and order pieces of legislation, at least to bring them
forward this week when a lot of these bills have been on
the Order Paper, have been discussed and debated at
committee {or the last seven years. All of a sudden the
government decides that it is going to bring this legisla-
tion forward this week.

At the very same time it claims to be committed to
criminal law reform, what does the government do? It
cuts $2 million in funding for crime prevention week.
This week is crime prevention week and this government
has decided to axe $2 million.

It is fine for the Prime Minister to go abroad as a
buffoon, whether it is in the Caribbean or elsewhere, and
write off multimillion dollar loans and grants to other
countries. It is fine for the Prime Minister to say that and
to try to score some cheap political points overseas, and
yet when it comes to programs in Canada that have hada
positive effect, the government decides to be chintzy in
cutting $2 million from crime prevention week. Groups
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right across this country see right through this govern-
ment’s agenda and they have justifiably criticized in a
very severe fashion the federal government’s credibility
and commitment to crime prevention. On one hand, the
minister stands in his place today and says. “We are
concerned and we are inoving with dispatch and re-
solve”, and on the other hand the government has cut $2
millien for crime prevention week.

It was a Liberal government that started this program
in 1983. }t bas been extremely successful. Municipalitics
and poiic’é forces right across Canada have come to rely
on this federal funding in order to increase the profile of
crime prevention week, and here the governmg‘nt cuts it
back, totally eliminates $2 million in funding for crime
prevention week.

I would like to comment briefly on the government’s
approach to criminal law reform. Over the last seven
years this government has ad libbed its way through
criminal law reform. Tt does not have an over-all plan to
fundamentally change or reform the criminai justice
system in Canada. The government is in a piecemcal
fashion addressing problems, attempting to resolve prob-
lems, as they arise in the criminal justice system.

When one considers the legislation presently before
the House, a number of bills are not here as a result of
an initiative by the Government of Canada. The bills are
before the House because the Supreme Court of Cana-
da, in a decision or in a number of decisions, has said to
the Government of Canada that it had better start
acting, it is a legislator and it is essential that it deal with
certain aspects of the criminal justice system.

For example, we have before the House on the Order
Paper legislation that deals with the criminally insane.
The law was struck down in May by the Supreme Court
of Canada. The Supreme Court said to the Minister of
Justice: “You have until November 1 to bring in new
legislation in order for it to comply with the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms”. The government obviously had
to act. It introduced a bill. It did not act quickly enough
and then it had to go, cap in hand, back 1o the Supreme
Court of Canada for an extension. Now the Supreme
Court has granted an extension.

® (1240)

The point I am making is that in the area dealing with
the criminally insane, the Law Reform Commission over
10 years ago recommended changes. There was a bill
some four or five years apo that was considered, and yet
nothing happened until the Supreme Court of Canada in

effect instructed this Parliament to act with regard to a
law dealing with the criminally insane.

Reparding the rape shield law, another piece of legisla-
tion or at least a proposed piece of legislation, why is the
government acting? Not because it took the initiative
and said we have to reform this aspect of criminal law in
Canada, but because the Supreme Court of Canada
rendered a decision considered to be an ineguitable
result, a result that does not meet with favour with a
great majority of Canadians. The government again has
to act in this particular area.

With respect to matters dealing with young offenders,
it is not because the government has taken the initiative
and has said it wants to reform the law as it applies to
young offenders, but rather it is responding to public
concern. The minister admitted in his place today that
what has sparked the introduction of this bill in the
House is not the government’s leadership, it is not the
government’s initiative, but it is because the public is
pushing the government into acting and acting swiftly.

Some four or five years ago this Parliament was
recalled in the middle of summer to pass Bill C-67, the
gating bill, to deal with gating or issuing detention
orders. Again, it was not because this government tcok
the initiative and provided the necessary leadership, it
was because the public was pushing the government to
act. We on this side of the Housc have been pushing the
last seven years for the government to act. I was on the
justice committee, and I note that the present chairman
of the justice committee is present in the House today.
He was on that committee as well.

In the spring of 1987 we began a comprehensive review
of the criminal justice system in Canada. The committee
reported in August 1988. The title of this report is
“Taking Responsibility”. It cost taxpayers hundreds of
thousands of dollars. This report of the justice commit-
tce, which was tabled in this House, had 97 recommen-
dations for reform. It was well received in the criminal
justice community across the country. What has it been
doing over the last four years? It has been sitting on the
minister’s desk gathering dust. The government has
done absolutely nothing over the last three or four years
with this expensive piece of work by the justice commit-
tee.

Now the minister comes forward and says: “Well, we
want you to do it all over again, we want to send this
matter back to committee”. The pushing has not only
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come from the public and those interested in criminal
taw reform, but also from a standing committee of this
House which has, over the last seven years that I have
been a member of that committee, repeatedly demanded
that the government take some action with regard fo
criminal law reform.

At the end of it all, hcre we are in November 1991 at
the beginning of crime prevention weck and the govern-
ment says: “Well, we are taking the initiative, we are
going to provide the leadership, and look at what we are
doing. All week long we are going to be introducing and
discussing and debating changes to the criminal justice
system’’.

That is absolutely ne way to deal with criminal law
reform; a cynical, manipulative, public relations-driven
way of trying to score some cheap political points in the
middie of crime prevention week to pretend to the public
that this government is concerned about criminal law
reform.

I'refer back to the headline “Parole System Overhaul a
Big Scam on the Public”.

Bill C-36is certainly a lengthy hill. As we can see here
and as the minister said, it is complicated legislation. I
carefully read this a number of times and I have come to
the conclusion that again, as was the proposal in the fall
of 1988, it is tinkering. It is tinkering with the criminal
justice system. This government has no over-all compre-
hensive plan to deal with criminal law reform in this
country. Again, it is an example of the government ad
libbing its way, almost with a blindfold on, ad libhing its
way through criminal law reform when what is necessary
in this country is some fundamental reform. T am afraid
that this government has not approached the problem in
a comprehensive way,

The minister says his counterpart, the Minister of
Justice, will be introducing legislation dealing with sen-
tencing reform. With all due respect to the Solicitor
General, how can the legislative committee or the justice
committee that will be dealing with Bill C-36, and the
witnesses that appear before the committee, adequately
and intelligently deal with reform of the parolc system
without looking at sentencing reform at the same time?

Therefore, what we have here is only half the package.
Correctional law reform is only haif of the package
because it only deals with people once a judge sentences
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an offender to a period of incarceration. What we need is
the other half of the package at the same time so we can
move forward 1ogether with a comprehensive proposal
and we can leok at the sentencing structure in Canada,
look at some of the very good recommendations that
were made in this report Taking Responsibility and to look
at ways of changing the system so that the public in
Canada starts having some respect and confidence in the
criminal justice system.

The sad reality is that today the public has very little, if
any respect at all or confidence in the criminal justice
system. Is il any wonder when you pick up the morning
paper and read about the latest murder or the latest rape
or robbery in your particular community?

I picked up The Toronto Star this morning, and what
are the headlines? “Disabled man slain by intruder in
home”. The lead paragraph states: “A partly paralyzed
North York man was beaten to death in his bedroom by
an intruder as his elderly wife ran for help”.

A headline right beside it: “Motel guest found by maid
is metro’s 74th homicide™, 74 homicides this year com-
pared to 46 murders at this time last year.

The public is justifiably alarmed at what is happening
in our communities and in particular in metropolitan
‘Toronto. T represent a riding in west metro, and my
constituents have told me time and time again, and more
so now, that they are afraid of what is happening in our
community.

Just down the street, a few doors away from my
constituency office a few days ago a couple of people
walked inte an after hours club and shot and killed two
people. We see that day in and day out in Toronto,
Vancouver, Calgary, Edmonton, Halifax. The crime rate
is increasing. People are becoming afraid to walk in their
own communitics, Women in particular are afraid o
walk in the evenings. If you will recall, it used to be a
concern walking in downtown Toronto in the evening.
Now people are afraid to walk in their own communities.
‘T'hey are afraid 1o take an evening stroll after dinner in
their own community because of a fear that something
may happen.

In a community not far from where I live, a business
woman by the name of Caroline Case has gone missing.
She disappeared a number of weeks ago and foul play is
suspected there. I can say that my wife and other people
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in our community are afraid to walk alone at night and in
fact are afraid to walk in groups.

There is a fear out there, a concern that the criminal
justice system is not working. Whether it is justifiable or
not, whether the evidence supports the perception that
there is an increase in crime and a lack of feeling of
security, whether it is justified or not, the reality is that
people are afraid. The people are looking to govern-
ments, whether it is municipal, provincial or federal
governments, 1o take action immediately in order to at
least show them that legislators' care about what is
happening. :

* (1250)

Yet we in this Chamber seem to be preoccupied with
the Constitution, Meech Lake here and Meech Lake
there, Constitution here and Constitution there, The
reality is most people just do not care about the Consti-
tution. They just do not care about constitutional reform.

What they would rather see is this Chamber and
members of Parliament talking about the real issues that
are of concern to people. They want to see a preoccupa-
tion in this House with economic concerns. People want
to get back to work. That is one of the key issues that
people are concemed about.

The other key issue is crime, law and order. They want
to see this government, they want to see legislators,
parliamentarians, politicians standing up and talking
about issues of real concern to people, rather than
simply taking crime prevention week as an opportunity to
highlight a problem and then come Friday afternoon all
the MPs will board their planes, buses and leave this
place and the issue again will be buried on the Order
Paper.

Criminal justice reform should be on the agenda every
day in this House as long as people are concerned about
what is happening on the streets in urban centres and
even in rural areas right across the country. Toronto this
year will set a record in terms of the number of
homicides. As of today there have been 74 homicides in
Toronto compared to 46 last year. We are breaking
records in metro Toronto. The previous record for
murders in metropolitan Toronto was 60 for all of 1987.
We are already at 74 murders and we still have two
months to go in metro Toronto.

The police estimate that there will be anywhere from
75 to 100 murders this year. We are looking at 25 more
people who are living and breathing today who will be
rmurdered, who will be killed over the next two months in
metropolitan Toronto alone.

Toronto is number three in per capita violent crimes in
Canada. Violent crimes are up 22 per cent so far this
year. Some blame the rise in crime on drugs and the
proliferation of guns in metropolitan Torento. 1 spoke a
little earlier about how people feel about walking in the
evening. According to a recent poll 56 per cent of women
are afraid to walk the streets at night alone. We are
talking about streets in their own community and 75 per
cent feel that the courts are far too lenient with
criminals.

The point is that the public does not have confidence
in the criminal justice system, that there is a concern out
there and the concern is that the government is not
doing what is necessary in order to deal with the
problem.

I indicated that the government was not taking a
comprehensive approach to criminal law reform and in
fact was tinkering with the system. For example, the
government by introducing this legislation has accepted
that parole should remain a feature of our criminal
justice system in Canada. It has mot addressed the
question of whether or not we should abolish parole all
together, as has been done in jurisdictions outside of this
country, in particular south of the border in the United
States. Should we carry on with parole as we know it
today?

I do not believe that we should carry on with the
parole system that we have. This government has already
accepted that rather than abolishing parole all together,
it wants to retain it, tinker with it a bit to change the time
periods. This government has not addressed the whole
concept of mandatory supervision.

If I can just take a moment to talk about mandatory
supervision, I support the complete abolition of manda-
tory supervision, and let me explain why.

Right now in Canada, if an individual is sentenced to a
period of incarceration, they become eligible for day
parole after serving a sixth of their sentence. They
become eligible for full parole subject to certain excep-
tions after serving a third of their sentence, and they are
automatically released subject to certain exceptions
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after serving two-thirds. That is called mandatory super-
vision.

Even though a judge says that this persen is to serve
nine years for an armed robbery or a violent oifence, the
law says that this person should be released after serving
only six vears, uniess the government can show that a
detention order should be issued to keep the person
detained longer.

When we deal with those who are considered for
mandatory supervision, we are dealing with the worst
offenders. We are dealing with the bad apples in the
system. It is these individuals who cannot convince the
Parocle Board that they should be released any earlier.

In fact, they are automatically released by operation of
law. It does not make any sense at all. Again, is it any
wonder that people do not have confidence in the
criminal justice system. You have to ask yourself, Mr.
Speaker, when you consider these time periods—one-
sixth, one-third, one-half —what is the scientific ratio-
nale or the reasons why these time periods have been
puiled out of a hat to say: “Someone should become
eligible for full parole after serving one-third of their
sentence”,

The government now is saying: “For certain offenders,
they should serve at least a half”. Why?

An hon. member: There is no real supervision,

Mr. Nunziata: As my colleagne says, there is no real
supervision once inmates are released on mandatory
supervision.

The whole concept of mandatory supervision is an
experiment that kas failed. It was introduced by a Liberal
government over 10 years ago. It just does not work.
Pcople confuse it with parcle when in fact it is not
parole.

This government should have read the writing on the
wall and abolished it altogether. That will be one of the
amendments that the Liberal Party proposes at commit-
tee.

With regard to parole itself, the Law Reform Commis-
sion in Canada, a number of very prominent criminal
lawyers in Canada, a number of groups and organizations
in the criminal justice system have recommended the
abolition of parole. It is a far-reaching proposal, but it is
a proposal that makes a lot of sense because right now
the whole system is warped.
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Judges sentence individuals not because of the crime
they committed. They sentence individuals trying to take
into consideration when the individual might be released
on parole and for that reason, the sentencing system in
Canada has gone haywire. There is no rhyme or reason
to it. -

What has been recommended in the proposal that I
support is the abolition of parole with some release
period, say six months before release that the person be
released into the community in order to reintegrate, that
that be part of the sentence, that sentencing be reformed
so that rather than handing out a nine-year sentence and
people only serve five years, let us make the sentence
more realistic and bring sentencing in line with reality
and inject some certainty.

I note that I have just a few more minutes to talk about
the particulars of this legislation. I would like to start
talking about some of the specific provisions of this bill.

We will support this bill going to a legislative commit-
tee or the justice committee. We support that proposal
because a body of expertise has developed. There are a
number of members of the justice committee who have
been there for a number of vears.

We do not support a full blown cross—country tour in
order to reacquaint ourselves with the problem. We
know what the problems are. We already spent over a
year putting this report together. A lot of good work
went into this piece of work, and we believe this should
form the basis of the committee’s consideration.

We look forward to this bill going to committce. This
party, the Official Opposition, will be moving a signifi-
cant number of amendments. We will be asking the more
general questions about parole, for example, and wheth-
er or not we should continue te hang on to the parole
system in Canada. We will listen attentively to groups
that appear before the committee. We will also consider
some of the specific provisions in Bill C-36, first with
regard to the first item that is listened on the govern-
ment’s propaganda here. It says: “Protection of the
public will now be the parameount consideration in ail
decisions relating to the treatment and release of in-
mates”.

® (1300)
What is new, as my colleague asks? Protection of the

public will now be the paramount consideration. Has it
not always been the paramount consideration? If it has
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not been then something is pretty screwy when it comes
to the parole system or the penitentiary system in
Canada. Yet the government makes it its first highlight
as if something new is about to be introduced, that the
protection of the public will now be the paramount
consideration.

The second point the government highlights is the role
of victims in the system. For a number of years I and my
colleagues on this side of the House have pressed for
more involvement by victims as well as for victims’ rights.
Victims simply did not have any rights in the c¢riminal
justice system. The system was too heavily weighted in
favour of the offender. Finally the government is listen-
ing, but it has not listened completely.

The government has indicated that victims will be kept
informed of an offender’s prison and parole status. This
is a good point. Information from victims can be consid-
ered at a parole hearing. We say it should be considered,
not that there should be discretion, if a victim or the
families of a victim want to be considered. Then the
government says: “Victims can attend a parole hearing at
the discretion of the paroie board.” We ask: “Why
should it be at the discretion of the parole board?” At
present, it is at the discretion, believe it not, of the
offender. The person who is seeking parole, up until
now, decides whether or not the victim or the families of
the victim can appear before the parole board hearing.

The government says: “We will move a little in the
direction of victims and will allow victims to appear or
for their submissions to be considered at the discretion of
the parole board”. We on this side of the House say that
the victim should have an absolute right to appear before
parole board hearings to make submissions. We also say,
and we will be moving amendments accordingly, the
parole hearing process should be opened up to the public
angd to the media.

Right now, the parole system is a system which is
behind the scenes. It is a private little affair between the
parole board, the offender and a caseworker at a
penitentiary. What we say, on this side of the House, is
that the system should be open, just as a court case, a
criminal trial, is open to the public. In order for there to
be confidence in the system, the parole board hearings
should be completely open and public so that anyone
who wishes to attend can attend and that certain people,
and in particular the victims of crimes and/or their

families, have the option to attend if they so wish to
attend.

A few years ago, I had a call from a constituent who
had been raped in her community. She went into the
local grocery store to do some grocery shopping. She
paid her bill, turned around and who was standing
bebind her in line but the person who raped her. He had
been, just a few weeks earlier, released on parole. If
there was an open system where the victim had a right to
be represented at parole board hearings that would not
have happened. If this person qualified for parole at all,
the parole board, in this particular case, as a condition of
parole, surely should have said: ““You are not to go back
into the community where you committed the crime”.
Surely that should have been a condition. If this woman
would have had the opportunity to appear before the
National Parole Board, she would have done, and she
would have made those submissions

We also have the case of John Rallo who is now in a
federal penitentiary, He murdered his wife and two
children. He was convicted of three counts of first
degree murder. He has served about 14 years of his term.
A few months ago, he was scen in the Hamilton area.
The parents of the murdered woman were told by others
that this John Rallo character was in the community. He
was released on day passes. The parents of the murder
victim, the grandparents of the two children, did not
have an opportunity to appear before the National
Parole Board to say that this person ought not to be
released. This person, John Rallo, still has not admitted
to the crimes, still will not co-operate with the police to
indicate where the body of one of the young children was
stashed or buried, or whatever. Yet the person is re-
leased on day parole. Is it any wonder there is so little
confidence in the criminal justice system? If parole board
hearings were opened up, that would not happen in the
future.

We will be moving amendments with regard to parole
eligibility. We will be moving amendments with regard to
comprehensive reform of the parole system and the
abolition of mandatory supervision.

With regard to the specific provision of the govern-
ment to delay parole eligibility to one-half of the
sentence for those inmates who are violent offenders
and serious drug offenders, the government proposes to
leave this up to judges to determine. Right now, inmates
are eligible for full parole after serving a third of their
sentences. What the government says is: “For certain
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individuals, leave it up to the judges to decide whether or
not these people should have to serve one-half their
sentences”,

At the very least, it should be mandatory. Rather than
giving more discretion to judges when it comes to parole
eligibility, there should be less discretion and as a matter
of law, if that is the direction we are going, then people
who commit certain violent offences and serious drug
offences, should be denied parole automatically unti
they have served at least one-half of their sentence.

We will be proposing a number of other amendments
at committee. Some of the provisions in this bill are
provisions that we have been pressing for the last seven
vears, and we will support those provisions. We will be
insisting that this government take a comprehensive
approach 1o the problem of criminal law reform. We will
want to have all the legislation, all the different aspects
of the criminal justice system considered at the same
time in order to show thal we are serious about what we
are doing. We will ask, for example, for a single stream-
lined system when it comes to corrections in Canada.

Right now there are two systems of penitentiaries, or
prisen systems, in Canada. If onc is sentenced for a
crime and the sentence i8 two years or less, then one
scrves the time in a provincial penitentiary. If the
sentence is two years or more, the time is served in a
federal penitentiary. It makes absolutely no sense at all.
It is time that the federal and provincial governments get
together to introduce a streamlined system so there is a
single penitentiary system in Canada. It is an area that
has not been dealt with by this goverrment in this bill
and we Dbelicve that there should be some further
co-operation in that regard.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, criminal law is a federal
responsibility. 'The administration ol justice is a provin-
cial responstbility. Again we believe that in certain areas
there can be some streamlining in order to better deliver
criminal justice in Canada.

In conclusion, let me say that the Liberal Party intends
10 support, in principle, this legislation, not because we
support the details of this legislation but because we
believe that it is high time this government moves ahead
with criminal law reform. A great numbcer of us will be
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participating at committee. We will be participating in
second reading debate. A number of my colleagues will
also be speaking. We will be introducing amendments
which we believe will make this bill better. We will be
introducing amendments which we believe will go a long
way il allowing the Canadian public to once again have
some confidence and respect and support for the crimi-
nal justice system.

e (1310)

Mr. Derek Blackburn (Brant): Mr. Speaker, [ am also
pleased to participate in this debate today at second
reading of Bill C-36 known as the corrections and
conditional rclease act.

1 hope I can present a morg positive critique of this bill
than the previous speaker and 1 will try not to induige in
the cynicism to which we just listened.

The criminal justice system in this country certainly is
not perfect but then again it is not perfect in any
jurisdiction of which T am aware. When we are dealing
with the criminal elements in our socicty, particularly the
viclent criminal elements, it is extremely difficult to
balance what is fair, what constitutes, first of all, safety to
society and what also provides rehabilitation of those
who have committed the offences.

We have to take a long, hard Jook at what we are
attempting to do. There are no fast fixes. There are no
easy solutions. The previous speaker made reference to
the fact that in the United States they have done away
with parole and mandatory supervision.

Let us lock briefiy at the situation in the United States
of America which is statistically the most violent country
in the western industrialized world. 1t is manifestly clear
to me, and I think most experts—and I am not ong-—that
the problem of crime in society cannot be solved by
simply extending sentences or denying parole or manda-
tory supervision. If that was the case, the United States
should have one of the lowest crime rates in the western
world. Instead its prisons are bulging and it has just
introduced a bill in Congress which will cost the Ameri-
can taxpayers $25 billion to build new penitentiaries. Yet
the crime rate, the murder rate, the rate of rape and
violent assault in that country is poing up and up and up
as the prisons get bigger and bigger and bigger.
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It is not a quick fix. By simply extending the sentences
and removing the criminals from society, the problem of
violence in our society is not being solved. It is manifestly
clear that we are not doing that.

We support and always have supported the number
one principle of public safety in the criminal justice
syslem: to protect the innocent. We support this bill at
second reading. We hope we can improve this bill at
committee but we support it at second reading.

We also agree that rehabilitation is important. We
agree with the principle that even violent offenders, if
we think it is safe, should be gradually released into
socicty if it is possible. In some instances it is not. The
Clifford Olson case, I think, is a prime example. There
are sometimes when we, regrettably, simply have to
throw the key away, as they say, in the interest of public
safety.

However, that is not true in every case. The door
should be left a little open where it is possible to reform
and rehabilitate. We also agree with the additional
offences listed in Schedule I and Schedule II to include
sexual offences involving children, arson, and serious
drug offenders. I am not quite sure what is meant by
serious drug offenders, whether it is a quantitative thing,
the amount of money involved, or the size of the illicit
drug empire.

These things bave to be addressed with greater resolu-
tion.

While we are on the subject of drug offences, Iet us
not forget that there is a certain hypocrisy in this
country. We talk about illicit drugs, hard drugs, heroin,
crack cocaine and so on that are devastating. They are
devastating to youth in particular.

Let us not forget that tobacco, which is a drug, and
alcohol, which is a drug, account for the deaths of 50,000
people a year in this country. Hard-line drugs account
for the deaths of approximately 350 to 400 persons. I am
not accusing the government of being hypocritical, or any
previous government, but that is something that some
government is going to have to look at one of these days.
I have had some experience as well,

I am not cynical so much as I am perhaps a bit
disappointed, because we do have some really basic
social problems in our society and other societies that, of
course, this bill does not address. It cannot address them,
T suppose. But let us not forget, Mr. Speaker, where and

how violence begins in our society. Good heavens, the
overwhelming majority of violent offenders in our soci-
ety were born into violence. Their parents were violent.
Their parents were either drug addicts or alcoholics,
under-educated or non-educated or they were not
raised by their parents. They were introduced to crime
on the streets as teenagers or even younger. They
became exposed to drugs and alcohol at an early age,
iltiterate, no respect for law and order or authority.
These are the ones who end up in our prisons. They end
up as serious violent offenders and we are left, of course,
with legislating as to what we do with them and how we
try to rehabilitate them.

We also, of course, have the problems of people born
mentally ill, or people who become mentally ill. There is
no legalistic safeguard against that except, of course,
medical treatment. Then, of course, we have this whole
growing problem in our society of guns, of weapons, and
this is on the increase. Violent crime is on the increase in
our country, and we have to do something about it. This
bill goes part way toward doing something about treating
the offenders as well as punishing the offenders.

I hope that the public who are watching today and the
public who are reading our speeches or the editorial
writers who write editorials will not confuse passing laws,
statutes and regulations, with actually tackling the prob-
lems in society that create violence and that are acting as
a momentitm to the increase in violent crime. This bill
will not do that, or it will do very little to prevent or to
ameliorate that situation.

It seems that you cannot turn on television these days
at any hour of the day without seeing violence portrayed
on television, violence against women, sexual violence,
violence against children. It seems that you cannot seil a
program, you cannot get advertisers without that kind of
story being portrayed in all its ugly graphics on television.

That is something else that knowledgeable people,
experts, psychiatrists and psychologists in the field are
telling us more and more, both in the United States and
in Canada, that that kind of programming is bad for
young people to be subjected to. Yet I do not see us
regulating, I do not see this government or any other
government bringing on stream regulations that would
try to reduce that impact by regulating the kinds of
programs that the young people in our country are
subjected to today.
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At the outset T am simply saying that in tackling the
problem of violent crime in our society, it is one thing to
keep prisoners in jail longer. 1t is one thing to add to the
tist of violent offenders, the types of crimes they commit.
Unless this government is completely committed toward
newer and better programs of rehabilitation, unless it is
committed to really getting to the very core of the
problem of violence in our society, it will make very, very
little difference whether an offender spends one third of
his time before parole or one half of his time before
parole in jail.

o (1320}

Bill C-36 introduces changes to the rules of parole
eligibility, making it harder for violent and sexual or drug
offenders to obtain parole releases. Unescorted tempo-
rary absences will be denied to the most serious offend-
ers. Day parole will be intended specifically for
preparation for release before parole eligibility.

That may be good, but et us take a look at some of the
statistics. For example, under the heading “Successful
completion of escorted temporary absences” presently,
without this bill, we have a 99.93 per cent success rate.
Also, unescorted temporary absences, a 99.18 per cent
success rate. So, let us not be in too great a hurry to
throw everything out the window and start over again.
QOur system is working.

The unfortunate thing and the very tragic thing is that
every now and then somebody gets through it and
commits a heinous crime. Gingras is one very good
example, Legere is another one. He was just convicted, I
believe, over the weekend for murdering four people
while at large. There are others. I am not saying that this
is all part of the success rate. We have to think about the
other 99 per cent as well.

I believe that inmates have to be gradually reintro-
duced into society. If you are going to throw the key
away, their expiry date is still going to come. I would
suggest to members of this House that it is better to try
to rehabilitate, it is better to encourage inmates to
rehabilitate themselves and to release as many as possi-
ble, as safely as possible. Risk management is not an
exact science. Let us face it. It is not exact. But at least
attempt to get as many through the system as is reason-
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ably possible, based on all the criteria available. That is
better than to keep them locked up for their full
sentence, knowing they are going to come out anyway,
probably in some cases animals, certainly more animalis-
tic than they were when they went in,

The highlights of the bill have been mentioned al-
ready. I do not want to repeat them here. I want to
mention the clauses of the bill that we are prepared to
support and mention areas where we are convinced that
change or additions have to be added on to the bill.

We support the tougher criteria of the detention
provisions of the parole process, making it harder for
violent criminals to get out on parole.

We support the opening of the parole process so that
victims may have an input into that process.

We support the streamlining of communications be-
tween the judiciary, Corrections Canada and the Nation-
al Parole Board.

While 1 am on this topic, I differ with the previous
speaker, the hon. member for York South—Weston. I
want as full a committee process as possible. I want to
listen to many groups and individuals, expert and non-
experts. If it means going to the west coast or the
Northwest Territories or the east coast, I am going to
support that.

1 am going to push for that. The member said he has
been a member of the justice committee for seven years.
Maybe he is tired of looking at penitentiaries. 1 do not
blame him. I was a member of the defence committee for
six years and I do not want to sec another naval shipyard
for a while either. If he does not want to move with the
committee, he can send a replacement. That is no
problem there.

What we are concerned about is basic government
policies with respect to the changes introduced in this
bill: rehabilitation, drug and sexuval offender programs,
skills programs, upgrading programs and so on. Program-
ming 15 very important,

I know you can take a horse to water but you cannot
make it drink. I think we can do more in our system to
encourage those people behind bars to take advantage of
the rehabilitative process. If they do not take advantage
and learn from it, that is another matter. I am convinced
with greater resources, and this means more moncy,
time, effort, commitment and personnel, it can be done.
It certainly can be improved upon.
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It means that resources have to be properly assessed to
make absolutely certain that those resources result in
the proper people being released prior to expiry and as
few mistakes as possible made. There will be mistakes. I
cannot argue on this side of the House and condemn the
government, or any government, when a mistake is made
in terms of a person going out and recommitting, As I
said a moment ago, it is not an exact science. You do not
know. You have not got 100 per cent proof that some-
body will not recommit.

The statistics again are very interesting on this point.
For example, the figure of those who are in breach of
parole, that is for technical reasons, is only 18 per cent.
That is a lot but they have not recommitied. Eighteen
per cent of those people who are on full parolé break the
parole agreement and therefore are recommitted.

Twelve per cent reoffend. That is high, [ know. If your
son o¥ daughter or your wife or your loved one happens
to be one of the victims of that 12 per cent, it is damn
serious and it is very tragic but I do not know how you
establish or write a perfect system in this respect.

I want to see a greater number of National Parole
Board psychologists. National Parole Board staff compe-
tence has to be improved upon, certainly in the face of
allegations of massive patronage appointments of com-
pletely inexperienced, unqualified staff. We are going to
have some amendments here.

It is not right that somebody who goes out and knocks
on deors for a government candidate ends up on the
National Parole Board as a temporary or a part-time
member of that board, or ex-MPs for that matter who
probably have no experience in that field at all.

I do not like the idea. I am not mentioning potitical
parties. It can be and it usually is. When the Liberals are
in, they appoint Liberals. When the Tories are in, they
appoint Tories, and when my own party is in at the
provincial level, we appoint too damn many New Demo-
crats.

I am not being hypocritical on this issue. What T am
saying is that people should be appointed according to
their ability, their merit. Let us get rid of this old
patronage system which has existed for far too long,

I said a moment ago that all parties at all jevels do this.
It has got to be addressed and can be addressed in this
bill. There will be an amendment on that.

There should be a careful review of the details of this
complex bill in committee, which I mentioned a moment
ago, and the participation of members of all communities
interested in and involved in the criminal justice process
from a corrections and a parole point of view.

This brings me to a very vital omission in this bill.
Quite a bit has been said lately about native problems in
relation to the criminal justice system. We are making
S0mME Progress.

The Six Nations Reserve which used to be part of my
constituency now has its own police force and it is doing
an excellent job,
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We are making some progress on the law enforcement
side of it. We are making very little progress on the
corrections side-of it.

My persenal view is that we should be looking much
more seriousty at a separate corrections system for
native offenders. I am not totally convinced yet that it
should be a separate system but we should be much more
serious and much more vigilant. We should be looking at
it much more seriously because I am truly convinced,
when you consider that aboriginals in our country make
up about 2.5 per cent of the total population and yet 10
per cent of the prison population in Canada are native
Canadians, that something is wrong. Wc are somehow
not addressing the problem.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBleis): The hon. member’s
time has now expired.

Mr. Biackburn (Brant): ] was wondering if I could have
three or four minutes more.

The Acting Speaker (Mr, DeBlois): Is there unanimous
consent.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Blackburn (Brant): Thank you, Mr, Speaker, and I
thank my colleagaes. I will finish just as quickly as
possible,

The native community, I think, has to be brought into
the process. I am anxious to listen to as many native
community leaders as possible with respect to the
correctional system and how it impacts on natives in our
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system. I am also deeply concerned about women in the
prison system, women offenders, and whether the pro-
grams are adequate. I do not think they are in many
cases. I hope that this bill, through amendment, wilt
have a positive impact in this category.

We are also going to have to do something about
increasing the number of experts in the whole system
itself. We just do not have enough trained people to
work with severely disturbed inmates, severely handi-
capped inmates and the violent offenders.

I know that in psychiatry and in medicine and in
psychology this part of their regiment and this part of
their professional field is one that most shy away from.
There is not much glamour and money in it and many of
them treat it as an almost hopeless dead-end kind of
professional practice. It does not have to be that way. We
have to encourage more and better people to become
involved in the correctional service and also with the
National Parole Board itself.

Those are some of my concerns about this bill. I simply
want to conclude by saying that there is much more I
would ke to have said but I do not want to indulge on
the time of the House because I know my time is up. All
one has to do is watch the American TV programs. Every
state prosecotor and every judge who is up for re-elec-
tion in New York state says: “I am tough on law and
order. I put x number of pcople away behind bars. I kept
x number of people behind bars for 20 years or 50 years
or whatever it is”.

Keep in mind that politicians can very easily stand up
at election time or just before an election or in a
pre-election period and preach the virtues of being
tough with olfenders in society and yet if you look at the
reality and, as I said at the beginning of my speech, at the
real causes of crime in our society, 1t is little wonder that
we are really emphasizing the wrong thing.

We are not really getting to the causes of crime before
it is committed. We are not trying to do something about
poverty, about slums, about lack of education, violence
on television, viglence in the home, sexual molestation
in the home. All of these things are what ultimately lead
to the prosecutor, the defence attorney and the judge.
We are left, we meaning the Correction Service of
Canada and the Parole Board, with finding a way of
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trying to deal with these people so that we can bring
them back into society as law-abiding, useful citizens.

Longer sentences, the absence of parole, supervision
and no release before expiry, are not going to reduce the
crime rate. I do not have any divine knowledge on the
subject, all I have to do is look at the facts and figures
before us in the media day in and day out to know that in
the United States and in other countries that is not the
case. You can be tough on law and order in the courts
and in the jails and yet the crime rate continues to
increase.

In conclusion, one of the profound ironies of the 20th
century is that Europe, which gave the world two great
world wars in which millions of people lost their lives,
innocent civilians lost their lives, is a far safer place to
live at night on the streets no matter where than the
western world which has been at relative peace in the
political sense, in terms of war. Violence on the streets is
increasing, violence in some areas of the United States is
virtually out of control and now there are indications
that in our larger cities in particular in Canada, violent
crime is not out of control, but it is certainly on the
increase and causing the citizens of our country grave
concern.

Our number one concern is public safety, but we are
also very concerned that this bill does not mislead the
pubtlic, certainly at second reading, into thinking that by
simply passing it we are somehow going to reduce the
crime rate. It is going to take a lot more than that.

Mr. John Nunziata (York South —Weston): Mr. Speak-
er, the member seemed to misrepresent my position with
regard to parole and the whole issue of whether parole
should be abolished altogether. I should remind the
member that the Law Reform Commission of Canada
and a number of other groups in the criminal justice area
have debated and discussed the idea of the abolition of
parole. A number of prominent criminal lawyers have
recommended the abolition of parcle. Inmate groups
have also supported the abolition of parole. The inmates
do not like the uncertainty that is associated with Iengthy
sentences and the uncertainty of when they might be
released on parole.

Tb accompany the abolition of parole, 1 am sure the
member will agree, and he is not misrepresenting my
position, you would have to reform sentencing at the
same time. Let me just take a hypothetical situation. If
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we are dealing with armed robbery, the average sentence
may be nine years. The average length of time served in
a penitentiary may be four or five years. Those who are
advocating the abolition of parole say when you abolish
parole you would also bring into line sentences so that
you would take the average length of time served and
make that the new sentence for armed robbery, for
example. The maximum sentence for armed robbery
would become five years as opposed to nine years.

I am not advocating lengthier sentences in a general
way in the abolition of parole but rather the abolition of
parole with a reform of the sentencing structure. In
certain areas sentencing ought to be reformed and
sentences cught to be increased. For example, if you
drink and drive in Canada and if you are convicted for
the second time, you automatically serve seven days or a
week in jail. There is a mandatory period of incarcera-
tion, and yet if you are caught for the second, third,
fourth, fifth time and convicted of selling drugs to kids in
school yards, there is no minimum sentence. It does not
make any sense at all why a drug pusher should not be
treated at least as severely as someone who drinks and
drives.

An hon. member: At sentencing.
Mr. Nunziata: At sentencing, that is correct.
An hon. member: We should reform that too?

Mr. Nunziata: The reform should be herc now. Let me
close by asking the member a question with regard to the
position of his party. The New Democratic Party tradi-
tionalty has favoured, or its philosophy is more support-
ing of, immates rather than the protection of society.
What 1 sense from the member’s submission is that he is
not seeking greater rights and more lenient sentences
for inmates. He is not recommending that our prisons be
emptied,

There seems to be a shift in the position of the New
Democratic Party toward an emphasis or priority placed
on public safety and that aspect of the criminal justice
system. Perhaps the member could comment.
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Mr. Blackburn (Branf): Mr. Speaker, I thank the
member for his question. I want to make a point very
clear, that where we have advocated lesser sentences or

greater acceleration through the prison system, is in the
non-violent area. We believe, and I continue to believe,
that we have far too many people in prison today who
could be released and be no threat to anybody ¢lse in
society. I am not saying they should be free, but we
believe that they should go through the system faster, to
halfway houses, do community service work, do public
service work. If they are found guilty of very large frauds
or serious frauds, so-called white collar crime, maybe at
sentencing a prohibition of staying out of the business
community for three, four, five years after release could
be part of the sentence. We still maintain that there are
people behind bars today who should not be there
because they are non—violent and they would not be a
risk to society.

We have never been opposed to being severe in our
sentencing of those who are violent -and those who
continue to show violence while they are in the prison
system. We do believe that no matter how mean or
miserable a human being may be, and we are not perfect
beings—and as one philosopher said, we are the only
beings capable of reason and not rational beings—we
stift think that there is often hope that people will
rehabilitate themselves and can re-enter society. Em-
phasis should be put on that, but not ahead of public
safety and the security of law-abiding citizens, but that
other process should be part of the correctional system.

That I think is very important and that is our position
on it.

Mr. Dennis Mills (Broadview—Greenwood): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to ask the member for clarification
in his response to my colleague from York South—West-
on. He seemed to be suggesting that white collar crime
was not really putting society at risk, there was not as
much of a danger. It seems to me that if we send out a
signal that white collar crime is not as serious in the
community, we tend to promote the idea that someone
will tamper with this white collar crime because the
sentencing is not as severe, and even if that pcrson is
sentenced there is really no form of incarceration or no
sentencing that is going to have a sustained penalty.

White collar crime is really serious in this country
today. If we send out a signal that we are not going to
really consider this crime as just as dangerous to society
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as some of our other crime, we are not going to do
anything about minimizing its presence.

Mr., Biackburn (Brant): Yes. I am not suggesting for a
moment that white cellar crime is not important and
does not hurt people in a material way. I am suggesting
that there are other ways of punishing many of those
who have offended as white collar criminals other than
putting them in our prison system. That is what I have
said.

Repayment is one way of doing it, if it takes a lifetime.
My God, what a sentence to repay the money stolen by
fraud or by cooking the books.

I also want to make it very clear that I am not including
organized white collar crime in that category.

Mr. David Kilgour (Edmonton Seutheast): Mr. Speak-
er, having been a prosecutor and a defence counsel, [ am
hard put to find out where exactly the member is coming
from. It seems to me that what he is really saying is he
likes the status quo just the way it is in the criminal
justice system, in which case I would ask him if he has
ever spoken to a victim or to the family of someone who
has been raped or murdered. What planet is he living on
when he gives a speech like that?

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Very briefly, the
hon. member for Brant.

Mr. Blackburn (Brant): Mr. Speaker, I am very glad I
only have a brief time. A question like that really does
not warrant any kind of intelligent answer.

I am just as concerned about the hapless victims of
violent crime as any other reasonable human being is.
The question, as phrased by that member, unfortunately
is all too common from that seat and is not worthy of a
responsible answer.

Mr. Bob Horner (Mississanga West): Mr. Speaker, I
understand I am allowed 20 minutes. I only have 15
mimites before Question Period resumes. I hope you will
allow me time later to finish. I will do my best to tell the
reasons why I am supporting this bill fully, the correc-
tiens and conditional release bill.

The role of government is a lot of things, such as
providing a framework for economic prosperity, provid-
ing infrastructure to support all citizens in their efforts to
develop skills in order to play an active role in society,
and providing social prograrus to provide the basic needs
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for Canadians. It must also provide a system of fair laws
that are enforced by the courts and police and provide
for the safety and well-being of our people. It is this
issue of safety of security of Canadians that we are
addressing today.

For the past seven years, since I was elected in 1984, I
have served on the Standing Committee of Justice and
the Solicitor General. For the past two and one-half
years I have chaired that committee.

It is a great honour for me to chair that committee,
because it is the first time in the history of Parliament
that committee has ever been chaired by someone other
than a lawyer. I am not a fawyer. I will admit that lack of
legal knowledge is somewhat of a hindrance in that
capacity,

However, 1 do have preat support from the legal
system such as the very fine clerk who is a fawyer and
some people from the Library of Parliament who are
lawyers and who assist me and make it very easy for me
to operate this committee. I am very hopeful that this
bill will be referred to our committee because I feel we
have an area of expertise developed through which we
can give a fair hearing to this bill.

I listened with great interest to the Solicitor General,
the hon. member for York South—Weston and the hon.
member for Brant giving their various positions. Some of
them surprised me.

1 joined the justice committee the same day as the hon.
member for York South—Weston. He talked at great
length about the Taking Responsibifity report which was a
unanimous report of that committee. At no time did that
report say we should get rid of parole or mandatory
supervision. As a matter of fact, it stated we should keep
parcle and mandatory supervision.

Now he says that he believes we should get rid of
them. I do not believe it will serve any purpose. During
crime prevention week this government is moving to
bring in bills that I have been advocating since the day I
came here.

People will agree that the most interesting work that
MPs carry out is the work of standing committees. I also
have found it rewarding, but sometimes frustrating.
Frustration comes when, after months of research and
hearings, a document is produced and tabled in Parlia-
ment and it receives limited acceptance from the



COMMONS DEBATES

November 4, 1991

Government Orders

government. We have had this happen. It happened with
numerous situations we have stodied.

I have openly criticized the government for failing to
adopt the recommendations produced by committees,
not only the justice committee but other committees.
These reports collect dust in a maze of bureaucratic
beokshelves. This is not the case with this bilf.

Let me explain exactly what happened. We were asked
by an order of reference from the Housc of Commens to
study Bill C-67. We studied it. We came up with 16
recommendations. We tabled a report in the House of
Commons. The government came back and accepted 13
of those recommendations and many of them have been
integrated into Bill C-36, the corrections and conditionat
release bill.
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Canadians have always felt threatened by a parole
system that jeopardized their safety. Other people have
spoken of the Gingras case. It is absolutely ludicrous that
we should have a justice system where a murderer, who
is known to be dangerous, should be allowed to go to the
West Edmonton Mall to celebrate his birthday, overpow-
er a guard, and murder two more peopie. One man was
shot in the back of the head, execution style, and a young
girl was strangled with her own shoelaces. This is a
terrible, terrible situation.

There has been reference to the Legere case. There
were mistakes made there. It is no wonder that the
public does not have confidence in the judicial system, in
the penitentiary system that they should have.

There is talk about a 99.93 per cent success rate. Any
failures are too many and this bill goes a long way.

Let me tell you other things the government is doing.
The importance of public safety is reflected in other
areas. The firearms legislation restricts possession of
dangerous weapons and provides better screenming of
firearms acquisition applications. Surely that will help. It
is supported by so many people, the police chiefs
association, among others. We are bringing in amend-
ments to the Extradition Act to allow a more streamlined
extradition process to prevent criminals from using our
courts tc avoid facing criminal charges in other coun-
tries. Is there something the matter with this? Why
should Canada keep Charles Ng and Joseph Kindler in
this country?

Who is bringing it forward? This government is bring-
ing it forward. Canadians have witnessed a disturbing
increase in violent acts carried out by young peopte. Bill
C-12 proposes amendments to the Young Offenders Act
allowing the courts better flexibility in sentencing youths
who commit murder. Bill C-30 is before my committee
right now. We will be meeting Wednesday morning on
clause by clause study. We hope to report to the House
very soon. There was great to-do made about being late.
We were late not because we could not have reported on
time, but because committee members would not come
out and go through clause by clause. That will be done
Wednesday morning. I just want to point that out to the
hon. member for Port Moody—Coquitlam. T hope he will
be there Wednesday morning at 8.3{.

Our commitment to public safety is clear and is
reflected not only in Bill C-36 but in these other bills as
well. I do not need to go through the highlights of this:
the victims of crime to be formally recognized, judges
may delay parole eligibility of violent offenders and
serious drug offenders to half the sentence, and so on.

Other members have gone through a review of the
literature on this thing. Let just read you a few of these
things. I am quoting from The Ottawa Sun of October 10,
1991:

But remember we are living in a2 world where justice reform
continues to move, sometimes rightly, it must be said, in the favour
of the accused and the convicted, It is an achievement for the 'Tories
to come up with 2 bill that would increase sentences for viclent
offenders and give victims a bigger say in how long they stay in jail.

This is the impgrtant part. He is referring to the fact
that it took this Tory government to make even these few
changes in favour of victims. “Mr. Nunziata”, and I am
quoting so I have every right to use his name, “can call
the proposed legislation weak-tinkering by & weak minis-
ter, but it was the Liberal years in power which led to the
tipping of scales in favour of criminals. While the NDP
has given cautious approval to Lewis’ bill, judging by the
party’s general policies, one suspects they would have
followed the Liberal route if they had ever managed to
gain office”.

I will grant you there has been a terrible increase in
crime. Last year there were 270,000 violent crimes in
Canada, well above the 219,000 average for the 1985 to
1989 pericd.
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There were 60,101 youth cases heard in Canada, 9,013
for violent offences, an increase of 14.7 per cent. This is
why we have to bring in amendments to all of thesc bills.

I just want to go through what some people say about
this bill. Gary Rosenfeld, executive director of Viclims of
Violence International, said in an interview from Ofttawa
that the proposal is a helluva step forward. He is
confident that most government and opposition MPs will
support it.

In The Times Colonist on Saturday, October 12, 1991 it
is described as sensible and overdue.

The bill which Mr. Lewis said could be law by next spring is being
described as the first comprehensive review of the Penitentiary Act
since 1868. 1t also proposes the greatest changes in the parole system
since the Parole Act was passed in 1958,

We heard this morning that the hon. member had a
chance to read The Toronto Star. 1 wonder what other
papers he does read. But The Toronto Star cannot find
anything wrong with the bill. It did not say anything bad
about it. Even the The Toronto Star cannot say a bad thing
about it. “Tougher parcle planned”. Not a bad thing
about it.

Mr, Milliken: Is this a spcech or an apology?

Mr. Horner: It is certainly not an apology. It is no
apology at all. It is an apology for what your government
has done 1o take away victims’ rights. I want to tell you
that the only way to wipe the smirk off the criminal face
of this nation is to come down hard and long.

What we were pleased to see In Lewis’ bill, however, 15 the
recognition of victims' rights finally, Their voice should be the
loudest voice heard.

I could go on and on with these reports from what
various people say about this bill. As legislation goes, this
is not a highly partisan issue, at least it should not be, and
the Lord knows there are enough lawyers in Parliament
to offer ideas. The ideas will come when this bill goes t0
committee.

I would recommend that without further speakers we
refer this 1o the Standing Committee on Justice and
Solicitor General. Let us make the few small amend-
ments we have to makc. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recommend that this bill be referred to—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is there unanimous
consent to refer Bill C-36, an act respecting corrections
and the conditional release and detention of offenders
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and to establish the office of Correctional Investigator,
to the Standing Committee on Justice and Solicitor
General?

Some hon. members: No, no.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): There is not unami-
mous conscnt.

Mr. Dennis Mills (Broadview—Greenwood): The
member scemed to suggest that we on this side of the
House were not supporting the general thrust of this
legislation. I would like to clarify that. For our side of the
House, we are supporting reform here. However, we
also believe there are areas in this package that can be
improved.

I have a specific question for the member. Do you not
find it a little bit contradictory that during this week of
safety in the streets, crime prevention, we come before
the House with all kinds of legislation, yet at the same
time you cut the budget by $2 million in terms of a
Naticnal Crime Prevention Week? Is there not a little bit
of a contradictory action there?

Mr. Horner: Mr. Speaker, we do not like 1o see any
reduction in the moneys that will be spent for National
Crime Prevention Week. We certainly abhor having to
make these deductions, but we were left with an horren-
dous debt which rmust be reduced. I am convinced that
these bills which are before Parliament now will do an
awful lot more towards reducing crime than the $2
milflion given to interest groups would have ever done.

Mr. Speaker: It being two o’clock p.m., the House will
now proceed to Statements by Members pursuant to
Standing Order 31.

STATEMENTS PURSUANT TO 8. 0. 31

[English]
CRASH OF HERCULES AIRCRAFT
Mr, Jack Iyerak Anawak (Nunatsiag):
[Editor’s Note: Member spoke in Inuktitut.)

Mr. Speaker, today I rise to honour the victims of {ast
week’s Hercules air crash on Ellesmere Island.

I also want to pay tribute to the rescue team. This
tragic event of life and death and survival is filled with
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I know that the bells are supposed to ring, but with
vwnanimous consent of the House I think we can forgo
the ringing of the bells on the understanding that the
recorded division will be held at three o’clock tomorrow
afternoon,.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is there unanimous
consent?

Some hen. members: Agreed.

The Acting Speaker (Mr, DeBlois): $o ordered.

L

o (1540)

[ Translation)

CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE

% ACT

The House resurned consideration of the motion of
Mr. Lewis that Bill C-36, an act respecting corrections
and the conditional release and detention of offenders
and to establish the office of Correctional Investigator,
be read the second time and referred to Legislative
Committee G.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): When the debate
was suspended at two o’clock, seven minutes remained in
the period for questions and comments after the speech
by the hon. member for Mississauga West. Questions
and comments. The hon. member for Scarborough—
Rouge River.

[English)

MEASURE TO ENACT

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborongh—Rouge River): Mr.
Speaker, in the remarks which were made by the hon.
member for Mississauga West just prior to Question
Period, I took note of the fact that he mentioned the
concept of crime prevention.

Lest anvone be under an illusion that the govern-
ment’s bill here addresses crime prevention, I wanted to
ask a question of the hon. member. I know that he is the
chairman of the justice and solicitor general committee
here in the Housc. He does a real good job in that
capacity.

We all know that simply passing & law or amending an
act does absolutely nothing o prevent crime. Since the

Governnment Orders

hon. member did mention crime prevention, and I am
sure he would acknowledge that simply passing a bill
does not prevent crime, perhaps he could give us the
benefit of his wisdom and expericnce in cxplaining some
of the crime prevention initiatives that the government
has undertaken in the last while, at least since I have
been clected in 1988, and in the ncar futurc,

Mr. Horner: Mr. Speaker, he is absolutely right. I did
mention ¢rime prevention only by sayving when it was
brought up that the $2 million budget set aside for crime
prevention was (o be cancelled.

I have since found out that that $2 million in the
budget was in fact $340,000, and crime prevention week
had been so well received that it was possible to cancel
thc program. It has bcen taken over by community
groups.

However, the hon. member asks: What does this bill
do for crime prevention? We all know that this bill does
not do a lot for crime prevention, but during crime
prevention week, we are bringing in other bills. Does he
not believe that the bill toincrease gun control will help?
Does he not believe that the amendments to the Young
Offenders Act will help? Does he not believe that some
of the other initiatives that we are putting forward will
help?

Maybe this bill wilt not directly reduce crime, but think
about it. If you have a dangerous offender that cannot be
rehabilitated and you keep him in jail longer, surely it
cuts down on the danger and the crime that will be
heaped upon the public by this person while he is out,

We will keep him within the penitentiary system.

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale —High Park): Mr. Speaker, |
would alse like to question the hon. member for Missis-
sauga West. In the whole process of parolees, the idea is
to make surc they are integrated back into the communi-

ty.

I would like to ask the hon. member how many halfway
houses does he have in Mississauga West, and where
dozs he recommend that these halfway houses be estab-
lished under the prescnt lcgislation?

Mr. Horner: Mr. Speaker, I believe we only have one
halfway House in Mississauga West at the present time.

These are established in various places around the
country in accordance with where the present population
is so that they can have support of their families and
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their friends when they are being reintegrated into
society.

They must be set up where the largest prison popula-
tions are. Right now, the largest prison populations are
in Ontario.

I will admit that one of the things we must be working
toward, striving very strongly toward, is rehabilitation.

1 believe that rehabilitation must take a back seat to
protection of the public. That is what this bill does, it
does protect the public.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Very briefly, the
hon, member for Parkdale—High Park.

Mr. Flis: I would like to ask a short supplementary.

In 1986 when his government was in power it did open
up an Exodus Link in Parkdale—High Park without any
consultation with the community. The community was
up in arms because it was getting fed up with trying to
integrate parolees, very severe former convicts, sex
offenders, murderers, et cetera in Parkdale—High Park.

My point is this. Should not all communities accept
their fair share in integrating these former convicts into
their communities? I submit to the hon. member that
maybe he should have a talk with Peel county because I
do not believe Mississauga has taken its fair share of
halfway houses and as a result poor Parkdale residents
have to shouider the burden.

Mr. Horner: I well remember the Exodus Link situa-
tion and I do agree that there must be consultation with
communities before halfway houses are set up.

We must remember that Parkdale—High Park is
within metropolitan Toronto and if it is the largest group
of penitentiary inmates coming out to halfway houses,
the inmates must be able to go to a halfway house close
to their families so that they can have family support.
Family support is very important. I beg your pardon?

Mr. Flis: They do not all come from Parkdale—High
Park.

Mr. Horner: They must come from close to Parkdale—
High Park then,

Mr. Flis: From Mississauga.

Mr. Horner: No, they are not all from Mississauga, I
can tell you that. Mississauga will certainly do its share, I
can tell you that.

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to have an opportunity after
being in this House now for almost three years to address
a bill that approaches a reform initiative, one that my
constituents and I and all other members of the House
have been waiting for for a long time. It has been a little
bit too long in coming, but let us pass over the niceties
here and get down to the bill itself.,

In 1987 and 1988 members of the justice committee at
that time devoted long hours of labour and study to
produce a report entitled Taking Responsibility. Today in
the House the member for York South—Weston, the
member for Peterborough and the member for Missis-
sauga West were on that committee. That was actually, I
thought, a bit of a landmark. It was comprehensive, it
was direct and to the point.

That report was not replied to by the government
because of the election which occurred about two
months after it was reported to the House. The justice
committee which was formed after the last election, and
I have been an active member of that committee, found
that report so good and comprehensive, it readopted the
same report, and it reported it to this House.

The government did reply and as part of the reply it
included a number of initiatives. Although much be-
lated, they did appear to address a number of the
problems, at least optically.

The background of this is more than just a committee
report. There are, in the corrections area, a whole litany
of tragedies which I do not want to dwell on for too long,
but they are an essential part of the understanding of
what has brought the government to this reform initia-
tive. They are tragedies, they are horror stories, they are
sad, they involve innocent victims, and they involve
individuals who were serving time or on parole in the
correction system. The names involved are, and I use the
name of the offender as opposed to that of the victim,
Stanton, Gingras, Legere, Fredericks, and there are
others.

 (1550)
These cases and others are the worst of them. They

involve homicides. They involve the deaths of innocent
Canadians, men, women and children in those four
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cases, totally innocent individuals who fell victim to
individuals who, with 20/20 hindsight should never have
been free, whether they escaped or whether they were
released on the streets in Canada.

These cases involved errors in judgment and systemic
€rrors, gross systemic errors, some of which have been
rectified. But there are others which remain to be
rectified through this legislation and, in my view, in other
things that still must be done.

These unfortunate cases manifest flaws in the correc-
tions system and in the criminal justice system. They
manifest an insecurity on the part of the Canadians in
our criminal justice system. This sense of insecurity is
really there and it is there for good reason.

We must remember that the public safety issue is
much broader than corrections and conditional release
and parole. It is much broader than that. The public
safety net includes the Criminal Code and sentencing. In
all of that, I would point out that the government’s
promised Criminal Code reform initiative has not yet
been brought to Parliament. I have been here three
years. It has been promised and it is not here yet. I take
note of another part of the criminal justice system which
is not solely a federal responsibility. That is criminal
procedure, which is the responsibility of the provinces. In
the province of Ontario, where my riding is included, a
relatively recent Supreme Court decision, referred to as
the Askov decision, is now resulting in the dismissal and
withdrawal of numerous criminal cases, criminal charges.
This is not just a few but thousands of charges. The
numbers are still accumulating,

Is it any wonder that Canadians feel insecure when
they read that thousands of charges against alleged
criminals, many of them repeat offenders, are being
withdrawn and dropped because the Crown is not able to
proceed?

The Criminal Code, the sentencing regime, the Young
Offenders Act, the Extradition Act, mental disorders
reform legislation, gun control and other aspects are in
front of this House. Some of these reforms atternpt to
address problems in the system. Others try, but in my
view they are not going to achieve the goal intended. At
least the initiative has commenced.
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Historically the people in our democratic society cut a
deal with their king and their deal was: “We will give you
tax dollars; you must take care of public safety”. If that
did not happen, the ordinary Canadian was going to go
out and take care of justice himself or herself. That is a
system that leads to chaos. We opted for another one
and we did it many years ago.

Canadians are mot going to accept a system that
delivers anything less than the public safety they bar-
gained for in the social contract that was built up over
centuries in the western world.

The government’s reform agenda now, including cor-
rections, I submit is not simply their own initiative. The
motivator for much of what the government is present-
ing to the House this year is media driven and Supreme
Court of Canada driven. You do not have to look very far
to see what pushed the government to address these
reforms. It was not an awareness that problems existed.
It was media and decisions of the Supreme Court of
Canada.

The Swain decision in the Supreme Court of Canada
was the factor that prompted the government to intro-
duce its reforms in the mental disorder and insanity area.
It was the Gingras case, which took place principally in
the province of Alberta, that made the government come
forward with reforms in the corrections area. There was
also the Stanton case. It was the Ng decision in the
Supreme Court, the Charles Ng fiasco, that caused the
government to finally pull the Extradition Act off the
back burner. It had been sitting around long before I
came to this Parliament.

I understand that it was addressed in the early 1980s
and it sat and sat until that unfortunate incident involv-
ing Mr. Ng. There were other offenders as well.

I want to address for a few moments in my remarks the
concepts which lay behind the parole conditional release
system. They are important to keep in mind as we
address this bill. When the corrections system operates
propertly, it depends on a balance of factors. There are at
least three which should be kept in mind.

The first one is public safety, the second is rehabilita-
tion and the third is deterrence. Number one on that list
Is public safety. It was aumber one on the lisi of
Canadians when they made the bargain with their
government. This was the social contract that was
conceptually made way back in the 1300s, 1400s and
1500s with the king. In any event, that was number one
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on the list. Somewhere between then and now it went
down the list. I do not know how far down but some-
where along the line someone in government forgot
about public safety.

I am pleased to see at least in the press releases
accompanying this bill public safety is touted as being
back up in the number one spot.

I want to note for the record that T am not under any
illusien that by reforming or amending the corrections
system we are perhaps going to solve all of the public
safety problems. We are not. By dealing in the correc-
tions area, with one exception, we are only treating the
symptoms of crime and public safety. We are not dealing
with the causes. That one exception is when the correc-
tion system succeeds in the rehabilitation, or-assisting in
the rehabilitation, of an inmate who does not come back,
who is not a recidivist.

I do not have any illusions and I hope that neither
Canadians, nor anyone in this House, have any illusions.
The reforms must be there and we have to address them.

This has been a terrible year in metro Toronte. There
has been a large increase in ¢rime. We have had more
murders than we have ever had before.

I noted a 34 per cent increase in youth crime across the
country. Those figures do not include Ontario. For
reasons which have not been explained to me, Ontario
was not able to get its statistics organized in time for that
survey. I have already mentioned the fiasco in criminal
procedure as a result of the Askov decision, whereby
thousands of criminal cases are not being proceeded with
or prosecuted.

I do not think that dealing with this corrections and
conditional release bill at committee, we are going to
solve all of the problems. We are going to start to work
on some of the obvious systemic problems that have
developed over the years.

On the issue of deterrence, which is one of those threc
factors, I wanted to spend a moment or two on the issue
of deterrence and white collar crime.

* (1600 )

Ag part of this bill there is a proposal that access to
parole would be expedited, that the parole eligibility date
would bhe accelerated for non-violent offenders.

I am trying to understand if the government has lost
sight of deterrence for white collar crime. By white colfar
crim¢ I am talking about crime where there is no
violence. I am talking about fraud, the so—called victim-
less crimes potentially involving millions of doHars. What
deterrence is there for a white collar criminal who might
receive a sentence of five vears or seven years? That is
pretty heavy for fraud, but let us say that is what the
sentence is. Who knows that because they are non-viol-
ent they are going (o get out sooner? They would get an
accelerated parole date which would even be carlier
than the one-third of sentence threshold which is usual
now. Even under this bill it will continue to be usual for
consideration of parole eligibility. I think the govern-
ment has lost sight of deterrence in this bill, at Jeast in
regards to that type of crime.

There are a few other elements of the bill T thought I
would address quickly, if for no othér reason than to
signal my friends opposite that the provisions in the bill
may present problems. I took note of clause 22 of the bill
which indicates that the government may pay compensa-
tion for death or disability attributable to a person’s
participation in an approved program for an inmate. This
Is compensation for an inmate who gets hurt in a
penitentiary.

I do not have a big problem with that except I wonder
what happened to the victim. I do not understand how
the government can put this forward as being an impor-
tant element of its bill when it has not bothered to stop
and ask about any compensation to the victim. I do not
believe that this bill addresses restitution, which is part
of sentencing. I just have a sense that that particular
provision, which the bureaucrats may think is needed to
help them address problems within the system, has not
been well thought out.

In clause 25(2) there is a reference to notifying police
at the time of a release of an offender. It does not say
which police. If the offender is released from a prison in
British Columbia, will every police force in the country
be notilied: the Royal Canadian Mounted Folice, the
Sirete? It does not say; it is a little vague.

Last, concerning the placement and transfer of in-
mates there is possibly a very alarming signal in the
criteria set out that will be considered when an inmate is
classified ay being maximum risk or medium risk. The bill
lists the criteria that the correction service will take into
account, Here are the three in order: the safety of the
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person ard the persons in the penitentiary, the inmate;
the security of the penitentiary; and, the third criterion,
salety of the public.

I am sure I read in the press release accompanying this
that safety of the public was first. Even if I did not read
it, I think we all agree that safety of the public is first.
That is why the penitentiary was built in the first place.
Someone in drafting this bill has the criteria upside
down. As the committee goes through this bill I hope
that is just an isolated incident.

In wrapping up I want to indicate that we all know that
the criminal justice system needs a lot of work and a lot
aof work quickly. I did not mention sentencing. We were
promised a sentencing reform package almost as soon as
1 began sitting as a member. It has not reached the
House yet.

In fairness, the justice minister is promising it soon.
The Solicitor General has said it is coming. Let us say [
am anxiously awaiting it, we all on this side of the House
are, because sentencing goes hand in hand with correc-
tions. It is an integral part of the justice system.

There is a lot more than this particular bill in address-
ing the field. The Young Offenders Act is before this
House now. I want to point ocut something about the
Extradition Act. It has been referred to by members on
the government side as being a really important part of
this.

The Extradition Act does not permit this country to
get rid of anybody. The Extradition Act only is triggered
when another state requests that Canada send somebody
out of the country. We cannot use it as a tool to get rid of
anybody. We can use it as a tool to get someone back into
Canada from another country, and 5o let us not overrate
the importance of the extradition systern.

The problem in that area is the Immigration Act. That
is where the problem is. This bill has been a long time
coming. Someone said that the public scems to like this
particular bill. Some of the newspapers have said that,
but when you are in the Sahara desert there is no more
important commodity than one cup of water. The public
certainly does want to see this bill. It bas been waiting a
long time and it is very thirsty.
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I will conclude my remarks there and I look forward to
being able to deal with this bill in comrmittee in the near
future.

Mr. Jan Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I have a comment and a question.

I should say I have asked the page, if the member does
not mind, 1o send him a glass of water, and two for the
government, plus I stole the line from the Solicitor
General.

I have this question to the hon. member who last
spoke. He mentioned the Extradition Act. He said the
Extradition Act was sitting around.

I do not know what he meant by that. Where was it
sitting? I think he must be in the Mental Disorders Act.
Tt was passed in 1986 and then the court a few months
ago said in the Swain case: “You have to bring in a new
act. You have to change the procedure”. It was the
Mental Disorders Act. The government has brought ina
new act and then claimed it was part of its fight on crime.
It was forced to bring it in by the courts.

There was a private member’s bill from the member
for Peterborough. We debated that in the House and so
on. That act was not really sitting around that way.

One of the criticisms if I might say, and I do not want
to be too partisan here, is that people say the Liberal
Party does not have any position on anything. It is always
on both sides of every issue, and there is never any
position for the Liberal Party.

An hon. member: You know better than that.

Mr, Waddell: I am just telling the members what
people are saying to me. The Liberal Party has no
position. I want to know from the hon. member, what is
the position of the Liberal Party on the new Extradition
Act?

Mr, Lee: I want to thank the hon. member for his
question about the Extradition Act.

I said the Extradition Act reforms were sitting around
for a long time and I meant it. The hon. member has
been here a lot longer than I have and maybe he was
asteep at the switch.

We have signed extradition treaties with countries in
South America. They are called imperial treaties. They
were entered into with Spain. The whole extradition area
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is hopelessly out of whack with reality and we have been
flying along by the scat of our pants with our neighbour
to the south, hoping that everything would fall together.

It is only some of the more recent cases that have
finally pushed the government, the bureaucracy, the
Department of Justice to make reforms in their treaties
and acts. This Extradition Act is not the responsibility of
the Solicitor General, and it is perhaps out of order to
get into a debate now about our position on the Extradi-
tion Act.

Make no mistake about it, Liberal members on this
side of the House are eagerly awaiting completion of the
Extradition Act reforms. I have been waiting ever since 1
entered this House in November 1988,

*(1610)

Mr. Dennis Mills (Broadview—Greenwood): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague from Toronto for
speaking on this very important bill. It is nice to see so
many of our Liberal members from Toronto here today,
participating in this bill because we in Toronto right now
are in a desperate state. The seniors in our community
have never been as nervous because of the lack of
control in terms of the crime that is running rampant,
Children are afraid to take subways at night in Toronto
now. Their parents are mecting therm at subway corners.
They do not want to walk the streets at night.

Last week in my riding alone in Danforth we had
something like 29 break-ins. Many of the police in the
metropolitan Toronto areca believe that the lack of
attention to reforming bills such as today is one of the
reasons why their job is a lot more difficult to do.

I wonder if the hon. member would give us an opinion
as to whether these reforms, these amendments that are
being put forward, are going to make the job of police
officers not just in Toronto, but coast to coast, a lot
easier.

Some people are purporting that this is basically
tinkering and it is really not going to address the
substance of the issue.

M. Lee: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for Broad-
view—Greenwood for that question. A short answer in
my view is that the amendments proposed will improve
the system for people working in the corrections system.
It may help the odd police officer in the odd jurisdiction.

There is certainly provision for more communication
between the corrections system and the police communi-
ty. It is actually mandated in the bill.

The question that the member asks points up another
question which had been addressed a little earlier and
that is the whole issue of crime prevention. Every one of
these bills with one or two minor exceptions addresses
the symptoms of breaches in the criminal justice system,
and not the causes of crime.

I know that other jurisdictions have been able to
successfully commence programs targeting crime pre-
vention. France has done it. The United Kingdom has
commenced and a few United States jurisdictions have.
One or two of the Scandinavian countries have. They
have federal programs that address crime prevention,
programs that attempt to go to the causes that turn
individuals to crime.

That is something which this government js not ad-
dressing. I concede that about a year ago the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police hosted a conference on crime
prevention. It was a good initiative but I was stunned by
the fact that hosting this and having spent all the money
on it, it did not invite onec member of Parliament. Shame
on the RCMP

If it really cared about this initiative on crime preven-
tion, the issue that has been raised by my friend from
Breoadview—Greenwood, it would be doing more now, it
would have done more then, and we could accomplish
more in the future.

Mr. John Nunziata (York South—Weston): Mr. Speak-
er, I too would like to thank my colleague from Toronto
for making submissions. He has worked diligently over
the last three years since his clection in this particular
field of criminal law reform.

Much to my chagrin, and this is my question to my
colleague, I understand that the government will no
longer participate in this debate. It does not intend to
put up any more speakers. It has some 170 members in
the House and yet it does not have any other members
who wish to address this most important issue facing
Canadians.

Can the member for Scarborough—Rouge River shed
some light on the reasons why Conscrvative members of
Parliament just do not appear to care about criminal law
reform?
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[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBleis): Before recognizing
the hon. member, I may rccall that according to the
Standing Orders there should be no reference to the
prescnce or absence of members in this House.

[English]

Mr. Lee: Mr. Speaker, I had no intention of addressing
that very sensitive issue.

T know there arc members opposite who do care a lot
about the area that we are dealing with here today. I
think the goal of members opposite is to get this bill
through quickly without too much debate. However,
without any reference to my own remarks, but with
reference 1o the remarks of my colleague from York—
South Weston and there will undoubtedly be some very
posilive constructive remarks of other colleagues, there
are issues which we believe must be brought to the floor
of the House for inclusion in debate and consideration
with this bill.

The silence of members opposile need not be taken as
a lack of interest but rather as a belic[ that their
minister, the Solicitor General, and the government’s
bureaucrats have it all down perfectly right now and
there are no mistakes. We take a dilferent view. We want
to try to improve thig bill.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): The hon. Solicitor
General on a point of order.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I would like to advise the
House that this bill had plenty of discussion in our
caucus and comes forward with the full support of the
government. We have not spun out the spcaker’s list in
order 10 give the opposition a full chance to speak.

Some hon, members: That is not a peint of order.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I rise and would ask for
unanimous consent, as agreed upon between the parties,
to refer Bill C-36 not to the legislative committee, but to
the Standing Committee on Justice and Solicitor Gener-
al. Thercfore, I move;

That Bill C-36 be referred after second reading to the Standing

Comamitlee on Justice and Solicitor General.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): On a point of
order, the hon. member for Edmonton Southeast.
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Mr. Kilgour: Mr. Speaker, with respect, a minister
cannot get up on what is patently not a point of order to
make a motion. He has to have the floor legitimately. It
is I think clear to all of the members here, I hope
including yourself, sir, that the minister did not have a
bona fide point of order and was simply trying to get the
floor so he could move his motion.

[Translation)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): According to the
Standing Orders, a minister of the Crown may rise in the
House at any time. To find out what the subject is, the
Speaker must first recognize thc minister, and when I
saw the Solicitor General rise before debate was re-
sumed, I felt it was entirely proper, considering our
Standing Orders, to recognize the Solicitor General, who
presented a motion under Standing Order 73. Of course,
the consent of the House is required for tabling this
motion.

[English]

Is there unanimous conscnt to accept the motion of
the Solicitor General of Canada?

An hon. member; No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): On a point of
order, the hon. member for York—S8South Weston.

Mr, Nunziata: Mr. Speaker, we do not object on this
side of the House to referring this bill $o the Standing
Committee on Justice and Solicitor General rather than
the legislative committce when the debate at second
reading is concluded in this House. We do not agree at
this point to that particular motion,

We would like to sece how the government conducts
itself over the next few hours,

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): There is not unani-
mous consent and the matter is settled.

On a point of order, the hon. member for Port
Moody—Coquitlam.

Mr, Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I think the reason we are
having a little difficulty here is that the minister rose on
a point of order. He started the point of order by
objecting to some comments that were made by the last
spcaker. That was not a point of order. Liberal members
were shouting at the Chair on that. The Chair should
have ruled, with respect, that it was not a point of order
and told the minister to sit down on it. Then the minister
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could have risen on a point of order and put what he
originaily wanted to put.

o (1620)

If the minister does that again, on behalf of cur party I
would be prepared to—

[Transiation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr, DeBlois): The hon. member
is right, but when someone raises a point of order, the
Speaker must listen to find out what the point of order is
about. T recognized the minister, and he raised a point of
order which may not have been in order, and subse-
quently presented his motion, which did not receive the
unanimous consent of the House. Consequently debate
is resumed. ;

[English]

But before resuming debate, I wish to inform the
House that pursuant to Standing Order 33(2)(b), because
of the ministerial statement Government Orders will be
extended by 22 minutes,

[Transiation]

It is my duty, pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform
the House that the questions to be raised tonight at the
time of adjournment are as follows: The hon. member
for Burin—$8t. George’s—Fisheries; the hon. member
for Don Valley East—The Economy; the hon. member
for Ottawa West— Great Lakes; the hon. mermber for
Victoria— Yugoslavia; the hon. member for Saunit Ste.
Marie— Algoma Stcel.

[English]

Mr. David Barrett (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca): Mr.
Speaker, I want to confess at the outset that this is a bit
different, perhaps for some members. I actually know
something about this subject so I want to be very careful
in my remarks.

I had the very good fortune or misfortune early in my
career before becoming a politician of having spent my
professional time as a worker in prisons. I worked in the
prison setting, in corrections and in probation and parole
at a very beginning position as a corrections officer. Prior
to entering politics I worked in a private agency as a
supervisor, and prior to that I was responsible to staff
training in the province of British Celumbia,

The tragedy of this particular bill has been partly
touched upon by the previous speaker. This is a global

problem in a community, and we pick away at it bill by
bill by bill. The problem of crime in society is very
complex. While we focus during a week that some
suspect has political overtones on law and order for
political purposes on this particular bill and other bills,
we still have not dealt with a range of fundamental
problems in this area.

My good friend, the Liberal member, touched on
white collar crime, and I commend him for that, but I
also want to talk about corporate crime. When we talk
about violent crime against the individual, it is horrible,
it is often amoral, it is reprehensibie, and we want to
punish.

However I have yet to sce the director of a corporation
who has poisoned water in a community knowingly and
not done anything to clean it up, go to jait for that
violence apainst the community. I have yet to see
corporate directors, board members and chief executive
officers who alfow poisons to spew into the air from their
factories go to jail. I have yet to see anyone from the
corporate sector accept the moral responsibility of crimi-
nal acts such as the Ford Motor Company when it
produced one of its automobiles, the Pinto, with the
knowledge that the car would burst into flames anless it
had a shield around the gas tank and that shield cost
$1.50 and it did nothing about it.

Let us understand what we are talking about in
broader terms than just an individual crime and am
individual act of violence. As horrible as it is, let us
understand that we have not one standard of law, not
two standards of law, but perhaps three or [our.

When I talk about the global picture I make the claim
that one of the areas in the global picture that has been
absolutely neglected is the criminal aspect about corpo-
rate decisions that violate the health of individual
citizens in our society.

The white collar criminals to whom my friend alluded
tend to get off with a a light slap on the wrist for offences
that destroy the lives of tens of huadreds of people in
our society: witness the failure of financial institutions by
fraud, witness the failure of large savings institutions
where the corporate offenders have been quietly slapped
on the wrist and walk away from their responsibilities.

Let us look at who is in jail, the people who are in jail.
I am not making a plea for them jusi because someone
else is not in jail, but frequently people who should be in
jail are not in jail because the global view of responsibil-
ity in our society is not all cncompassing. Having said
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that and the government having listened, T know it is
geing to bring in redeeming legislation immediately,

‘Terning to the matter at hand in this bill, my good
friend, the Liberal member from Toronto, also touched
on another aspect of this that he was perfectly correct
on, and that is prevention. Since 1936 this Chamber has
authorized at least eight separate royal commissions on
the question of crime and punishment, our federal
penitentiaries and our dealings with probation and pa-
role. In almost every single instance none of those
recommendations has been followed by any succecding
government since 1936, be it Liberal or lory.

Let us understand who the victims are, who the
criminals are and our response to both. I want to deal
first with those who end up in our prisons. It is a fact that
rich pecple do not go to jail. Rarely do they go 1o jail. On
occasion when they do go to jail for violent crimes,
frequently they end up as the focus of a television show
or a movie because it is 50 rare.

But when pooer people go to jail it is just to continue
the system and the system does just as much harm to the
people who are the victims, the criminals, the staff of the
institutions, as well as society.

Let me deal with ore glaring fault of this kind of
legislation, although it is a step forward. When we talk
aboul parole, the whole parole system is based on the
concept that if you behave yourself in jail you will get out
earlier.

An hon. member: Nol any morc.

Mr. Barrett: ‘“Not any more”, my friend says. Let me
tell my friend that those who lcarn to adjust in prison,
those who learn to play the game, those who are able to
manipulate, are the ones who get the recommendation
that they are at low risk in parole.

Let us talk about low risk. If somebody is at Jow risk in
parole, should they have been in jail in the first place? I
submit that there is a significant number of people who
should have been placed on probation in the first place
with the loss of time and the loss of income.

In my province of British Columbia we modelled a
program on a scheme of weekend jails. We sent people
to jail on weekends once they were convicted of a crime
of 2 minor nature. During the week we asked those
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people to continue at their jobs and pay back the money
they stole or pay for any damage they created. On the
weckend they went 1o prison and their social time that
was most valuable to them was taken away as a punish-
ment. While they were incarcerated on the weekends,
not in a full-fledged prison but incarcerated nonethe-
less, we demanded they pay room and beard while they
were in jail.

Is that a novel idea? People within the normal range
who bend the rules and commit minor offences should
understand that the first obligation is back to the victim
in society. You pay back, you make restitution, and you
do that hy working, not by living in jail. Second, if you are
going to be deprived of your weekend because of this
crime, we insist you pay for your own room and beard.
The state should not de that. That concept came out of
Holland and it is known as diminished responsibility.

® {1630)

Why were the Dutch still leading in the world and still
continue to lead in the world in the concept of dimin-
ished responsibility? It was because at the beginning of
World War II most of the Dutch politicians were thrown
in jail. As that horrible experience ended at the end of
World War II, those politicians came out and changed
the whole criminal justice system in the country of
Holland.

Far be it from me to suggest that everybody in this
place be locked up for a while. It might have a salutary
effect in an understanding of what prisons are all about.

Now let us talk about the unspeakable, what happens
in prisen when we talk about rehabilitation. When a
young male of 16, 17 or 18 comes into a prison setting in
a federal penitentiary after being convicted of a crime,
and especially if he is from a poverty background, the
first thing that is done is that straws are drawn o see who
that young male will service in homosexual acts perpe-
trated on new young offenders in the prison, simply
because they are without guile, they are without experi-
ence, and they become the prey of older, wiser men in
prisons.

This may come as a shock to my colleagues. Prisons are
not a pretty place. We have made no conscious effort to
separate young olfenders from adult prisons and, as a
consequence, some of the most unspeakable experiences
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that happen to young people happen in the two or three
weeks after they enter prisor.

That is not discussed in committee. That is not
discussed with the parole board. We do not make
physical separation between the older, tougher prisoners
who really run the institution in many instances. We
must remember that the prisoners are there 24 hours a
day. The staff is only there doing life on the instalment
plan, eight-hour shifts as they go along. The institutions
are generally hopeful that they will be run quietly, and
the way to run an institution quietly is not to have any
trouble and to turn the other eye.

I want to commend this minister for having the good
sense 10 have at least condoms made available in our
adult male prisons. It was he who did that, was it not? I
want to commend the minister for realistically dealing
with the fundamental problem.

Mr. Nunziata: How about needles? Do you support
needles in prison too?

Mr. Barrett: Wait a2 minute. I am very serious about
this. I am not talking about needles, but I will come to
drugs in prison in a minute.

I want to be very clear about what I am saying. I want
to support the minister for making condoms available,
because at least it is a realistic, honest statement about
part of what is repulsive that happens in prisons.

The public should understand that these things go on.
When there is an effort within a prison setting to teach
people on this word reformation, we must understand
that we have to separate who we are dealing with and
how we treat people. Violent sexual offenders are the
most dangerous offenders in our institutions. Generally
they are psychopathic or scrial killers who are also
psychopathic and are extremely dangerous.

Some of these people should never ever be released,
never cver be released. We must devise a system that
recognizes we cannot be successful in rehabilitation in
every single case. When we give a mandatory sentence to
particular offenders who are absolutely out of control
and when the sentence is over we do not give such
persons parole. We close the gates behind them and
release them in most instances sicker than they were

when they went into jail. That is no protection for the
public.

1 plead with the Solicitor General to deal with the
problem of the right of individuals to end a sentence and
to know that they can get out of prison.

I also appeal to the Solicitor General to look at the
Dutch model, a diminished responsibility, and under-
stand there are some people, in our limited capacity as
human beings, whom we simply do not know enough
about and they should never ever be foisted back in the
community again. At the same time, those people should
be separated, isolated and not blanketed under the
habitual criminal rule that is a failure in this country, but
examined on the individual basis of each offender.

For those we are going to release, and this act of
parecle, it is all very well to say that this particular
offender has not behaved himself or herself in prison,
this particular offender is a high risk and therefore
should not be allowed on parole, but we cannot justify
that in every case if we still continue a systern that
permits very sick people to come out at the end of their
sentence anyway.

I think it is a shame on this Parliament if we diminish
our role of supervision of a parolee closer to the end of
their sentence only to have authority of perhaps the last
six months or year of their [imited time in prison and put
the community at risk for a repeat of the crime.

Not every parole is a risk. Most paroles are safe and
can be covered and adequately supervised. But for
dangerous offenders it is a risk and that is where the
maximum support, supervision and control must be
maintained and that costs money. That costs a lot of
money. You cannot do it when you have parole officers
who have cases of 100 or 200 or 300 parolees.

In the case of seriously ill people whom we release, the
parole officers should not have more than 10 or 15 cases,
period. I allude to the horrible serial killing in Mitwau-
kee recently, It did not happen in this country but I think
we have to understand that we have a comparable social
and cultural pattern, certainly on television.

The parole officer involved in that case did not have
the time to go to that individual’s home to check out
complaints. It is a known fact that as one reviewed
publicly the horror story and the build up around that
serial killer, human body parts were being cooked down
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in that offenders own apartment and the parole officer
never visited once. Why? Because he was frankly too
busy with 200 and 300 cases. That is not good enough.

I appeal to this government to understand that if you
want proper parole supervision, sexual offenders, dan-
gerous sociopathic or psychopathic offenders, who are
going to be paroled, must have maximum supervision
and the caseload of highly qualified parole officers
should not exceed 15 or 20 at the very, very most.

What kind of parole officers? In my day you had to be
very highly trained to be a parole officer. The job paid a
reasonable amount of money. Now I would ask the
government to see what a parole officer earns. Check
the turnover of the staff, see how many cases they carry
and check on their qualifications.

When I first started as a social worker at the Chil-
dren’s Aid Society T had 78 children in care. Most of
these children faced the trauma of being separated from
their natural parents and put inte institutions or into
foster homes. When T left that first experience I knew
very well, as a social worker dealing with 78 kids, that it
was impossible for me to do the job properly.

Today, social workers in almost every province of this
country deal with caseloads of 200, 300 and 400 chiidren
who need care.

I Ieave parole and go to preventative work.
®{1640)

If you track back to the primary beginnings of most of
the offenders you find in many instances child abuse,
neglect, poverty as common symptoms around which
crime seeds itself and spawns.

The services to children in this country have actually
been diminished by this government and other govern-
ments by putting a cap on transfer payments, by cutting
back on services to children, by cutting back on auxiliary
help in educational institutions,

You do not have to be an expert. In any home, in any
community of this country, people sit down and over
their own dinner table say: “If somebody does not do
something with Johnny or Susie soon they are going to
be in trouble”. Unfortunately and regrettably most of
our predictions are correct.

Governmernt Orders

I make an appeal to this government to understand
that we are talking here about a global picture. I have
touched just a little bit on a number of points that stick
out. All of this bill is meaningless, all of the bill on
youthful offenders is meaningless unless we are pre-
pared to go back to the very foundations of our commu-
nity and guarantee every single child housing, feood,
edacation and access 10 love and to care.

An hon. member: Utopia.

Mr. Barrett: My good friend says “Utopia”. L agree it is
Utopia, but God help those who do not strive for Utopia,
especially in the face of the facts of neglect that is now
taking place in the social services and corrections in this
country.

I have so much more to say, not because 1 am correct,
but because I have scen it. I make this plea on the basis
of what I have seen.

Mr, John Nunziata (York South—Weston): Mr. Speak-
er, I was very much interested in my friend’s comments
about the government’s approach to white collar crime. I
too share his concerns. The government seems to be
placing less emphasis as far as the penitentiary service is
concerned with regard to white collar crime.

When we talk about white collar crime, the govern-
ment refers to it as accelerated review so that first time
offenders convicted of non-violent crimes can go in and
out of the system as quickly as possible.

The concern I have and the concern that a great
number of people have is with regard to the issue of
deterrence. What is there to deter a white collar criminal
from perpetrating a major fraud, let us say, a lawyer ora
banker from defrauding thousands of people of their life
savings? What is there to deter a2 company from polluting
the environment? That would be considered a white
collar crime.

This government wants to send out a message that we
are not going to treat these offences as seriously as we
have in the past. I am a bit perplexed at the member. On
the one hand he seems to want to come down heavy on
the white collar criminals and then on the other hand he
says that a lot of people who are in prison ought not to be
there.

Would he not agree that we have to continue to jail
white collar criminals in order to send a very clear
message out that society does not tolerate these types of
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crimes that could be perpetrated on a large number of
people?

Mr. Barrett: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
league for an earnestly put, very serious question. I want
to go back to my very brief comments about the Dutch
system which I would recommend to this House in
committee in dealing with these problems. There is a
particular psychiatrist in Holland who was the founder of
this approach, IDr. Audubon and it was diminished
responsibility,

My good friend raises the question about punishment
and deterrence for white collar crime. If deterrence were
a factor, say, in the Arabic code or in the Justinian code
or our code, then it would have worked. Some societies
cut people’s hands off for stealing. They still steal. Other
people still do it. Other places have capital punishment.
It does not stop crime except for that particular person
who has had the capital punishment,

In this country alone you will see that the absence of
capital punishment has relatively no influence whatsoev-
er on the incidence of commission of violent c¢rime. I
want the member to look at the statistics,

What do we do with white collar criminals? The first
thing that I think must be done is a message must go out
that we do not have a wink and nudge approach to white
collar crime, that anybody who pollutes or steals from
other people is going to be dealt with severely.

How do we deal with them severely? If you look at
recent cases in the United States, in which people have
stolen $10 million, $20 miltion or $30 million on the stock
market and get fined, like Mr. Boskey or others, a
million dollars, they are stilf nine million bucks ahead, or
$10 million ahead. Every single penny that can be
recovered from white collar crime should be immediate-
ly a part of the fine. Let it be understood that there is no
reward, that you cannot buy your way out of the system
and that if you hire the best lawyers in the world you are
still geing to lose your ill-gotten gains. I think we should
make that as a basis.

Second, and the more serious one, the polluters of the
atmosphere, the poisoners of waters or the continuous
manufacturer of threatening goods such as the Ford
Pinto should go to jail and taste what it is like to be in
those abominable social situations at some of the worst
penitentiaries in North America. Let them experience it,

because on the basis of diminished responsibitity, they
will understand far more clearly the situation they are in
than somebody who has been a repeat offender.

To my colleague, I will commend the Dutch system.
My time is up, apparently.

[Translation)

Mr. Vincent Della Noce (Parliamentary Secretary to
Secretary of State and to Minister of Multiculturalism
and Citizenship): Mr. Speaker, thank you for giving me
the floor. I listened very carefully to what the hon.
member said, although I had some trouble following his
speech, and 1 also have a few guestions.

I do not know whether the hon. member has any
penitentiaries in his riding, but my riding happens to
have the biggest correctional centre in Canada. In fact,
there are five in my riding, all next door to cach other. If
I may refresh his memeory, I could name one that is very
well known: the old Saint-Vincent de Paul “pen”, the
old penitentiary, a lot of escapes and a lot of problems
for the community.

The hon. member referred earlier to cases of suicide
among cotrectional officers and parole officers who I
think are doing a wonderful job. Of course, these people
are not perfect, they are only human, but we cannot
afford to make mistakes. And above ail, we must not try
to bury the answer in the files, as is being done today.
The truth is often buried in the files, and no one can find
it, which makes it hard for people to do their job.

Earlier, the hon. member also referred to capital
punishment and the negligible impact it has on our
society. With respect, I do not agree. I voted in favour of
restoring capital punishment, and I would still vote the
same way.

Perhaps 1 may refer the hon. member to a case we had
in Laval, where someone was given a maximum sentence
of 25 years as we saw recently in New Brunswick. This
was the case of a man who had been given a life
sentence, subsequently commuted to 25 vears without
parcle. As soon as the man was released he committed a
murder. He took one of his girl friends hostage, and after
this hostage taking which involved the whole city, the
police and the neighbours, the woman was killed. This
man killed a fourth, fifth and sixth time. We don’t know
how many times, but in any case, he was convicted at
feast once. Upon his release, he even had the nerve to
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hug the police. I do not know whether the hon. member
remembers that, but it made the international news. He
even had the ncrve to hug the police. He was a
character. I say he was a character once too often.

e (1650)

I have a very simple question for the hon. member. 1
do not know why he criticizes the government for giving
petty criminals a chance 1o get out sooner and for using
the expertise available inside our prisons to keep other
inmates [rom gctiing worse, because some day, these
people will be released. The government’s purpose and
the purpose of the minister’s bill is to release them
under more normal conditions than is the case today.

My question: Is the way we operate today better, in
other words, when people commit murder, il they
commit murder four or five times, it does not really
matter, because they were sentenced to life in any case?

[English]

Mr. Barrett: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member
for his very good question.

As I said in my speech, there are some people in my
opinion who should never be released. They should
never be released. We owe it to the community to say
honestly that some people are so much out of control
that as carnestly as we try in a society, we are incapable
of understanding their violence or dealing with it.

On that basis, we have to make judgments in terms of
protecting their rights, an appeal system, but still in the
final analysis, not release them.

We may not always be right in our predictability, but
the best way ol ensuring the kind of protection you want
is each individual case reviewed by itself, not the case
fitting in the system, but the system fitting the case. That
is a fundamental ervor we make.

I am not blaming this government, Let me 2o on
record saying that it was this government that closed the
British Columbia Penitentiaty and began moving people
into camps, and modified approach if you are going to
incarcerate.

Why do you still have that many prisons? I do not
know, but I would suggest to you that the same approach
that the government took with the B.C. Penitentiary
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could and should be used in disseminating the inmates in
a variety of institutions rather than one major centre.

The member and 1 do not share the same reading of
statistics, but it has been my experience—I will end with
this—that violence does not end violence. In a mature,
thoughtfui, worried society as we are concerned about
our children, we know that violence is not the answer,
back to the individual or to society.

I do not envy the government in this task. I am glad I
was not a federal cabinet minister concerned with this.
All T am doing is sharing an experience and making an
appeal.

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale —High Park): Mr. Speaker, it
is always a pleasure to follow a member who has had first
hand experience con a subject and shares that experience
with other members in this House.

I do appreciate the hon. member’s intervention. I wish
to add the strong voices of Parkdale—High Park to Bill
C-36, an act respecting corrections and the conditional
release and detention of offenders and to establish the
office of correctional investigators.

In my riding of Parkdale—High Park, I have rmany
constituents who are very concerned about the Canadian
criminal justice system not giving them adequate protec-
tion.

Whenever I see a new bill coming on the floor of the
House, I look to see what is the purpose of the bill. [
would like to refer members to page 3: “I'he purpose of
the federal correctional system is to contribute to the
maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe society.

(a) Carrving out sentences irnposed by courts through
the safe and humane custody and supervision of offend-
ErS.

(b) Assisting the rehabilitation of offenders and their
reintegration into the community «s law-biding citizens
through the provision of programs in penitentiarics and
the community”.

This is where Canadians can see which party can
deliver what the public wants. This is not the first time
that the government is attempting to improve our
correctional system. It has done it before. It did it in 1986
when I was not in this House. I had returned to
education. The government tried something called pri-
vatization. It wanted {o demonstrate that hard-core
criminals, sex offenders, murderers, et cetera, can better
be integrated into the community by a privately operated
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half-way house than one operated by the government. I
think many members of this House who were in this
Chamber in 1986 and 1987 heard about the fiasco around
Exodus Link. This was the government’s model of
moving former prisoners from the jails into the commu-
nities—privatization. But it failed, it failed from step
one.

Why did it fail? Because, as always, this government in
its arrogance failed to consult with the community. It
thought it would sneak it in. Because communities such
as Rosedale and Peele and others would put up such a
fuss, it was going to sneak in this Exodus Link into
Parkdale—High Park thinking that the citizens of Park-
dale—Hipgh Park would not notice this. Well they did.

To prove how the government neglected to consult the
people of Parkdale—High Park, the Solicitor General of
the day did not even consult the sitting member for
Parkdale-—High Park. He admitted publicly in public
meetings in my riding that he did not know anything
about it. Here is a government sneaking in a half-way
house for hard-core criminals into a community, never
checked with the community and never even checked
with the sitting member. This is the government’s
approach of providing, as the purpose of the bill says, a
just, peaceful and safe society.

This is the government that says: “The purpose of this
bill is to carry out sentences imposed by the courts
through the safe and humane custody and supervision of
offenders”.

I am pleased to announce that this year Excdus Link
closed. The government, again not being honest with the
people, forced Exodus Link to close by not giving it any
funds, but I and the community know there were other
reasons for its closure which I will not have time to get
into now.

Another incident is happening in my riding that is
happening because of the government’s deregulation.
This is the government of deregulation and privatization.
This government decided that to own a CB radio you do
not need a licence. Let us deregulate. So the govern-
ment did. It deregulated. You no longer require a licence

te own a CB radio. So a 10 or 12 year old can go and buy
one and use it.

What is happening in our community is sexual haras-
sment over the airwaves, death threats over the air-
waves, jamming of the airwaves so that no one can speak
to others, even in an emergency. I wrote to the Solicitor
General about this matter. Do you think he has done
anything about it? I am pleased he is sitting here today. I
see he is running out to get some information. I hope he
will and I hope he will come back to this House and say:
“Yes, Mr. Flis, I have listened to the residents of
Parkdale—High Park and I will reinstitute the licensing
of CB radios”. Because, Mr. Speaker, this again—

& (1700)

Mr. Waddell: Point of order, Mr. Speaker. I hesitate to
interrupt the hon. member but what does this have to do
with the Parole Act? It sounds to me like a cheap way of
getting some local publicity in his riding. -

Mr, Flis; If the hon. member would just listen he
would know what connection there is. The people of
Parkdale —High Park are so fed up with the lack of law
and order in this fand that they do not want a piecemeal
approach to tightening up the laws in our society. It is ail
these things that are happening.

It is my area where the three-year old girl was
abducted, sexually molested, and murdered. What does
that bave to do with parolees, you might ask. Tt is all
integrated. Some of these people who are using CB
radios will also be offenders. They may even now be
ex-offenders. They may be pushing drugs through the
CB radios.

If the hon. member will just be patient he will see the
linkage I am making. He will have an opportunity to
express his voice.

Privatization, deregulation, ygs in some aspccts it
works, but when it means to protect the people on the
streets, that is when the government must act. You
cannot turn that away 1o a private organization and the
purpose of that organization was to make money on that
halfway house. As I say, I am glad it folded.

At least this bill is a first step. It is about time. It is a
first step, so let us support it. Let us get it into
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committee, and let us improve it with our amendments
and let us get on in making it a safer society for pcople in
all communitics.

I am glad to see that this bill provides for the rights of
the victims to participate in the entire process, from the
initial trial through the parole board hearings. I think we
must recognize that individuals are suffering as a result
of criminal actions of others. As well, we must realize
that society suffers.

In areas of metro Toronto where there are particularly
high rates of drug and prostitution related crimes, the
people who live in the areas are being held hostage. They
are afraid to walk to the corner after dark, They are
afraid to let the children walk to school on their own.
They see crack houses operating on their streets, and
they see the police watch helplessly as the dealer
arrested in the afternoon deals again in the evening, My
constituents give me sircet and number where cocaine is
being sold and purchased and the police are helpless to
do anything about it.

1 attended a public meeting on this issue. What is
happening at these meeting? The police blame the city
because the city is not giving them enough rescurces,
enough foot patrol, enough money to lay further
charges.

This is something else the government fell down on. I
have recommended, again from my community, from the
mayor’s task force, that when there is a drug bust and
there arc asscts to be sold that some of that money be
returned to the local community so that the police can
continue their work.

Here I must compliment the Solicitor General be-
causc in one of his replies in Question Pcriod he said
that he is looking at deing this exactly. Through you, Mr.
Speaker, 1 congratulate the Solicitor General.

The police were blaming the city. The city blamed the
province. Implementing the law, et cetera, 18 provincial
jurisdiction, so the city is blaming the province. The
provincial MPP gets up. He is blaming the federal
government. The federal government has to toughen up
the laws for us to implement.

The buck stops here. We cannot blame anyone else. A
government was elected for four or five years. Now
seven years in office, the situation is getting worse. At
least if there was a halt, at least if there was a trend to
better street safety, less drug pushing, we would see
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some improvement, but there isn’t. So we must all accept
the blame. I feel as a federal member of Parliament I am
letting down my constituents if in co-operation with the
three other levels of government—metropolitan Toron-
to, Toronto, the province—we cannot bring a resolution
to providing safer streets for our children so they can
walk to school without fear.

Because the citizens feel trapped and feel that the
sysiem is letiing them down, they are in a mood to do
something instead of just waiting for us politicians. What
they have told me at a public meeting is this: If yon
cannot provide the law and order, we will do it ourselves.
They are talking about forming vigilante groups to bring
protection to their communities. I have had iwo calls
now, Mr. Speaker, because some people in the commu-
nity want to bring in the Guardian Angels from New
York to patrol our streets.

So far, reasoning with the people, they agree with me
that that is not the route to go. My constituents of
Parkdale—High Park are counting on this and other
hills. I hope we do not stop just with this bitl. Looking at
all the bills, be it the Immigration Act, the Privacy Act,
our Constitution, I hope that Canada again can be a
country where immigrants come and they just cannot get
over what a safe country this is. Tovrists come and they
cannot get over what a safe country this is. I hope we can
get back to that just, sale society, because we are fosing
it. We are losing it.

I am concerned about what is there in the bill that is
respecting corrections? Where is the funding for the
corrections? I do not see it. On any programs that were
started up, the funds dried up and the programs went
downhill. Where is the funding for rehabilitation, train-
ing and skills so that criminals do not have to goback toa
life of crime? Where is the treatment for drug addiction,
so that the drug dealers do not have 1o go back to dealing
drugs, treatment for sex offenders, so that thcy do not
repeat their crimes?

I will never forget the call I received from one of my
constituents, a father over 60 vears old. His son was
picked up for peddling drugs and got 10 years. The son
served his sentence. The father has no bitterness to that,
he felt the son did commit a crime and he served his
sentence. But now, the son is in his forties and the father
is worried that if he dies who is going to look after his
son? Because the drugs damaged his brain and he cannot
go and get a job. He cannot look after himself. He must
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depend on someone to lock after him. The father is
saying: “When I go, what is going to happen to my
40-year old son?’ Somehow, in that 10 year sentence,
our system failed. We did not prepare that son to retum
him back to the community. In this case it was our
community and we are willing to take this person back.
He is a vegetable, 40 years old. If his life span is 70,
society has to look after him for another 30 vears.

Just this week I received a letter and to protect the
censtituent’s identity, I will not use the person’s name. It
says: “Dear Mr., Flis: Greetings. My name is—and I am a
29-year old Canadian citizen; born and raised in metro-
politan Toronto, Parkdale area. At this writing I am
presently incarcerated in the state of Michigan, serving
two life sentences for possession and conspiracy to
possess 650 grams or more of a controlled substance,
cocaine, and have been for the last three and a half
years” and or and on.

This constituent is asking me to intervene so that he
can serve his life sentence in Canada and not in Michi-
gam,

An hon, member: Do you know why?
*(1710)

Mr. Flis: An hon, member asks if I know why. He
might raise this in Question Period and maybe he will get
the answer.

Again, I point out this person has a life sentence. Let
us suppose the person is paroled after half the sentence
is served. What does this person do? He is almost 30
now, and may come out at age 50. What do we do with
this person in our society if the person is paroled earlier.
I do not know the laws in Michigan. Maybe they do not
parole for drugs.

It is not enough to lock people up and throw away the
key for a specific period of time. Even with more
stringent parcle laws and greater supervision it is simply
not enough to assume that any person of a criminal
mindset will get over that mindset simply by being locked
up. I think this is a serious shortcoming in the bill.

However, it is long past the time for individual
components of the entire justice system to be tinkered
with and amended. The world has changed drastically in
the last 100 years and the system which was designed to
deal with the criminal element of society at that time is
no longer relevant. The criminals have better guns than
our police. They have better electronic equipment than

our police. They have better lawyers in the land than cur
police have.

We have for too long been papering over the cracks
and putting a fresh coat of paint over rust. It is time, as
parliamentarians, as representatives of different parts of
Canada and different communities, that we took the
time to evaluate the goals and priorities and expectations
of our society with respect to the criminal justice system.

When I think of the chaos which will result from
individual communities taking the law into their own
hands, as my constituents wanted to do, because correc-
tions do not correct and detention is at the discretion of
individual judges, I get afraid for the very fabric of our
society.

I can support this bill as far as it goes, but there are
only s¢ many times a leaky roof can be patched. I urge
the minister to be aware of the mood ¢f the nation and
act soon to provide adequate enforcement of the system
we have and new guidelines for the future:

Hon. Doug Lewis (Solicitor General of Canada): Mr.
Speaker, during his remarks, my hon. friend made
reference to correspondence to me on a question of CB
radios. I can advise him that I cannot quite connect how
that might be a matter for the Solicitor General. We
have checked our outstanding correspondence list and
we cannot find anything from my hon. friend. We will
continue to check. Perhaps he might provide me with a
copy of the letter and I will follow it up.

Mr. John Nunziata (York South—Weston): Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to thank my colleague from Parkdale—
High Park for his submissions. He and I represent two
ridings in west metro that are adjacent to one another
and the concerns of his constituents are the concerns of
my constituenis in York South—Weston.

I know many members in metropolitan Toronto share
the same concerns. The hon. member has been in the
House for a nurmber of years and he knows that in the
last seven years since this government took office, there
have been a number of, shall we say, high profile cases
involving the criminal justice svstem that has led the
public to seriously question the criminal justice system in
Canada.

Recently we heard about the Nina deVilliers case, the
young wornan who was murdered just outside of Hamil-
ton. In the Klaudusz case, the young child whoe was
murdered, the family resided in my colleague’s riding.
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Over the last seven years we have had the Foster case
in British Columbia where an inmate who was incarcer-
ated proceeded, after being released on parole, to
commit a number of other offences.

There was the Gingras case in Alberia where a
convicted murderer was given a pass to celebrate his
birthday at the West Edmonton Mall. He broke away
from his escort and murdered two other people.

There was the Melvin Stanton case in Toronto where a
convicted murdercr was given a pass to Toronto and
proceeded to murder a young woman. There was the
Fredricks casc. Mr. Fredricks, who had a record of child
abuse and had been convicted or raping a young child,
was released and proceeded to murder a young boy in
Brampton. We had the Sweeney case here in Ottawa, a
convicted rapist who was released on parole and pro-
ceeded to murder a voung half-way house worker, We
have the Rallow case in Hamilton and the list goes on
and on and on. Over the last seven years the public has
been crying for reform. Here we are in November 1991
and there really has not been any meaningful reform in
the criminal justice area.

I would like to ask my friend about these high profile
cases and whether his constituents have expressed con-
cern to him about the crime in his particular community
and could he share with us the concerns of his constitu-
ents in terms of the prioritics in his particular riding.

Much is said in this House about the Constitution and
other matters. As far as crime is concerned, how wounld
he rate that as a concern of his constituents in Park-
dalc-High Park?

Mr. Flis: Mr. Spcaker, T have a system of town hall
meetings. Every time 1 send out a parliamentary report, I
announce my next town hall meeting. This way every
household ion the constituency knows of the meeting
and can come out and share their concerns.

In the last two town hall meetings I have not had one
question raised about the Canadian Constitution, not
one, The top priority and most of my questions are
around strect safety, illicit use of drugs, prostitution,
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former offenders who come and pick up a three-year-
old child, ard not one question about the Constitution.

The next priority is the economy. I am flooded with
questions and representations about people without jobs.
These are university graduates who have been working
three to five years and now are unemployed. They are
embarrassed to come to their MP to say: “Help. Maybe
you can help. Maybe you know of someone whe needs a
qualified architect or a qualified engineer”.

This is why this government has its priorities all wrong.
It wants to deflect the country’s attention on to the
constitution debate. We must have the constitution
debate, but let us get our priorities straight. Let us get
the economy rolling. Let us get the sireet safety in place
and the Constitution will fall into place. Canadians will
be more agreeable province to province, community to
community once they have jobs and once they feel safe
that they can walk the streets, that they can send their
five and six-year-olds to school without having to walk
them to school as they did before.

It can be dene in this beautiful country. We did it
before. What happened to it? Have we been watching
Detroit and New York for too long?

Mr. Vincent Della Noce (Parliamentary Secretary to
Secretary of State of Canada and to Minister of Multi-
cilturalism and Citizenship): Mr. Speaker, I did not
want to interrupt the hon. member, but I agree with my
colteague from the New Democratic Party that he was
going on the wrong track, but in any event he came back
to the bill. He spoke about everything. I want to hear
more about the bill because at least he congratulated the
minister and the government for this bill which has to go
t0 committee.

I must tell my hon. colleague that my people were
consulted for the last three years. Three ministers were
working on the issue. My people, because of the fact that
I have five jails, asked for more protection and also asked
something I have not heard in this House today, and I
hope I will before this bill goes for second reading,
Nobody spoke about the victims. This must be respected
too.

I had a case in my area where Collin— I will not even
call him Mr. Collin— killed Mrs. Berard.
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Every day in the paper we had his picture and a full
page on his history. Nobody mentioned the lady’s name
or what happened to his son who is all alone in my city of
Laval while that man Collin was on a nice little vacation
after he was in for 25 years. At the same time he was
having a little hug with the police but nobody spoke
about the victim.

I am glad when somebody mentions some names,

[Translation]
In my riding, we have had a number of cases—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I would ask the
hon. member to finish his remarks or ask his question,
since his time is running out.

Mr. Delta Noce: We have had prison riots, murders and
assassinations. I therefore ask the hon. member whether
he agrees with the bill or not. Does he want to advance
the bill to protect my fellow citizens, the victims and
their families?

[English]

Mr. Flis: Mr. Speaker, I support our critic and our
party in getting this bill to committee to bring about
amendments where needed, fine tune the bill and
address the plight of the victims.

If someone is murdered, he or she is not the only
victim. The victims are the whole family. The victim is
sometimes the whole community. I am glad that he is
very sensitive to that and I hope he will make the bill
stronger when it is in committee, I am pleased he
addressed that.

Mr., David Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast): Mr. Speak-
er, we have heard a lot about homicide, attempted
murder, assaults, robbery, sexual assault, the statistics
and, what is more important, the human cost to people.

I would like to address some thoughts as to how we
couid have a national strategy to reduce violent crime in
this country. I might as a westerner point out that
unfortunately generally speaking as we go west in Cana-
da viclent crime gets worse.

I do not know whether that will cheer up my col-
leagues from Toronto, but it is an unfortunate reality in
Canada. As to the effect of the present state of the

economy and the effects the recession is having on crime
trends, common sense would suggest that at least some
crimes are being committed by economically desperate
citizens.

A study prepared for the joint economic committee of
the Congress of the United States about 15 years ago
noted a definite causal connection between rising unem-
ployment and increased crime. The letter of transmittal
of that report contains the following interesting para-
graph: “Table 2 shows in fact that the 1.4 per cent rise in
unemployment in 1970 is directly responsible for some
51,570 total deaths, including 1,740 additional homicides,
1,540 additional sunicides and 5,520 additional mental
hospitalizations. These are not major portions of the
total number of deaths, homicides, suicides and mental
hospitalizations which occurred in 1972-75. Unlike most
other factors which contributed to those statistics rising
unemployment can be readily avoided”:

It seems clear to me at least that the great depression
of the 1930s did not produce a per capita crime increase
of the proportions experienced during the 1970s, 1980s
and now the 1990s. The American criminologist, George
Silber has asserted that: “The peneral relation of eco-
nomic conditions and criminality are so indefinite that no
clear definite conclusion can be drawn™,

Let me suggest what I believe are five probable causes
of the increased crime we are witnessing including
crimes of violence. First, youth attitudes: a larger major-
ity of young Canadians today and elsewhere in the world
is unfortunately failing to learn integrity, personal re-
sponsibility, respect for others’ rights and property, and
that one’s right to swing a baseball bat in a free society
ends just before the point of another’s nose.

Parents, churches, schools, colleges, the media and
above all young people themselves will all have to take a
more positive role in reversing the current trend.

Illega! drug abuse: heroine addicts commit, I think
from all indications, a large percentage of property
crimes. Unfortunately again I have to refer to an
American study. It found that 237 heroine addicts in the
city of Baltimore committed more than 500,000 crimes
over an 1l-year period.

No doubt a similar pattern exists in our own country.
Many addicts in both of our countries must steal enough
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goods to fetch the hundred dollars or so necessary to
sustain their daily habit of crack or heroin on the black
market seven days a week. The rule of thumb a few years
ago when I was a drug prosecutor was that stolen goods
fetch about 15 per cent of the replacement value on the
stolen goods market,

Third is media violence. The media to many observers
glamorize not only the use of cocaine, say, but hard core
violence as well. The Lamarsh commission on television
viclence, for example, estimated that the average Cana-
dian child, including your children and mine, I assume,
see approximately 13,000 television murders by the time
he or she graduates from high scheol.

A study a decade ago by the U.S. National Institute of
Mental Health noted that prime time American televi-
sion currently provides an average of five acts of violence
per hour and for weekend programs aimed at children,
an astonishing 18 acts per hour. It concluded after a
decade’s research that there is now overwhelming scien-
tific evidence that excessive violence on television leads
directly to aggression and violent behaviour among
children and teenagers.

Fourth is the demographic overload. Charles Silver-
man has pointed out in his seminal book Criminal
Violence: Criminal Justice that a major reason for in-
creased crime in his country, the United States, was the
more than 50 per cent growth in the 14 to 24-year-old
population between 1960 and 1970, with a resulting
weakening of conventional social controls.

Relative to the growth of the adult population, a
similar pattern is reflected in our country. Teenage peer
pressures and the need for the right records and clethes,
as Sflverman points out, “combined with a weakening of
adult social contacts has provided a lethal crimogenic
force”.

Fifth is social causes. It was a number of years ago, but
I think it still applies, when the U.S. National Commis-
sion on Causes and Prevention of Crime said that the
war against crime could be better waged by: “better
schools, better teachers, full employment and fair wages,
work opportunities for youth, especially those of the
criminally prone ages, a rebuilding and restoration of the
tax base of our cities, better housing, reduction of dope
addiction and the ultimate elimination of the ghettos™.
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Thank goodness we do not have as many ghettos or have
many fewer ghettos in Canada, but 1 think this statement
has at least a limited application to our country as well.

There are a number of proposals which should be
made and have been made with respect to areas of major
conceri. The first is bail. It seems to me that Parliament
should be providing clearer guidance to the courts than
the legistation currently does. A text was proposed south
of the border which was sponsored by Senator Edward
Kennedy who is not usually identified as being a hawk on
crime prevention. The text seems reasonable and I
would suggest that some such wording might be adapted
to cur own situation. Basically it would say that several
things should be considered. These include: the weight
of evidence against a bail applicant, the nature and the
circumstances of the events charged, and the history and
characteristics of the person including his or her charac-
ter, mental condition, family ties, employment, past
conduct, length of residence in the community, financial
resources, record of convictions, record of appearance,
flight to avoid appearance or non-appearance at court
proceedings, illegal drug use, whether he or she was on
probation, parole or other release pending completion of
sentence for the conviction under federal, state or local
law at the time of the current arrest, whether he or she
was on pre—trial release or release pending sentence or
appeal for an offence under various legislation at the
time of the current arrest.

With respect to hard drugs, the causal link between
heroin and coke addiction and crime is about as well
known as anything in this House. Organized heroin and
cocaine traffickers thus constitute a prime target for any
stepped up national fight against serious crime.

I just give three suggestions as to how we can make life
more difficult for heroin traffickers and simultaneously
better protect our most important national resource, our
young people.

First is a more soundly based education program
across Canada to mobilize parental, educational, youth
and religious groups to reduce heroin, coke and other
drug abuse, One of the United States has an excellent
program which might well serve as a model for parents in
Canada. More than 3,000 groups of parents have already
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formed a parent movement to counteract the drug
culture as a whole by first educating themselves about
drugs so they can avoid misconception, myth and error in
their dialegue with children. There is also a video
cassette called Consider the Source produced by the
Omtario Chiefs of Police who suggest it be shown to
children in grades 4 and 5. That is a step in the right
direction.

. §1?30)

I might point out since I see the Solicitor General here
that my understanding is the only person at the head
office of his department who was an expert in drug and
alcohol abuse was let go about two and a half years ago.
He was on a term contract and after I believe four years
that individual, a Ph.D., was simply let go by the
department 10 save a few dollars. They may have
teplaced him, but certainly as of two and a half years ago,
they had nobody in the head office of the department
who knew anything about dmg and alcohol abuse.

Additienal equipment, expertise and training are re-
quired for our customs and Coast Guard officials,
although I think some steps are being made in that
direction. The use of more trained dogs for airports to
detect heroin in air cargo and passenger baggage has
proven successful in West Germany, the United States
and elsewhere. [ think we should give more emphasis to
that.

Third and last, a senior customs official told me some
time ago that thousands of letters containing drugs are
being delivered each year within Canada. Our current
postal legislation appears to be unique in the free world
in not permitting the opening of a letter, except in the
presence of an addressee, no matter how overwhelming
the indication that it contains heroin, coke or whatever.

It seems to me that customs officials should be given
the legislative authority to seck a court order to open
and stop rnail in specified circumstances. If that law has
been changed 1 will stand corrected. I wish somebody
would get up and say that the law has been changed, but
I do not think it has.

Finally on victims of crime I would like to quote from
an article published in Policy Options of March 1991. It is
called “The Rights of Victims” and it begins with this
chilling paragraph: “In 1985 Larry Takahashi of Edmon-
ton was charged with the sexual assault of 138 women
across the country. After hearing the testimony of the

first 16 victims it was jointly decided by the crown
attorney and the defence lawyer that enough evidence
had been presented to guarantee a guilty verdict on at
least 16 of the charges. The sentence that could be
obtained at this point would presumably provide suffi-
cient punishment for Takahashi, without annecessarily
prolonging the long and costly court room proceedings.
The remaining 122 women were accordingly released as
crown witnesses and their respective charges were
dropped. The accused was found guilty on the first 16”—
I think the author may be in error; I think it may have
been 13, but it was 13 to 16— “of 138 rape charges and
sentenced to a total of 86 years plus three life sentences,
All 16 sentences, however, run concurrently. He could
thus be eligible for full parcle in seven years and for day
passes in as little as two”.

The author of that article goes on-for many pages
about the plight of the victim. [ hope every member of
this House, including the minister, is aware that Mr.
Takahashi was out playing golf with his friends on leave
near Chilliwack in B.C.

I would like to say something about mandatory super-
vision which as other speakers have mentioned is an
ongoing cancer in the system. The present system has
been in effect since 1970, except for the provision that
was added a few years ago with respect to gating. A study
abeut a decade ago by the solicitor general’s department
indicatcd that during a five—vear period examined fully
5301 of 15,627 persons pre-released on mandatory
supervision after fulfiliing two-thirds of their sentences
came from the maximum security status. Fully one-third
of thosc pre-released on mandatory supervision by
operation of law, that is before the gating provision, I
should add in fairness for having earned remissions or
for whatever reason, were not considered safe enough to
be in the medium or minimum security institutions.

The success rate for those studied who left maximum
security institutions is given as 48.6 per cent. In other
words, approximately half were returned to custody for
either committing a fresh violent offence or for breaking
the condition of their release. The same study also
indicated that mandatory supervision in its present form
is about equally unpopular with the public, the National
Parole Board, the police and offenders themselves. The
same study also indicated that about 90 per cent of the
people in the federal correction institutions “earned” all
possible remission in each quarter of the vear.
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My colleague spoke on the question of parole. I think
we will have a very interesting debate on whether there
should be parole as he indicated earlier. When we talk
about violent criminals we are not talking about people
who write bad cheques. We are talking about people
who go out and maim, beat and kill other citizens of
Canada—and I hope those who sell drugs would also
be included—and whether they should be eligible for
parole or whether those people should serve the full
sentence.

I might make a comment on the question of judicial
appointments because I believe ultimately, having spent
12 years in the courts either as a Crown or defence
lawyer, the federally appointed judges across Canada
and the provincial ones—but we have no jurisdiction
there—have a pivotal role in our criminal justice system
and that only the best qualified men and women should
be appeinted.

The present practice, it seems to me, is far too often
still based on past political loyalty rather than merit. I
would never release the name of the persen who told me
this, but [ must tell the House about a Superior Court
judge who when appointed asked for a computer for the
office. The computer word processor was denied, and I
think that most members of this House know that
Charles Ng had a computer in his cell in Prince Albert
paid for, [ would assume, by the Canadian taxpayer. In
other words, unconvicted accused mass murderers in our
system get computers at taxpayers’ expense bat Superior
Court judges, at least in one province, are not able to
have computer word processors in their offices as of now.
That is how upside down or inside out the system has
become.

How do we ensure that all appointments to our
Superior Courts across the country are the best qualified
men and women in the 10 provinces and territories? I
would respectfully suggest that the model in use in both
British Columbia and Alberta would be a betler system
than we have now. In ¢ssence appoiniments are made
only from successful applicants to councils representa-
tive of both the bench and the community.

If those opposite are going to get up and say that the
system they have now is working the way the B.C. and
Alberta models do, I would suggest they read Peter
Russell’s article of a few months ago in the University of
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Toronto Law Journal which basically suggests that the old
patronage system is working unimpeded.

I guess I will end witk a couple of thoughts on
sentencing. A number of Gailup polls have indicated
that Canadians across the land judge that the courts do
not deal firmly enough with criminals. The regional
breakdown in one poll I have here indicates that the
prairies were the region where that was the most
strongly felt.

What I call the confidence gap between the public and
our courts is now, it would appear, at an all-time low. A
careful look, therefore, at what is called—and I am only
speaking for myself; not for the Official Opposition of
course—presumptive sentencing for some violent of-
fences would appear to be necessary. Under the model
currently in use in California the legislature prescribes
the range of penalty upon conviction, {or example three,
four or five years, for aggravated sexual assanlt and the
court presumably chooses the middle figure unless the
over-all factors indicate that the Jesser or greater term
should be handed out.

As other speakers from this party have indicated, we
think the bill shouid go to the justice committee. I hope
that the more glaring defects, and hopefully all defects in
the bill from the stardpoint of the safety of the public,
will be screened out at that committce.

M., Flis: I rise on a point of order, Mr. Speaker. In my
debate I falsely accused the minister because I said T sent
him a letter on the licensing of CB radios. My apelogy. It
was to the Minister of Communications that we wrote
with copies to our critic and to Jim’s CB Club that drew it
to our attention. My apologies to the minister and {0 his
staff who were trying to find the letter and could not.
That will explain why.

* (1740}

Hon. Doug Lewis (Solicitor General of Canada): Mr.
Speaker, I rise just briefly. I thank my hon. friend for his
comment. I did not take any offcnce from what he said.

1 want to compliment my hon. friend who just spoke on
the research he obviously did. I think a lot of parallels
could be drawn between research that is done in the
United States and here., I think we can take instruction
from him.
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With respect to the person who was supposed to have
left the Solicitor General’s Department, the only expla-
nation I can have is that the government has split its
efforts in terms of the war on drugs. The RCMP
basically has the control and co-ordination of the
interdiction in conjunction with Fisheries and Oceans
and National Defence. Education and that type of thing
would be done by health and welfare. Probably the
expertise in the drug side of it in terms of pharmacology
and that kind of thing would be in health and welfare.
The effort is still being made by the two departments.

Mr. Kilgour: Mr. Speaker, I thank the minister for his
comments, The problem, as I am sure he knows, is that
the solicitor general’s department and Corrections Can-
ada have a number of rehabilitation programs, thank
goodness, across the country.

The person who was working in the Ottawa head office
had a good deal of experience with alcohol and with
drugs. He was acting as a resource person for programs
carried out in penitentiaries across the country. I have
every reason to believe, knowing him well, that he was a
competent individual, worked extremely hard and was
very dedicated to what he was doing. Yet he was the only
person who had had, as I understand it, direct hands on
experience with alcohol and drugs, which as the minister
knows is the reason that a great many people are in our
institutions. This man was hired on term for three and a
half years, I think it was. Then the problem, as the
minister will know, got to be if he was kept on for
another matter of months he would be deemed to be
permanent and have to be given permanent status.
Instead of doing that, somebody in the department—the
minister probably did not even know it had happened—
decided just to let him go. Whether it was professional
jealousy, whether it was incompetence, whether it was to
save a few dollars at the expense of rehabilitation of
programs, I do not know. Having written to his predeces-
sor about it, I cerfainly was extremely unhappy that one
of the rehabilitation programs in the department was in
effect being decapitated.

Mr. John Nunziata (York South—Westen): Mr. Speak-
er, without commenting on the presence or absence of
any member in this House, I find it rather curious that
we have been debating this bill all day long and we have

not heard from a single solitary member from Alberta,
other than the member who just spoke from our party.
There are a number of Conservative members from
Alberta who have claimed to be very concerned about
criminal law reform and to be concerned about high
profile cases. Fhey label themselves as law and order
type politicians, yet we have not heard a peep from any
Alberta member on the Conservative side and there is
every indication that not a single member will speak,

{Translation)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I again remind the
hon. member that parliamentary tradition forbids men-
tioning the presence or absence of members in this
House. '

[English]

Mr. Nunziata: Mr. Speaker, I was not commenting on
the presence or absence, just the level of participation in
the debate. I have not indicated any particular member
but perhaps the member, when I do ask my second
question, might comment on the silence we are hearing
from Conservative MPs from Alberta.

I am plad that the member has spoken. He is a
member from another major city. We have heard from a
lot of members, Liberal members from Toronto. The
member who has just spoken represents an Edmonton
area riding. I would like to know whether the crime
statistics in his particular community -are anything like
the crime statistics in metro Toronto.

Yesterday metro Toronto had its 73rd and 74th homi-
cide, murder of the year. It is an all-time record so far. It
has broken the record set in 1987. There were 60
murders that year. The 73rd murder was a North York
senior citizen. I quote the newspaper article: “A partially
paralyzed North York man was beaten to death in his
bedroom by an intruder, as his elderly wife ran for help”.
That was number 73. Number 74 was a motel guest who
was found by the rpaid in his motel room murdered.

There are still two months to go. Toronto is fast
becoming the murder capital of Canada. At the rate we
are going in Canada we will soon be competing with
American cities as far as the crime and murder rates are
concerned. Not only is murder up, but violent crimes are
up 22 per cent so far this year in metro Toronto.
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Between January 1988 and December 1990, while the
population in metro Toronto increased by less than 1 per
cent, the robbety rate was up 84 per cent. There hasbeen
a proliferation of guns used in bank robberies or in
robberies. That rate is up 207 per cent. Violent crimes,
according to Statistics Canada, rose 59 per cent between
1975 and 1Y89.

All these statistics have been availabie to the govern-
ment and it has done absolutely nothing for seven years.
I would like to know from the hon. member whether his
experience in Edmonton is anything like my experience
in Toronto.

Mr. Kilgour: Mr. Speaker, unfortunately I do not have
the homicide, armed robbery and so on figures for
Edmonton. I was hoping to speak tomorrow. I might
have had them tomorrow, but 1 do not have them today.
However, Edmonton has a very high crime problem,
particularly violent crime.

If I may, I think members everywhere may be inter-
ested to know that I am sure this one study would apply
to Toronto, Montreal or Edmonton. It found that 237
heroin addicts in one city in the United States committed
more than half a million crimes over an 11-year period.

I am thinking of a person I once defended on a heroin
trafficking charge. Basically he would get up in the
morning at ten o’clock and he would go to work., He
would break into homes and apartments all day until
about two o’clock. Then he would take his $100 from
fencing his materials and go down and get his two or
three caps of heroin. He would go home and shoot up
and spend the rest of the night watching television. That
was seven days a week.

Many of the homicides in Montreal, Toronto or Ed-
monton are as a result of crack. In other words, I think
drugs is the matrix of most crime and this influx of hard
drugs is the reason the crime rate is going through the
ceiling.

An hon. member: Improve the bill.

Mr, Kilgour: With respect to my friend from Montreal,
I do not think this bill is going to stem the tide. I think we
have to get very specific and go after drugs. I do not think
this bill is going to do much about the hard drug
preblem,

Mr, Nunziata: Just for the member’s information, the
murder rate in Edmoenton is number four.
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An hon. member: It has nothing to do with the bill.

Mr. Nunziata: The member says: “It has nothing to do
with the bill”. It has everything to do with the bill. We
are dealing with offenders in the federal penitentiary
system in Canada. We are dealing with an increased
crime rate, We are dealing with criminal law reform, and
the dumbo from Montreal says it has nothing to do with
the bill,

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

[Translation]

Mr. Della Noce: Mr, Speaker, I am sorry to interrupt
my colleague, but he has been giving us a whole lot of
statistics that Statistics Canada probably does not have
yet, they are so recent. But that has nothing to do with
the bill. T would like us to talk about prisoners and the
bill before us today.

[English]

Mr. Nunziata: One final statistic from Statistics Cana-
da is the murder rate in Canada in 1990: 656 homicides
which include murder, manslaughter and infanticide; 33
per cent of those victims were stabbed, 30 per cent were
shot to death, and 21 per cent were beaten to death.
Those were 1990 statistics and according to Statistics
Canada that record will be exceeded this year.

* (1750)

I would like the member to comment. Obviously these
statistics add to the public concern out there about our
criminal justice system. Is he satisfied that the govern-
ment has done anything meaningfui in the area of
criminal [aw reform?

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBleisg): The time for
questions and comments has now expired. Resuming
debate.

[Transiation]

Mr. Della Noce: Mr. Speaker, I will speak because it
was agreed earlier that be two members would speak for
each party. However, since everybody is taiking, I will
take advantage of this opportunity, but not because of
the hon. member’s invitation.

[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): On a point of
order, the hon. member for York South—Weston,
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Mr, Nunziata: Mr. Speaker, the member has just
indicated that there was an agreement that only two
members would speak from this party. There was never
any such agreement. Members on this side of the House
wish to speak to this legislation because it is a priority
with our constituents.

It may not be of concern to Conservative members but
it is of concern to Liberal members of Parliament. That is
why we are speaking. There is no such agreement to limit
speakers to two.

Mr. Hawkes: Mr. Spcaker, I was sitting downstairs and
I heard the member invite Alberta members to speak on
this bill. Alberta members would rather see action than
talking out of two sides of their mouths: What is
happening here today is a filibuster. From the point of
view of the Chamber it is a filibuster which will stop the
legislation from coming into force if it continues by
opposition members.

If they do not want the bill, they should have the
courage to stand up and say it. If they do want the bill,
they should quit talking so it can go to committee and we
can do something about it.

{ Transiation)

Mr. Vincent Della Noce (Parliamentary Secretary to
Secretary of State and to Minister of Multiculturalism
and Citizenship): Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member
would care to listen, he will get a lot of information,
because I am going to talk to him about the bill, about
inmates and about penitentiaries, because I have the
privilege of having five penitentiaries in my riding, as I
said earlier to one of our colleagues, and of course I am
lucky in that I can come and go as I like. In fact, I have
gone to prison often since I became a member of this
House. However, when I go to prison, there are times
when I talk to the inmates as well as to management and
the guards. I have had the pleasure of going there
several times with a number of ministers, and T can tell
you that the subject of today’s debate is the result of
many years of consultation.

I can also inform hon. members that our people,
perhaps unlike Parkdale, were consulted and said exactly
what they wanted to say. I can tell yon we have had our
share of escapes and murderers and hostage takings, and
if this bill could at least provide some security and

enhance the value of the systern and restore the confi-
dence of the people, it will be a success.

I also congratulate the government and the minister
for the positive aspects that we added to this bill, but I
still think there is room for improvement, because not
enough is done for the victims of crime. Victims, unfor-
tunately, are not as well protected as I would like, and I
know this from past experience. Several times I have
scen cases where people were accidentally caught up
with inmates who probably were released at the wrong
time, when they had a relapse. Earlier, hon. members
were naming names and reading letters. Perhaps I may
give an example of what happened during a prison
cscape when someone was taken hostage. Believe it or
not, rifles and machine guns were used, and people were
wounded. The inmates went straight to the hospital,
which is practically next door to this detention centre,
because I alse have a hospital in my riding, the Cité de la

.sant€ de Laval, The inmates were lucky to be able to go

straight to the dector. Can you imagine that my constitu-
ent, who was innocent, who was going to the Credit
Union to deposit her paycheque, was taken hostage by
these bandits—and hostage-takers are bandits—and
when people asked what to do about the victim, the
association in Quebec that takes care of victims, the
IVAC, told her to take the bus to go to the hospital.

For the benefit of those who do not know the area, the
bus at Saint-Vincent-de-Paul goes directly past the old
penitentiary, right where the crime was committed.
Imagine, the poor woman had to go past the scene of the
crime! It just didnt make sense. However, thanks to
Correctional Services, thanks to the people we put there
and te Deputy Commissioner Jean—-Claude Perron, who
is to be commended for this decision, they boldly decided
to give us a car because the victim’s car had been seized
by the police as evidence. Thanks to the deputy commis-
sioner, wc were able to get a car to take this woman to
the hospital, because the association which is supposed
to defend victirns in Quebec was taking its own sweet
time. Imagine, when you need medical care that is not
Very reassuring.

Another thing: if you have more centres, you get more
accidents, and I could give a few examples. In Quebec,
the Organisme pour la défense des détenus got exactly what
they asked for. They said: “Let petty criminals out on
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parole, and keep people who need more attention inside
and give them programs to put thern on the right track™.
That is exactly what they have been asking since I went
into politics, at least since 1984. Beforc that, it was the
same, but nobody was listening. So that is exactly what
they wanted.

I think this bill is reassuring for Canadians. T think
there is not enough protection yet for victims, but it’s a
start, and victims are starting to have a say in what is
happening. If they have any informatior for parole
officers, that information will not be buried in a file, to
help the case of those poor inmates who are to be
released on parole.

The hon. member also mentioned that our Canadian
system was not as bad as all that. I think it was the hon.
member for Parkdale—High Park who said: T have
someone who has a son in jail in the United States who
would like to be transferred to Canada. I have many
cascs that arc similar. You know why they want to be
transferred (0 Canada? Because they are better off in
Canada. They are treated better. Sentences are shorter
and parcle is more flexible. In some places in the United
States, there is no parole at all, although I have no
statistics to prove this.

I have also received a number of requests. I know that
Canadians would rather be detained in Canada than in
Florida. T know that by experience. There have been
several cases. So it isn't as bad as all that. We do more
than offer condoms in prison. Conditions are quite good.
They are very well treated. 1 don’t know whether I could
say the same for the viclims. When you see corrections
officers bringing an inmate to hospitai after a fight or an
accident, and when you see them walking past 50 people
who have been waiting for three hours—these are
taxpavers who scc these inmates. I agree, we cannot
leave this inmate on a chair in front with two guards—
but you can be certain, dear collecagues, that our tele-
phone has not stopped ringing for three days with people
saving: “I am a taxpayer. Why must I wait for three hours
when a prisoner goes in directly? He docs not even pay
tax, he docs not even pay his credit card”. They may be
right, but that is how the system is. Maybe that can be
correcled some day too.

There is something else. My colleagues werc just
saying—I will not use up my 20 minutes, Mr. Speaker, I
will try to be very bricf, T just want o get some messages
across. Correctional officers—
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An hon. member: It’s your bill!

Mr. Della Noce: My colleague says that it is our bill.
Just because we are on this side does not necessarily
mean that we always agree with everything. We call that
being wimps. I am with the government. I am a team
player, but in my riding there are responsible people who
need my attention and who asked me to spcak here. That
is democracy. I will try to do so in accordance with the
rules; if they like something, I will say so and if they
don’t, I will say so. I will try to work with the minister and
with the government to improve it. [ congratulated the
minister. I congratulated the government. I say that it is
good and inspires confidence. I also said that there was
not enough for the victims. I do not defend criminals, I
defend victims. I will never defend criminals. Where I
come from, I have seen too many criminals, people who
killed, raped, mutilated children and even threw them
over the Jacques Cartier Bridge. One cannot defend
such pcople. However, I am prepared to defend the
victims who are alone and abandoncd as if they were
worthless.

* (1500)

I also want to say that we have people throughout
Canada who do an outstanding job. Someone, I think it
was the hon. member for Parkdale or York Scuth—
Weston, just told me that guards spend only eight hours
a day in prison. Yes, that is true; it is only eight hours and
not twenty-four. But it is eight hours cvery day. And
those people do not do it just for the money. They are
serving the country, Canada, and they deserve high
praise from us because they work and have to put up with
the insults and bad mood of those prisoners and cannot
do anything about it because the law is thc law and
sometirmes one just docs not feel like answering back. So
those people deserve a medal.

That is why when some of them retire from the
penitentiaries in my riding, I am the first to g0 and give
them a medal because they have served Canada for 30
and even 32 years. They have been paid for their service,
I agree, but I assure you that they deserve a medal from
Canada for spending 25 or 30 years with prisoners and
criminais. I am proud to honour them when they leave
their job.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I believe that society must do
more. I also believe that the service, the police and
journalists must do more. When there is a hostage taking
too much is made of the one who got frec but
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rothing is ever said about the poor victim or the children
of the person who was killed by that man or woman—it is
usually men—as in Laval, for example, where he had
alrcady killed or raped or mutilated and committed 10 to
15 crimes. And they are still given a chance, they are
allowed out, although they are dangerous, to kill some-
one else. When will it end? Where does it stop, where do
we draw the line?

That is the purpose of this bill. This bil tries to draw
the line in the right place. Parclees are not as bad as all
that. Their success rate is nearly 99.4 or 99.5 per cent—I
checked the figures the other day. Sure, it is not easy to
say who in advance, but those people do a darn good job.
We must stop criticizing them. We must remember that
it is not easy to judge a prisoner, a criminal whg has spent
25 years behind bars, to try to make sense of his story and
things did not always happen as they are reported.

Mr. Speaker, all I ask of committee members and all
my colleagues is to try to do more, something to please
gveryone, especially taxpayers, the public, our fellow
citizens who elected us and who want the most efficient
system possible and to be safe. When you live in a place
with 1,000 prisoners and hear about escapes or when
something happens like a prison rioi—we have seen that
in Laval. We have had prison riots, crimes, jailbreaks,
gverything in Laval—I can teli you that it is not funny for
society, for the people who live in the surrounding area.

My job is to make it as safe as possible for them and
this bill will enable us to do so. I will keep on working to
improve it even more and to think especially of the
victims, which I recommend my colleagues also do.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Questions and
comments. The hon. member for Parkdale—High Park.

[English]

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale—High Park): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased the hon. member did get up on behalf of his
party. He did add some valuable contribution to the
debate, but I think he missed the whole point of what I
was trying to say. He was talking about the prisons in his
riding,

That is not what I am talking about. Those people are
under very close supervision. I know about the prisoners
who have to go to the hospital. They go there under very
close supervision.

I am talking about the people who feave the prison to
be integrated into their communities. Let me give the
hon. member an example. Again, this pertains to the
Exodus Link in my riding over which there was so much
controversy.

In 1988, Mr. Fredericks was hauled back to prison by
federal Solicitor General James Kelleher because of a
furore in Toronto over the presence of sex offenders in
halfway houses. He was ultimately released on a manda-
tory supervision program and angrily refused to go back
to a halfway house. Shosily afterward he abducted an
11-year old Brampton boy, sexually assaulted him in his
apartment and then killed him.

This is what the community is afraid of and I want to
ask the hon. member who is not listening how this bill
will prevent these incidents. If it is mandatory supervi-
sion, mandatory means it is a must. He must be under
constant supervision,

How did this offender, a former sex offénder, under
mandatory supervision go out and kill an 1l-year old
boy? That is what I am talking about, not the people who
are in his riding under lock and key, under guard. I
applaud the guards too. They are doing an excellent job.

This is what this bill is supposed to address.

Mr. Della Noce: Mr. Speaker, I would like to answer
my hon. colleague. Maybe my French was not very good,
but I did speak about the person who came out and
hugged the police after he killed his girifriend and left
the little kid alone. Nobody speaks about it. If the law
existed as we propose to change it, these things would
never happen.

I was ashamed to be from Laval when I saw this goy
who got the whole city upset because he kept somebody
inside who was dead for three days. When he came out
with his sunglasses like a big shot, he hugged the
policeman like a star. After one week we spoke about
this guy. When he went inside the jail, he was a star
because he kept the police on guard for three days.

That is what I am speaking about. This guy should
never go out. If we had had the death penalty he would
never have been out because he committed seven or
eight crimes before he got out. He was on vacation,
wearing sunglasses. That is what I am against,
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If I spoke about the inside as these people come in, I
could give you some examples. I could give you dozens of
examples. I was ashamed to be from Laval when I saw
this man hugging the poiice and I wrote to the chief of
police in my area and said that I could not accept this
kind of thing because he is a criminal.

Do you know that since then nobody has spoken about
the victim and the little boy who is all alone with no one
to take care of him. I wish I could do something about it.

This law will do something but I wish we could do a
Hittle bit more. I said, and perhaps my French was not
perfect, was that the first-time offender should not be
there. We should give him a chance to go back on the
right path,

I believe from my own experience that 60 per cent to
70 per cent of the young offenders who are inside could
go out in a safe way.

M. Sid Parker (Kootenay East): Mr, Speaker, T would
like to ask a question of the member with regard to the
parole system. He bragged about what his government
was doing and the changes it was making. I want to know
if the member is proud of the fact that a former member
for Kootenay East, a member of the government, whose
only expertise to my knowledge was in the expertise of
explosives and also sitting as a stock broker, after being
defeated in this House was appointed to sit on the parole
board in British Columbia.

I ask the member if he feels that that person, with
those qualification, is the type of appointment that
should be made. We have heard asbout the various
appointments that arc made, but the people in Kootenay
East recognize this as patronage of the worst kind.

Also comments were madc by the judicial system
about the appointments of these parole officers because
of their concern of the knowledge that these people have
when they sit and serve on this board.

I want to ask the member if that is the proper
qualification and if that is what he is proud of with regard
to his government because the constituents in my riding
have a great deal of concern about that.

Mr. Della Noce: Mr. Speaker, first of all I would like to
say to my friend that it is impossible to analyse one single
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case and it is impossible to have on this parcle beard all
experienced chiefs of police.

I do not think they are all as experienced as they could
be on that committee, especially the one I had in Laval
who hugged the criminal who just killed maybe half a
dozen times. It is not for me to judge, but the people who
name these people are smart enough to know if they are
doing a good job. Possibly my hon. colleague thinks only
NDP people can do that job. I never put in doubt the
NDP nomination of Ed Broadbent. Like the Prime
Minister said in May, anyone is good as long as he has
good information, This bill will provide the good infor-
mation which was locked in a little file before. The
victims who will be allowed to say a few words.

o (1810}
An hon. member: Wrong,

Mr. Della Noce: It is not wrong. My hon. colleagues
says wrong. BEverybody will be allowed to say a few words
and if the person in charge has good information, he will
make a good decision,

Mr. Rob Nicheolson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis.
ter of Justice and Attorney Gemeral of Canada): Mr.
Chairman, I would like to compliment the member on
his speech and ask him to comment a little bit about the
process that we have here today.

Hon. members and those watching these proceedings
could easily forget that we are talking about changes to
the Parole Act, changes that will keep dangerous crimi-
nals serving their sentences longer.

The hon. member for York South—Weston is shaking
his head. That is one of the problems that we have here
this afternoon. They talk a great game hcre about
worrying about the judicial and legal system, Now, when
we could get a bill through here this afternoon, Mr.
Speaker, you will notice one Liberal up after the next all
making the same comments about how concerned they
are about crime. Then when there ig a bill on the Order
Paper, something that will do something about danger-
ous crirninals, a bill that puts the protection of the public
paramount, what do they do? They want to cxtend the
debate on and on and on.
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I would like to point out, Mr. Speaker, and I will ask
the hon. member to comment on this in a second, that
one of the things we are not getting to as well by the
members extending this debate, is the final reading of
the Young Offenders Act. Again, it is a bill that puts
a new test into the Young Offenders Act that makes
it clear that the protection of the public is paramount.

The members of the Liberal Party bleating about how
worried they are about crime are making it impossible
here this afternoon to get both these fine bills before
Parliament. That is why some of my colleagues on this
side, because they are more responsible say: “Let’s get
on with this thing, Let’s pass these two excellent pieces
of legislation”, which apparently are mot going to be
passed this afternoon because of the actions of the
Liberal Party. ;

Could the hon. member comment on that?

Mr. Della Noce: Mr. Speaker, I am very upsel when I
see my colleague shaking his head. He did not even
speak on the bill. He gave all the statistics about crimes
in Toronte. I could give you, Mr. Speaker, those for
Montreal. It is not better.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois); On a point of
order, the hon. member for York South—Weston.

Mr. Nunziata: I would just like to correct the member.
Perhaps you can, Mr. Speaker. He just indicated that T
did not speak on the bill.

T do not know where he was this morning—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I apologize. It is not
a point of order. The hon. member very briefly.

[Transiation)

Mr. Della Noce: Mr. Speaker, [ will conclude briefly
and in very good French. I deeply regret what my
colleagues are now doing; they are trying to put obstacles
in our path when we present a bill so that people can
regain confidence in Canada’s prison system. That is
what we want t0 do and I hope that all hon. members will
co-operate with us.

[English)

Mr., Cooper: Mr. Speaker, I just listened with great
care to the parliamentary secretary to the minister of
justice. I think he has made a very important observation
and that is that members would like to discuss this bill.

I think what we would like to do on this side of the
House is to make that opportunity available to members.
The House is supposed to move on to the adjournment
debate at 6.22 p.m. I would like to offer to members of
the House that we continue sitting and debate this
Important issue this evening.

Mr. Nunziata: Mr. Speaker, on the same point of
order. If this government had any credibility at all, we
would be able to talk in a very constructive way about
expediting this bill. I have waited patiently for seven long
lonely years for some meaningful reform in the criminal
law area.

This government introduced the bill--look how thick
it is, Mr. Speaker, hundreds of pages—on October 8.
The government has called for second reading today and
it wants it passed this afternoon, a bill that kas over 100
clauses in it. :

Is that any way to legislate? That is pure nonsense. We
take a responsible position on this side of the House and
we want to debate the bill.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Does the parlia-
mentary secretary have a motion?

Mr. Albert Cooper (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of State and Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons): Yes, Mr. Speaker. If I understood the hon.
member he said he wanted to debate the bill, so I assume
that means we would sit beyond 6.22 p.m.

Mr. Nunziata: Mr. Speaker, we have debated this hill
all day Iong. We have a number of other members who
wish to speak to this bill. We will speak to this bill at 11
a.m. sharp tomorrow morning when the House resumes.
We will be prepared to debate the bill all day tomorrow.

Mr., Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I am a bit confused here. I
know the members would want to follow the traditions of
the House, as I would.

An hon, member: A learned expert.

Mr. Waddell: And being a bit of an expert, I want to
ask, Mr. Speaker, if the parliamentary secretary is
moving that we sit extra hours. I am confused here.
Would he tell us—

Mr, Cooper: Mr. Speaker, I am preparcd to move
under Standing QOrder 26:

That this House continue 1o sit beyond the ordinary time of
adjournment.
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The Acting Speaker (Mr, DeBlois): Wiil those mem-
bers who object to the motion please rise in their place.

More than 15 members having risen, pursuant to
Standing Order 26(2) the motion is deemed to have been
withdrawn.

Mr. Jan Waddell (Port Moedy—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I had not intended to rise. I thought this was
going to be dealt with this afternoon. I would have
preferred that, but it has been sort of talked out by the
hon. member over there. Obviously the Liberals want to
keep debating.

I only have a couple of minutes, but I just want to add
this, We are all concerned about crime. It does not
matter where you live, whether you live in Laval or
Edmonton or in Teronto, and especially in Toronto. I
heard especially what the hon. member from Broad-
view--Greenwood was saying. I was listening carefully to
what he was saying about people being afraid to go ount,
and so on. Quite frankly, wc have similar problems. I am
from Coguitlam in the suburbs of the greater Vancouver
area. We have had murders there recently. We have had
our share of the problems too. Canadians are concerned.
As a matter of fact, as somc members said, they are
perhaps more concerned about this than the Constitu-
tion because they really feel this affects them.

The THouse really has to deal with it and the govern-
ment has to deal with it. We support this bill. We think it
is the beginning of dealing with very hard core offenders,
but we want the government to commit itself to some
procedure for effective rehabilitation.

We also want the government to be honest with the
Canadian people. If you read The Toronto Star today, you
see & big headline. The government has a law and order
agenda. It wants Lo pass pretty well a bill a day to deal
with all these matters.

As a matter of fact, the government has had the gun
control biil. It has weakened it. L has had the Young:
Offenders Act bill here before the House for the last
year. It had the mental/insanity provisions five years ago,
and it only brought them lotward because the court told
them to do it. There arc all sorts of other aspects that it
has not brought forward.

Mr, Nicholson: Mr. Speaker, I know the hon. member
would not want to leave this on the record. He said that
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the government has weakened the gun control bill, I
believe that was a slip of the tongue, because in fact no
such thing has happened to the gun control bill and I
know he would not want to leave that on the record.

® (1820)

Mr. Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I only have a couple of
minutes,

Here is how I suggest we deal with crime. I think we
have to get tough on guns, especially hand guns in our
major cities and we have to have another look, not only
at this gun control bill we are going to debate this week,
but maybe at another gun control bill later on.

We have to look at mental patients on the streets.
YWhat is happening in New York is starting to happen in
our big citics. You mentioned High Park and Parkdale. I
know that area of Toronto. If we dump a lot of mental
patients on the street, we are going to have problems if
we do not provide facilities for them. That is what is
happening in the United States and it is starting to
happen in Toronto and in other big cities,

We have to pay parole and probation officers properly.
The federal government cannot just kecp cutting back
money to the provinces and expect good services. We
have to get off all the political hacks and get a good
parele board so that we do not just make it a nest for
Conservative patronage.

We have to look at our judges and not make patrenage
appointments and we have to have this House of
Commons or a new Senate look at the kinds of judges we
want to have in this country.

Then we have to tackle poverty and provide jobs for
people. We bave to deal with illiteracy and child abuse
and family violence. That is the way to tackle crime.

We can give all sorts of speeches in this House, and I
am as guilty of it as anyone. Let us get tough on crime. I
believe we should get tough on crime. All members
believe we should get tough on crime, but let us look at
the real causes of crime and let us tackle them and let us
do it soon,

Mr. Boudria: Mr. Speaker, a point of order was raised
in this House earlier and on a point of order a motion
under Standing Order 56 was moved. I believe that the
Speaker recognized that motion as being valid. As a
matter of fact, we voted on it.
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The point I am bringing to the Speaker is that perhaps
the Chair together with the Table officers could review
whether that procedure was in order. It is my belief,
Sir, that vote should not have been taken and that the
motion was mnot in order because a motion to adjourn
can be proposed at any time. The kind of motion we
dealt with tonight can only be proposed when someone
actually has the floor during debate.

I would ask the Chair to review that and report to the
House tomorrow when it begins to sit at 11 a.m.

[Transiation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I acknowledge the
comment by the hon. member for Glengarry—Pres-
cott—Russell and, if necessary, I will provide additional
information subsequent to the ruling made this after-
noon.

(English]

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[English)

A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order
38 deemed to have been moved.

FISHERIES

Hon. Roger C. Simmons (Burin—St. George’s): Mr,
Speaker, back in September [ raised in the House a
question of a report on the state of the inshore fishery
which had been done by a former employee of the
minister of fisheries, now working in his capacity with the
fishermen’s union and doing this report for the Indus-
trial Adjustment Services Committee of that union.

The report found that the fishermen and the plant
workers on the northeast coast and throughout New-
foundland were headed for one unmitigated disaster in
terms of the fishery. At that time I appealed to the
minister to bring in some kind of an aid package.

He subsequently did that. He called it an aid package.
I raised the matter on several occasions, in particular on
October 21, pointing out that many communities includ-
ing the community of Lawn in my district were facing

particular difficulties. I mentioned Lawn at that time and
let me tell you why I did.

‘Lawn has 70 fishermen, One of them told me today
that it is the worst year he had ever seen in the fishery in
Lawn. Forty—five of those fishermen will not even qualify
for unemployment insurance this year, plus about 70
plant workers in that community, & community which
normally lands about two to three million pounds of fish
and this year has landed 150,000 pounds.

i could mention another community, Lord's Cove,
with 32 fishermen, 16 of whom will not qualify. One
fisherman told me today that in his boat he has had less
than $1,000 income over a four-month period from May
to August. English Harbour East was saved by the
lgbsters. There were no groundfish, no mackerel and no
cod. Tn Seal Cove, Fortune Bay, there were no ground-
fish. Tt was saved by a bit of lump roe and some lobster.
There was an unmitigated disaster all along just about
every coast down there.

This 1042 syndrome we hear about, that those fisher-
men are supposed to be lazy and they work for 10 weeks
so that they can get Ul for 42 weeks, let me dispel that
one more time.

I was in McCallura a week or so ago and I asked a
fisherman how many weeks he had this year. He said:
“Do you mean this year or the usual?” 1 said: “Well give
me both.” He said: “Usually I do not bother to draw UL
at all. It is not worth my while because I get 43 or 44
stamps or weeks of insurable earnings and by the time
they get around to applying them I am back working
again. Sometimes I get two or three weeks Ul a year and
sometimes I do not bother to apply”. I said: “How about
this year?” He said: “I am scraping it to get 10 weeks”.
That is the difference down there.

Now the minister in his bravado said: “Anyone who can
show a reasonable connection to the fishery or t0 being a
plant worker is going to be assisted or my name is not
John Carnell Crosbie”, Maybe it is not when I tell the
House the following. Just after he made that statement,
he or his department issued a dictum wiping out,
removing from qualification, a whole group of people on
the west coast of Newfoundland, St. Georges Bay, St.
Georges Bay South, Port aux Basques and the southwest
tip of the island, and the Rose Blanch area. He removed
the whole category of people who, heretofore, would
have qualified because, under the minister’s words, they



