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Solicitor General of Canada 

Dear Mr. Kaplan: 

March 13, 1981 

We, the members of the Steering Committee, are pleased to 
submit for your approval the final report of the Release Study. 
This study, which was carried out consistent with your instruc
tions, covers the full spectrum of release. It is, we believe, 
the most comprehensive study of the subject ever carried out in 
this country. 

The only constraints you placed on the'study were those 
of time and resources. You specified that you would like it 
completed by the end of 1980, and that it should be conducted 
entirely by Ministry personnel. In fact, ail the substantive 
work was completed well within the time-frame but the prepara-
tion of the final report took somewhat longer. . 

With regard to resources, the study was carried out under 
the aegis of a Steering Committee composed of officials from the 
Ministry Secretariat, the National Parole Board and The 
Correctional Service of Canada •. Similarly, the Working Group 
was co~posed'of personnel from the same organizations, as listed 
at the end of the firat.section o£ Chapter I~ 

In our opinion, the Working Group has completely ful
filled the terms of its mandate, and we would like to thank all 
the members for an outstanding job and for the long hours they 
devoted to it. We believe the effort was well invested. The 
report should bring about an improved understanding of the 
various release programs and their inter-relationships and 
should form the basis for progressive improvements in the 
programs for several years to corne. 

Alan R. Needham (Chairman), 
Director, Policy (Corrections), 
Secretariat for the Ministry 

of the S~licitor General. 

Roger Labelle, 
Vice Chairman, 
National Parole Board. 

Gordon Pinder, 
Deputy Commissioner (Offender Programs), 
The Correctional Se~vice of Canada. 
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OTTAWA--The Hon. Bob Kaplan, 

P.C., M.P., Solicitor General of 

Canada, today tabled in the House 

of Commons the 210 page report of 

a Ministry study into all forms 

of conditional release from 

federal penitentiaries. The 
programs dealt with in the report 

are: temporary absence, day 

parole, full parole, earned 

remission and mandatory 

supervision. 

"The Release Study was one of the 

first studies I asked for on 

being appointed Solicitor 

General, due to public concern 

about some of the release 

programs," Mr. Kaplan said. "I 

felt, however, that instead of 

reviewing pl:,oblems aris ing from 

individual incidents or programs, 

we needed to go back to first 

principles and examine what we 

are trying to achieve when we 

release inmates early and to what 

extent such releases are 

consistent with the purposes of 

the sentence." 

OTTAWA - L'hon. Bob Kaplan, C.P., 

deput~, Solliciteur general du 

Canada, a d~pos~ aujourd'hui a la 

Chambre des communes un rapport de 

256 pages faisant suite a l'~tude 
du Minist~re sur toutes les formes 

de mise en libert~ sous condition 

accordees ~ des detenus de 

p~nitenciers f~d~raux. Les 

programmes dont traite ce rapport 

sont: 11 absenc.e temporaire, la 

liberation conditionnelle de jour, 

la liberation, conditionnelle 

totale, la remise meritee de peine 

et la liberation sous surveillance . 
obligatoire. 

"L'etude sur la mise en liberte 

sous condition est l'une des 

premi~res etudes que j'ai 

demandees lorsque j'ai et~ nomme 

Solliciteur general, en raison des 

preoccupations que creaient chez 

Ie public certains des programmes 

de liberation, a dit M. Kaplan. 

J'ai juge, toutefois, qulau lieu 

de passer en revue des probl~mes 

decoulant d'incidents ou de 

programmes particuliers, nous 

devions remonter aux premiers 

principes et examiner ce que nous 

essayons de realiser quand nous 

liberons des detenus de f:~7u 
anticip~e et dans quelle ~ ure 

.. 7£- ... ~~~''''"'''=Ill:;ii\1' 'r;;.;;:;;:;r.~m""""""'_"'.i--___ """""==·"----~---------=--~---_.""=,,,= .. ~,""",-;;::;,.- .. ,.-<. 
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The report should not be regarded 

as the views of the Minister. "I 

visualize a process of consulta-

tion on this report by my 

officials before making any far

reaching changes to the system." 

The report, which is probably the 

most comprehensive treatment of 

the subject ever undertaken in 

Canada, supports the principle of 

early release, including release 

by remission, but the members of 

the study team were unaole to 

agree on the question of manda

tory supervision of non-paroled 

offenders. 

Taken as a whole the goals of the 

release system are, the report 

says, vague, outdated, difficult 

to measure and possibly of less 

importance than other functions 

and consequences of release which 

are not formally recognized. The 

objectives need to be re-ordered 

- 2 -

ces mises en'liberte sont en 

accord avec les objectifs de la 

peine imposee II. 

Cerapport ne doit pas @tre 

considerecomme refletant les 

opinions du Ministre. "J'entre-

vois, dit M. Kaplan, une consul

tation de mes fonctionnaires sur 

la question avant d'apporter des 

changements au regime de mise en 

liberte. 1I Le rapport, qui 

represente probablement l'etude la 

plus exhaustive du sujet qui ait 

jarnais ete realisee au Canada, 

appuie Ie principe d'une mise en 

liberte anticipee, ce qui comprend 

la liberation par la remise de 

peine. Les mernbres du groupe 

de travail, toutefois, n'ont pu se 

mettre d'accord sur la question de 

la surveillance obligatoire des 

detenus qui ne beneficient pas 

d'une liberation conditionnelle. 

Les objectifs du systeme de mise 

enliberte, pris dans leur 

ensemble, sont juges vagues, 

~demodes, difficiles ~ mesurer et 

d'une moindre importance, 

peut-etre, que d'autres fonctions 

et consequences de la mise en 

liberte qui ne sont pas 

and more specific criteria 

developed. 

Of the report's 73 recornrnenda

tions~ one says that, although 

violence is engaged in by only a 

small percentage of offenders on 

release programs, much more needs 

to be done to identify poten

tially violent persons and situa

tions, and to prevent violent 

outcomes. 

The study team, Mr. Kaplan said, 

consisted of professional members 

of the Ministry Secretariat, The 

Correctional Service of Canada 

and the National Parole Board. 

"No constraints of any sort were 

placed on the team members,1I he 

said, lIexcept that of time. I 

was anxious to have the study 

completed within a year, but 

otherwise they were free to make 

whatever recommendations or 

comments they considered appro

priate. The result is a very 

thoughtful and objective report 

.~--:,-.• -. -, '~'-"~I'-:;-'--;:-'l~ 

- 3 -

officiellement reconnues. II 

convient de les rearnenager et 

d'elaborer des criteres plus 

precis. 

Une des 73 recomrnandations du 

rapport precise que bien qu'un 

faible pourcentage seulement de 

det€:nus mis en liberte commettent 

des actes violents de recidive, il 

convient de faire bien davantage 

pour identifier les personnes 

eventuellement violentes et les 

situations qui risquent de devenir 

'dangereuses, afin d'emp@cher des 

denouements tragiques. 

L'equipe chargee de'l'etude, a 

precise M. Kaplan, etait formee de 

specialistes du Secretariat du 

Ministere, du Service correction

nel du Canada et de la Commission 

nationale des liberations condi

tionnelles. IIAucune contrainte 

n'a ete imposee aux membres de 

l'equipe, a l'exception des 

delais. Je souhaitais vivement 

que l'etude fOt realisee dans 

l'espace d'un an, mais autrement 

les membres etaient libres de 

faire toute recommandation ou 

observation qu'ils jugeaient 

appropriee. Le resultat est un 

._-.....----.._ .• _._. J, 



'"t 
I 

, 

which will stimulate consid~rable 

public interest." 

In making the report public, 

Mr. Ka91an stressed that he hopes 

to have public reaction during 

the summer and fall. "I want all 

interested groups and individuals 

to have an opportunity to comment 

before any major changes in the 

system are made," he said. 

For further infornation: 

(613) 996-2847 

- 4 -

-30-

------~----------- ----------

rapport extr@mement objectif et 

bien pense qui ne manquera pas 

d'attiser l'int~r@t du public." 

Au moment 00 i1 publie ce rapport, 

M. Kaplan espere encourager une 

r~action du public au cours de 

l'~t~ et de 1'automne. "Je veux 

que tous les groupes et les per

sonnes i~teresses aient 1'occasion 

de faire des observations avant 

que soient apport~s des change

ments d'envergure." 

Pour de plus anples renseigne

ments: (613) 996-2847 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. RELEASE OBJECTIVES 

The study found the objectives of release to be of concern, 
for various reasons. The statutory criteria for pa,role are 
vague and, in two instance$, do not appear to be in keeping 
with modern correctional theory and evidence. There is some 
question whether the formal objectives of release are effect
ively pursued. Various other functions of release, which are 
not recognized as objectives (or not by all key actors), are 
strongly in evidence and may be at'least as important to consider 
as the formal objectives. There are conflicts between release 
functions which may be of key interest.to ope agency, and those 
functions which are of interest more to another agency. 

1. All three statutory criteria need to be re-examined on a 
ministry level and interdepartmentally as part of the 
Criminal Code Review process. On a more inunediate level, 
there is a need for the objectives,~effects and principles 
of release to be re-examined on a ministry level in order 
to determine whether they should be reformulate~ (p. 46). 

2. The statutory crite.ria in the Act should be amended to 
remove the requirements that a parole be based on maximum 
benefit from imprisonment and that parole will aid the 
offender's reform. In fact, there is some merit in 
rewriting the statute to reflect reasons for denial rather 
than granting (p. 64). 

3. The available large "models" for reform of release should 
continue to be studied and monitored, especially in the 
light of any re-ordering of priorities and objectives 
which may occur as a result of the Study's first reconunenda
tion (p. 154). 

4. Any parole policy will have costs of various kinds. The 
balance drawn between costs and benefits should be better 
understood (Le., measured) in order that it can be 
better controlled (p. 65). 

IT.!.. RELEASE DECISION-MAKING 

The Study identified various concerns about decision-making and 
decisions in release. Some of these are adressed under specific 
program headings below. On a more general level, however, the 
Study expressed concerns about virtually 'all programs and stages 
in. release, along a few conunon dimensions. First, concern was 
expressed over the lack of concrete policy direction and specific 
decision criteria to guide release decision-makers, case preparation 
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personnel, offenders, judges, and the public. The danger and 
apparent existence of disparities in various release decisions 
were identified. The rates bf granting of certain types of 
release may be too low, if overall success rates are taken as 
indicative of selection policy. The decision-making system 
also suffers from a lack of timely, specific and relevant 
feedback on its decisions, with which to guide and against 
which to monitor its decisions. Finally, the Study identified 
the need for a better review process through which certain 
decisions may be appealed. , 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS ------------------------
5. NPB must provide more specific criteria in law to guide 

its decisions and provide notice of its policies (p. 64). 

6. There should be an extensive study of actual NPB decisions. 
The purpose of this study would be twofold. First, it 
would determine the level of "unexplained variance" 
(disparities which cannot be accounted for) in parole 
decisions. Second, the findings about what patterns of 
"explainable ll variation are observable will allow policy
makers to make decisions about (I) how desirable these 
influences are~ (2) whether they should be changed~ and 
(3) whether they be formalized in order to guide future 
decisions in a more definitive way, in order to avqid future 
disparity (p. 67-8). 

7. All Parole Board Members and REO's, Wardens, CO's, PO's and 
regional esc Offender Programs Managers should be automatic
ally provided with a standard format description of the 
decisions made about conditional release in their own and 
all other regions every month. On a quarterly basis, all 
concerned officials should receive information on the out
comes of releases granted either in that quarter or in the 
equivalent quarter of the previous year (p. 122-3). 

8. We were struck by the paucity of systematic efforts in the 
Ministry to study violent and other recidivism and develop 
more consistent, objectifiable systems for predicting . 
possible future violent and other offences. A statistical 
prediction scoring system for violence should be developed, 
validated and calculated for each federal offender at the 
time of admission, should be made available to CSC and NPB 
decision-makers on every file, and should be placed, along 
with statistical scores for general recidivism, on the 
Ministry data system (p. 108-9). 

9. Some NPB appointments are of a quasi-political nature, and 
this is undesirable because it serves to damage the credi
bility of the entire Board and it may inhibit the Board's 
ability to control policy and the individual exercise of it. 
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The,study group was unable to agree on a system which could 
str~ke a prope: ba~ance between independence of hiring and 
t~e need to ma~nta~n some (undefined) standard of qualifica
~~ons., Study should be made of the options available, 
1~c~ud~ng the use of nomination/screening bodies and of 
c~v~l service merit hiring (p. 70). ' 

The possibility of moving to the use of hearing examiners 
should be explored as an alternative to further expansion 
of NPB (p. 62). 

We are not in a position to specify what types of training 
are ~e7ded f~r Board Members, but it is self evident that 
suff~c~ent t 7me must be given to newly appointed Members 
~o learn,pol~cy, procedures and something of how they work 
~n ~r~ct~ce. ,NO new Member should participate in case 
dec~s~ons unt~l he has been familiarized with the system 
(p. 71). 

The ~p~ Internal Review process should be strengthened. 
Spec~f~cally, the Internal Review Committee should be 
created as a separate body within NPB and not made up 
through overlapping membership with other NPB panel 
Mem~e:s. Inte:nal,Review should be empowered to reverse a 
dec7s~on when ~t d~sagrees with it substantively. Internal 
Rev~ew ~hould hold,hearings, establish time limits for the 
~chedul~ng of hear~ngs and notification of decisions to an 
~~mate, and should establish a procedure for written sharing 
w~t~ ~ll NPB Mem~ers of any significant precedents of 
dec~s~ons. Cons~deration should be given to allowing CSC 
to ~ppeal the,gra~t of parole or nay parole to Internal 
Rev~ew where ~t d~sagrees with its substance, but caution 
mus~ ~e taken to ensure this does not delay final parole 
dec~s~ons for other than very brief periods (p. 72). 

Once a more vigorous and effective Internal Review mechanism 
has been established, the Solicitor General should enter 
into disc~ssions with,the Correctional Investigator in order 
to determ~~e whether ~t would be feasible, given existing 
and potent~al resources ~ to h,;p:ve complaints about parole 
referred to ~he Correct~onal Investigator (p. 72). 

There should be as full as possible a disclosure to the 
offender of the information which will form the basis for 
a release decision, prior to the making of that decision 
(p. 73). 

TEMPORARY ABSENCES 

A number of.~roblems with TA's were found by the Study. The 
number of TA s granted annually has decreased markedly in recent 
years,. lar~ely b7c~use,o~~th~ limit of 72 hours per quarter 
placed on rehab~l~tat~ye" unescorted TA's. Many penitentiarv 
and parole staff COn~?1ted felt that the TA system is no long~r 
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very responsive to institutional and offender needs. Strict 
lind ts on unes.corted TA I a have increased escort costs and 
prevented some TA's because of the unavailability of escorts. 
Most:. TA' s are escorted, though unescorted TA' s are a better 
(though by no means reliable) "test" of readiness for further 
releases. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 
-----------~------------

15. There appears to be inadequate prov1s1on for the granting 
of UTA's designed to offset the debilitating effects of 
incarceration, to provide a "break" from imprisonment, 
and to reduce overall levels of institutional tension. 
NPB and CSC procedures manuals should be amended to allow 
for 3-day humanitarian UTA's in the discretion of the 
Warden, where no "undue risk" is involved, but not 
requiring any specific "rehabilitative" plan from the 
inmate other than that he supply an address at which he 
can be reached, obey the law, and return on time.NPB 
would, however, retain authority over persons serving 5 
years or over; at least for the first TA (p. 51-2). 

16. The limit on unescorted "rehabilitative" TA's should be 
extended to 72 hours per month (p. 53). 

17. The TA program should not be limited to penitentiaries of 
lower security status (p. 52). 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

A greater use of civilian and volunteer escorts should be 
made, on approval by Wardens, subject to NPB approval on 
cases under NPB authority (non-delegated cases) (p. 53). 

Travel time should not be counted against the maximum 
limits placed on TA duration, though the hour of return 
should be fixed on the permit (p. 55). 

A feasibility study should be done, i~cluding of the 
resource implications, of automatic review for UTA at 
eligibility; in the case of delegated UTA's, CSC could 
approve any UTA at that time but denials, and all non
delegated decisions, would be reviewed also by NPB upon 
appeal by the inmate. Reasons would be given in writing 
for denial (po 55). 

It is essential that the Ministry develop a better capacity 
for evaluating the effects of TA's on an offender's ultimate 
chances of success. Proper evaluation will necessitate 
"control for" other case factors which may influence both 
the chances of receiving a TA and the chances of ultimately 
succeeding after release (p. 24). 
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IV. DAY PAROLE AND CCC/CRC 

The Study found that the fluidity and flexibility of the day 
parole concept has also led to some confusion about the overall 
concept and purpose of the program. There is some perceived 
danger that day parole has become almost a prerequisite for full 
parole, and that it may have decreased the granting of full 
parole, or extended the average time served until full parole. 
The effectiveness of day parole as a "test" of readiness for 
full parole is noted as a concern. Many of the persons consulted 
felt t.hat day parole, especially with a requirement of CCC or 
CRC residence, may be "overused". AS' suggested under "TA's", 
there is concern in the penitentiaries that "limited day parole" 
may not be adequately filling the need left by the limits placed 
on TA's. 

22. The Working Group shares the view that the objectives of 
day parole need to be more precisely articulated as to the 
criteria for granting (p. 60). 

23. A policy is needed as to whether day parole should be 
used in cases of relatively good risks or should be 
oriented more towards risky cases, and whether day parole 
prior to the expiration of one third of the sentence is 
appropriate on grounds of justice and humaneness (p. 60). 

24. Though in practice the reasons for day parole denial are 
typically commu,nicated 'to the inmate, the Parole Regula
tions should be amended to mandate the written provisions 
of reasons for parole denial (p. 62). 

25. 

26. 

27. 

NPB also needs to come to grips with those regional 
disparities in the approach to and use of day parole which 
are not (as many are) a product of differences on available 
resources (p. 60). 

Our overall view is that day parole with CCC or CRC residence 
should be used more where there is a real need for resources 
or a perceived need for short-term extra st.ructure of 
"surveillance" before full parole or MS. It is not necessary 
that day parole be used as prerequisite for full parole, nor 
should it be permitted to delay full parole release in large 
numbers of cases (p. 60). 

Study should be made of the practicability of automatic 
review of all inmates ~£or day parole at the time of 
eligibility (p. 149). 

" 
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28. There is a~ apparent inconsistency in granting post
suspension hearings to full parolees prior to revocation 
decisions, but not necessarily granting hearings to day 
parolees whose release has been terminated. There are or 
may be, however, resource limitations within NPB which 
would make prompt hearings in all such cases impossible. 
A workload feasibility study should be made of allowing 
hearings prior to day parole termination in all cases 
where the offender requests it. The possibility of moving 
to the use oi,.7 hearing examiners at this and other stages 
should be explored as an alternative to further expansion 
of NPB (p. 62). 

29. Persons successfully completing day parole and 
being "released" on full parole or MS must go through a 
procedure of official release, including a medical examina
tion, at a "penitentiaryll. CSC should examine the feasibility 
of using parole district offices and CCC's for this purpose. 
CSC should also-enter into negotiations with provincial 
facilities, through exchange of service agreements, to 
permit the necessary procedures to be done, on a fee-for
service basis, by the usually more conveniently located 
provincial jails. (The ground for this kind of arrangement 
is already laid in federal-provincial Exchange of Services 
Agreements.) (po 62) 

30. There was a need expressed for more CCC and CRC bed-space, 
except in certain instances of available bedspace in a 
large city. There is also a distinct lack of CCC or CRC 
facilities in remote areas, and small towns (po 61). 

31. We find the per diem fee paid by CSC for CRC use 
to be too low to enable these facilities to operate 
competitively, to fulfill security requirements imposed 
on them by the Ministry, to pay their staff an adequate 
and equitable wage, and to offer sufficient services to 
their residents (p. 61). 

32. Because, legally, day parolees are "inmates ll , CCC and CRC 
residents sometimes experience difficulties in obtaining 
provincial health insurance, even though CCC's are too 
small to include medical staff and indigent inmates may 
have to travel to the penitentiary from which they were 
transferred in order to obtain medical care. CSC should 
enter into negotiations with provincial authorities to 
ensure that all released persons are registered with the 
provincial health insurance scheme at the time of their 
release, and are therefore covered and assigned a coveruge 
number from the day of release. 
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33. Better communication is needed to give inmates· a more 
accurate picture of what is expected from CCC or CRC 
residents (p. 149). 

34. CCC residents just released from penitentiary be given a 
couple of weeks to adjust to the transition and to re
acquaint themselves with. the free world, before the staff 
pressure to obtain work and meet other goals begins in 
earnest. While in many instances this adjustment period 
is already provided, its legitimacy should be more fully 
recognized (p. 62). 

V. COMMUNITY SUPERVISION 

The Study found that the evaluative evidence on the effectiveness 
of community supervision is not definitive. Both greater support 
(in terms of training, staff development, innovative programming, 
discretionary funds, etc.) for and greater in-depth research on 
community supervision are needed. There should be experimental 
pilot projects to test out more fully the Ilbrokerage ll and "team" 
concepts of supervision, including their implications for 
purchase of services, staff development, and maintenance of 
supervision standards. Greater diversification of services 
to offenders should be provided through the private sector and 
other government departments. Various concerns have been raised 
about the suspension and revocation processes and their impact 
on the appearnace and reality of justice and humaneness. 
Virtually no agreement was reached on Mandatory Supervision or 
any of its aspects. 

35. A more serious commitment needs to be made to developing 
and evaluating the communit:y programs of corrections, 
and to identifying those aspects of community corrections, 
if any, which will be effective with various types of 
offenders (p. 21). 

36. The Ministry should conduct: detailed research on supervision 
including M.S., which would allow it to make an assessment 
of whether the treatment of: M.S. cases in service delivery, 
nature of surveillance, activities, use of suspension and 
revocation, etc., differ from the handling of parole 
cases, and if so, whether t:he idfferences are attributable 
solely to differences in M.S. case needs and behaviour (p. 93). 

37. The federal Solicitor General should look more closely into 
adapting the team/brokerage model to its operations. 
Commitment to the brokerage model must be more active if 
it is to be effective, howe:ver. Cash funds should be made 
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available to District Parole Dir.ectors for flexible use 
to purchase training, psychiatric help, work tools, 
marriage. counselling, or whatever services are felt 
to be needed in individual cases. Closer relations, on 
the level of senior management, need to be established 
with certain key agencies which provide services relevant 
to corrections. Standard arrangements for reserving seats 
in training courses need to be made. Serious attention 
must be given ,to assisting parole officers, who are often 
trained in and selected for casework skills, in adapting 
to the different orientation that the brokerage model 
implies (p. 77). 

38. More effective use also needs to be made of the private 
afte,rcare agencies in Canada, through block funding of 
diversified and specialized services for offenders. One 
real strength of the private sector, its potential for 
diversification, is not being tapped properly; if anything, 
the trend is towards standardization of the private sector, 
similar to that in government (p. 77-8). 

39. The standard conditions of parole should be reduced to the 
following: 

- to proceed directly to the area specified in the parole 
agreement and report upon arrival 

- to remain under the authority of the District Director 
or other designated representative 

- to remain in a designated area (individually determined 
and specified on each agreement) and not to leave this 
area without obtaining permission beforehand from the 
designated authority 

to obtain permission from the designated representative 
to purchase or carry a firearm 

to notify the designated representative of a change of 
address or employment status. 

All other conditions can be required as "special" conditions 
by NPB or "special instructions" of the parole officer if 
they are necessary or appropriate (p. 80-1) 

40. Review of the "restitution" policy and its legality should 
be made by NPB. Such a requirement should at any rate only 
be made in cases of clear ability to pay where the 
restitution requirement will not create undue pressute on 
the parolee (p. 81). 

----------

. i 

- 9 -

41. Parole Supervision staff morale is low, though we could 
make few specific recommendations to improve it. The 
problem seems to be tied to a loss of a sense of "mission" 
in community corrections, which is tied to the above-noted 
apparent lack of commitment to the community and of CSC. 
Other contributory factors appear to be a perceived emphasis 
on "quantity control", minimum standards, paperwork, and 
having to serve both CSC and NPB "masters". These problems 
should be carefully monitored to determine whether they 
can be remedied in the future (p. 151). 

42. Every effort should be made to reduce paperwork through the 
use of short-form reporting and reliance as much as possible 
on the parole officer's log book rather than on reports 
written from it. In particular, quarterly supervision 
reports on active cases could be reduced to a short form 
which would be supplemented with a descriptive report only 
on an as-needed basis (p. 78). 

43. Effective parole 'supervision Sh0Uld also involve rational 
allocation of resources to those cases who most need it, 
and less so to those cases who need it less. More scope 
should be made for the relaxation of supervision "minimum 
standards" for cases which are the better risks, and not 
cooperative to the idea of being supervised (p. 78). 

44. CSC Headquarters should encourage volunteer supervision 
programs as part of its policy on citizen involvement 
(p. 78). 

45. CSC man-year formulas should allow for parole officer 
activities which are directed towards the development of 
resources in the community, often the most time-consuming 
activity initially, but having valuable potential pay-offs 
(p. 78). 

46. Research is needed into the ground of actual suspensions and 
revocations to address complaints that revocation is over-used 
in non-criminal circumstances (p. 151) • 

47. Revocation should not be permitted on grounds of "prevention" 
of a breach 'of conditions (p. 81). 

48. Suspension notice should include all alleged violations, 
together with a descriptive account of the behaviour which 
constituted the violation (p. 81). 
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49. Parolees an~ MS cases may be held in custody beyond their 
warrant exp~ry date because a strict interpretation is 
pla<;:ed on Section 20 (1) of the P'arol'e Act, which requires 
an ~nma te, upon revocation of his' parole to be "recommitted 
to the p~ace of confinement from which h~ was allowed to go 
and rema~n at large at the time parole was granted to him 
or to the corresponding place of confinement for the ' 
territorial division within which he was apprehended". A 
co~p~undedproblem occurs when the offender is facing new 
cr~nunal charges. To remedy the problems involved in such 
situations, it was recommended that: 

- Section 20 of the Parole Act should be amended so as 
c, not. to r 7quire recommitment to the original releasing 
pen~tent~ary 

- nt~gotiations could be undertaken, and in fact were 
beg~n some years ago, to have local jails, parole 
off~ces and CCC's designated as "penitentiaries" for 
the purpose of recommitment and revocation decisions 
especially in brief Uturnaround" cases ' 

parole officers should inform the suspended offender 
of his option (NPB Policy and procedures, 106-2(1-2» 
to consent to his revocation and thereby waive these 
proceedings, which he may wish to do if little time 
is remaining before his warrant expiry or mandatory 
re-release date 

the ,?ffender should be informed as soon as possible 
of h1s next mandatory release date. Parole officers 
should have available a standard way of obtaining an 
accurate estimate in these cases: the Working Group 
reco~ends that, as a possible method, greater care 
be g~ven to the accuracy and details of entries on 
Penitentiary 208 (Release) forms, and that a copy of 
this form always be available for the parole officer 
to consult 

- Section 457 of the Criminal Code should be amended 
to make it clear that suspended parolees have a right 
to a bail hearing (pp. 82-3). 

50. Even where there has been no suspension r a hearing,'as to 
revocation of parole should normally occur at the offender's 
request unless he has absconded and is unavailable (p. 84). 

51. 'The Parole Act should be amended to require that the post
suspension h7aring occur within 2 months of the parolee's 
request for ~t, and that "reserved decisions" as to 
revocation not prolong the ultimate decision beyond two 
months unless it is inavoidable (p. 83). 
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Every effort should be made to correct any delays or 
defects which may contribute to a low rate of request for 
hearings as to revocation of parole, since it is essential 
that the appearance and reality of justice be maintained 
in a p'rocess which materially affects loss of rernissiol'l, 
potential time to be served and the'presence of a revoca
tion on the offender's record (p. 83). 

REMISSION 

The Study found that, while it was unlikely that remission 
operates as a system of positive incentive to above-average 
penitentiary adjustment, it may reinforce the penitentiary 
discipline and employment systems. It also serves the function 
of reducing the initial imprisonment time of non-paroled offenders 
and controlling penitentiary popUlations. There appear to be wide 
variations in the earning or loss of remission in various peniten
tiaries, especially for "program participation". 

On the whole, there was little support for the elimination of 
remission, but the inspecificity of earning criteria and the 
conflict between the "formal" and the actual practice of remission 
create the possibility of improper or disparate usage of remission. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

It would be preferable for remission to operate as a 
system which puniShes serious misconduct in penitentiary, 
and is not geared towards encouraging or evaluating 
program participation (p. 86-7). 

If this recommendation to use r~mission only to punish 
misconduct is rejected, we recommend that CSC institute 
a system for more specific criteria for the evaluation 
of program participation (p. 87). 

Guidelines are ne~ded to' help "independent chairpersons'" 
and CSC disciplinary chairpersons to decide when to take 
away remission as a punishment an~ in what amount (p. 87). 

Federal inmates should be given the right to appeal the 
loss of remission to the NPB in Ottawa for an independent 
review of whethe;t:' the circumstances of their loss of 
remission-ofit the criteria specified by CSC (p. 87). 

An offender on parole or mandatory supervision loses the 
remission standing to his credit if he is revoked to 
penitentiary. The amount of remission he has accumulated 
(and will lose) is determined by the amount of time he 
served in penitentiary prior to release, not by the 
seriousness of the behaviour which caused the revocation. 
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The criteria for the recreditingof remission (which should 
remain with NPB) should be expanded to include a principle 
of commensurate punishment for violations committed while 
on parole, and a more generous notion of fostering equitable 
outcomes for siro;i..lar circumstances (p. 88). 

58. The term "earned" should be eliminated from earned remission 
(p. 151). 

VIOLENCE AND OTHER CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS 

The Study found that the level of violence committed by persons 
under release t~J1ds to be exaggerated. It is not presently 
within our capability to predict who will be violent aft~r 
release, and under what circumstances, but more systemat1c 
efforts are needed in the study of potentially dangerous 
situations and persons. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS ------------------------
59. 

60. 

The Working Group found little systematic attention devoted 
to either predicting violence or pro;ridin~ treatment f,?r 
potentially violent offenders in pen1tent1ary. There 1S a 
need for both, on a continuing basis (p. 152). 

The Working Group recommends that a CSC/NPB c,?mmittee be 
established to review all the proposals made 1n two recent 
audits of release failures, evaluate their soundness, 
ensure that those which are valid but not yet accepted 
are implemented, and monitor the impleme~tation,and 
results of those which are approved. Th1S comm1ttee 
should report to the CSC/NPB Inter:i.inkages Committee on 
the progress of this implementation one year hence. 

VIII. CONFLICTS WITH SENTENCING 

The Study found that release systems '7re l1'?t,well understood by 
the judiciary, and this can lead to d1spar1t1es and to offend~rs 
serving more or less time in penitentiary prior to re17ase, tnan 
was intended by the judge. Judges appear 'to rely heav1ly on the 
existence of release, however, to determine the precise du:ation 
of punishment, assess risk, and mitigate se!ntences set dur1ng 
the high pressure and visibility of the court process. Release 
also appears to serve sentence equalization end~ which would be 
difficult to achieve through the courts. Many Judges have, or 
claim to have, more faith in prison treatment than do prison 
officials. 
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61. An annual pUblication should be:prepa,red and mailed to all 
criminal court judges, explaining not only the formal 
workings of the system, but summarizing (in far more detail 
than is available, for example, in current Annual Reports 
of the Ministry) the numbers of eligible persons who did 
and did not receive an early' release in the year (including 
rates of remission loss), the average amoung of time served 
prior to release and the average percentage of the sentence 
served, the length of the release, (particularly for TA' s 
and day paroles), some of tf~ characteristics of those 
released and not released, and the outcomes of the most 
recent available "cohorts" of releases. Also to be 
included in this publication would be the ,more specific 
criteria for release and revocation which we recommended 
be developed by NPB and CSC. Finally, a brief factual 
description should be included of the' types of programs 
available in every federal penitentiary, together with 
a statement of the number of inmates who can be accommodated 
in these programs. This should very definitely not be a 
"public relations" ,exercise, but a precise statement of 
what are very real and very tight limits upon the resources 
available for such programs as psychiatric and psychological 
assistance and industrial employment programs (p. 112). 

62. These publications should be supplemented by seminars 
and conferences at,tended by judges and parole officers 
(p. 113). 

63. We would urge that the Canadian. judiciary recognize and 
take action to reduce unexplained and unwarranted inequities 
in sentences, including the initial decision whether or 
not to imprison the defendant (p. 113). 

64. We recommend that as part of the federal government's 
Criminal Law Review exercise, serious study be made of 
numerical sentencing guidelines, projects and presumptive 
sentencing in California (p. 113). 

X. ELIGIBILITY FOR RELEASE 

The Study found various arguments supporting and opposing the use 
of statutorily fixed minimum terms which must be served prior to 
eligibility for various forms of release. Without resolving the 
overall question of the desirability ot. such terms, the Study 
made some recommendations for less major changes. 

65. Every effort should be made to avoid adding any further 
comp~exities to parole eligibility rules (p. 116). 
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The provision requiring inmates identified as "violent" to 
serve one-half of their sentences prior to full parole 
eligibility is unacceptable (p. 69). 

The parole by exception ~ower.should be re~to~ed to apply 
to any inmate whose specJ.al cJ.rcum:stances J.ndJ.cate that 
release prior to one third would bta in the int.erests of 
humaneness, equity or justice (p. 69). 

More liberal use should be made of parole by exception 
to enable women to be moved closer to their home communities 
under federal correctional supervision (p. 117). 

All minimum terms should be subjec·t to judicial review 
and possible reduction after ten years in prison, under the 
procedures established for the present provision for review 
of cases of first and second degree murder after fifteen 
years (p. 119). 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

Funds should be made available to finance conditional 
releases particularly TA' s for prE~-release planning for 
federal ~emale offenders from areas distant from Kingston 
(p. 117). 

Funds should be made available fOl= the Ministry to hire 
(either directly or through a private agency) for federal 
female offenders a special caseworker who would be assigned 
full-time to participate in the case man~gement ~eam, to . 
liaise with private aftercare and communJ.ty servJ.ce agencJ.es 
who may be dealing with the female offender befo~e or 
after release, and generally to ensure more meanJ.ngful 
release and pre-release planning for women. 

We recommend that the Solicitor Generalis recently constituted 
study group on Native Offenders and the criminal j~stice . 
system give special attention to the release questJ.on durJ.ng 
their initial six month survey of the problems faced by 
Natives (p. 118). 

A particular concern should be coordination of standards, 
procedures and programs for TA and DP i~ the federal and 
provincial jurisdictions, and the questJ.on of federal 
offenders on MS being supervised, through exchange of . 
services agreements, by provincial authorities. An ongoJ.ng 
NPB project to study proposals for improving services to 
the provinces should continue to be given strong support 
(p. 122). 

~~_,"",,~~~;~~~~~.., ... ~~~;~:;:;:. ~":;::;,::::;'==~~:,;::t':::;::<;:===="""'="'_""""''''''''''~'''''''''o;=~!''''''''==>=---........ ----. 
. . 

'.' 

COUCLUSIONS ET RECOl1r1ANDATIONS 

Ce qui suit est un resume tres succinct des conclusions de l'Etude du 
Solliciteur general sur la mise en liberte sous condition (1981). II 
ne peut evidemment saisir l'ensemble des arguments presentes dans 
l'etude meme, a laquelle nous renvoyons Ie lecteur. D'une fa90n 
generale, l'etude appuie en principe la mise en liberte anticipee, et 
cons tate que les infractions violentes et les autres actes de recidive 
commis par des detenus en liberte semblent etre moins frequents qu'on 
ne Ie croit. 

Is OBJECTIFS DE LA HISE EN LIBERT~ 

Les objectifs de la mise en liberte ont souleve diverses 
preoccupations pour divers motifs. Les objectifs officiels de 
la liberation conditionnelle (du moins tels qu'ils sont 
exprjmes d~hs la Loi) sont vagues et, dans deux cas 
particuliers, ne semblent pas conformes a la theorie et a la 
pratique modernes en matiere de correction. On peut se 
demander si les objectifs officiels de la mise en liberte sont 
effectivement pours~ivis. Diverses autres fonctions de la 
mise en liberte qui ne sont pas reconnues comme des obje.ctifs 
(ou du moins ne Ie sont pas par tous les acteurs principaux) 
sont extremement manifestes et pourraient etre au moins tout 
aussi importantes a considerer que les.objectifs officiels. 
II existe des conflits entre les fonctions de mise en liberte 
qui peuvent interesser un organisme et. celles qui presentent 
davantage d'interet pour un autre organisme. 

RECOMMANDATIOIIS SP~CIFIQUES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Les trois dispositions de la Loi relatives a la 
liberation conditionnelle totale ont besoin d'etre 
reexaminees, aux niveaux ministerier et interministeriel, 
dans Ie cadre ~e la revision du Code criminel. D'une 
fa90n plus immediate, il est necessaire de reexaminer les 
objectifs, les effets et les principes de la mise en 
libert~ a un niveau ministeriel faisant intervanir tous 
les organismes, afin de determiner s'il convient de les 
reformuler (p. 59). 

Les criteres que renferme la Loi doivent etre modifies de 
maniere a eliminer l'exigence. du "plus grand avantage 
possible de llemprisonnenent ll et celIe d'une contribution 
de la liberation conditionnellea l'amendement de 
l'individu. Au cours de ce processus, on devrait 
envisager de rediger de nouveau la Loi afin d'expri~er 
les raisons du refus d'accorder la liberation 
conditionnelle plut6t que les raisons de l'octroi' 
(p. 82). 

Les modeles dont on dispose pour apporter des changements 
fondamentaux au regime de liberation doivent continuer 
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d'etre etudi~s et control~s; particuli~rement a la 
lumiere de tout reamenagement des priorites et des 
objectifs qui pourrait d~couler de la prerni~re 
recommandation de l'Etude (p. 192). 

4. Toute politique des liberations conditionnelles 
s'accompagnera de coats et d'avantages de divers genres. 
L'~quilibre entre les coats et les avantages doit @tre 
mieux compris (c.-a-d. mesure) afin de pouvoir etre mieux 
contrale (p. 83). 

II. PRISE DE DECISIONS CONCERNANT LA MISE EN LIBERTt: 

L'Etude a degage diverses preoccupations auxq~elles donnent 
lieu la prise de decision et les decisions memes touchant la 
mise en liberte. Certaines sont examinees plus loin sous les 
rubriques des divers programmes. A Un niveau plus g~neral, 
toutefois, l'~tude a enonce les preoccupations les plus 
r~pandues touchant les diverses formes de mise en libert~ sous 
condition. En premier lieu, on s'est inqui~t~ de l'absence de 
principes concrets et de crit~res particuliers de d~cision 
devant guider les responsables en ~atiere de mise en libert~, 
Ie personnel de la pr~paration des cas, les d~tenus, les juges 
et Ie public. On a pris egalement conscience du danger et de 
l'existence apparente d'~carts prononc~s entre diverses 
decisions de mise en liberte. Certaines personnes consul tees 
estimaient que les taux dloctroi de certains types de 
liberation sont peut-etre trop faibles, si on prend les taux 
globaux de reussite comme indicateurs de la politique de 
selection. Le systeme de prise de decision souffre ~galement 
d'un manque de retroaction opportune et pertinente, 
retroaction qui servirait de point de repere pour la prise de 
decisions. Enfin, l'etude a defini Ie besoin d'un meilleur 
processus de revision qui permettrait d'en appeler. de 
certaines decisions. 

RECOMl1AUDATIONS SPECIFIQUES 

5. La CNLC doit prevoir l'existence, dans la Loi, de 
criteres plus precis pour guider ses decisions et faire 
connaitre ses politiques (p. 82). 

6. On devrait proceder a une etude pouss~e des d~cisions de 
la CNLC, etude qui aurait un double objet. En premier 
lieu, elle permettrait de determiner Ie niveau d'ecarts 
inexpliques (ecarts d~nt on ne peut rendre compte) dans 
les decisions relatives a la liberation conditionnelle. 
Deuxi~mement, les constatations sur les tendances 
observees du point de vue des ecarts explicables 
permettront aux definisseurs de politique de determiner 
1) dans quelle rnesure ces influences sont souhaitables; 
2) s'il convient de les changer; 3) s'il faut leur donner 
une forme pre~ise afin de guider les decisions futures de 
fayon plus marquee et d'eviter ainsi les disparites a 
l'avenir (p. 86). 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 
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Une preoccupation majeure a trait a l'absence complete 
d'un systeme viable et utile de retroinformation qui 
apporterait aux decisionnaires des donnees a jour et 
detaillees sur Ie nombre et les types de detenus a qui 
on accorde et refuse chaque mois les diverses formes de 
liberation. Tous les membres de la Commission des 
liberations conditionnelles,' les agents executifs 
regionaux, les directeurs d'etablissement, les agents de 
classement, les agents de liberation conditionnelle et 
les administrateurs regionaux des programmes pour les 
detenus d~ SCC devraient obtenir automatiquement un 
enonce normalise des decisions qui ont ete prises chaque 
mois en matiere de liberation sous condition dans leur 
re~ion et dans toutes les autres regions. Chaque 
trlmestre, tous les fonctionnaires interesses devraient 
recevoir de l'information sur l'issue des liberations 
accordees au cours de ce trimestre ou au cours du 
trimestre correspondant de l'annee prec~dente (p. 153). 

Nous avons ~t~ frappes par l'insuffisance d'efforts 
systematiques deployes au Ministere pour l'etude de la 
r~cidive accompagnee ou non de violence, et pour 
l'elaboration de systemes objectifs bien definis en 
matiere de prediction de la criminalite violente. Une 
echelle de prediction du comportement violent devrait 
etre etablie pour chaque detenu sous juridiction federale 
au moment de l'admission1 elle devrait etre mise a la 
disposition des decisionnaires du SC~ et de la CNLC pour 
chaque rlossier et @tre placee, avec d'autres tables 
statistiques concernant la recidive en general,dans Ie 
systeme de donnees du Ministere (p. 136). 

Certaines nominations de la CNLC ont un caractere 
quasi.politique, et c'est la un phenomene peu 
souhaltable, susceptible de nuire a la credibilite de 
l'ensemble de la Commission et de gener sa capacite de 
contraler la politique et son application particuliere 
par chacun des interesses. Le Groupe de travail n'a 
pu s'entendre sur un systeme propre a creer un juste 
equili~re entre l'independ~nce du recrutement et la 
necess 1 te de ma'intenir une,norme (non def ini e) de 
qualifications. 11 faudrait etudier les options 
disponibles, y compris Ie recours a des organismes de 
selection et l'application du principe du merite en 
matiere de recrutement dans la Fonction publique (p. 89). 

La possibilite d'avoir recours a des personnes chargees 
d'entendre les de tenus doit etre envisagee comme solution 
de rechange a l'expansion de la CNLC (p. 79). 

Nous ne sommes pas en mesure d'indiquer quel genre de 
formation doit ,et.re donnee aux membres de la Commission, 
mais il va de sOl qu'il faut accorder suffisamment de 
temps aux commissaires nouvellement nommes pour les 
mettre au courant de la politique, des procedures et de 
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la fagon dont celles-ci sont appliquees. Aucun membre 
qui vient d'etre nomme ne devrait participer a des 
d~cisions touchant les cas tant qu'il he s'est pas bien 
familiarise avec Ie syst~me (p. 90)w 

• r. 

i , 
12. II convient de renforcer Ie Comit~ de revision interne de 

la CNLC. De fagon plus precise, il devrait exister en 
tant qu'organisme distinct a l'int~rieur de la CNLC et 

.. ~, , ~~i.-=i 
.'\ 

13. 

ne devrait pas comprendre, parmi les membres, des 
personnes appartenant a d'autres jurys de la CNLC. Ce 
comite devait @tre habilite a infirmer une decision s'il 
la desapprouve quant au fond. II devrait tenir des 
audiences, etablir des delais pour l'audition de cas 
precis et la notification des d~cisions aux d~tenus, et 
fixer une procedure pour la communication par ecrit, a 
tous les membres de la CNLC, de tous les precedents ou 
decisions d'importance. On devrait envisager de 
permettre au SCC de contester 110ctroi d'une liberation 
conditionnelle ou d'une liberation conditionnelle de jour 
devant Ie Comite de r~vision interne quand il nlen 
approuve pas Ie motif, mais il faudra veiller a ce que 
cela ne retarde pas, sauf pour de courtes periodes, les 
decisions finales touchant la liberation conditionnelle 
(p. 92)~ 

i 

1 
! , 

. ! 
j 

Une fois ~tabli un mecanisne plus ~nergique et plus 
efficace de revision interne, Ie Solliciteur general 
devrait engager des discussions avec l'Enqueteur 
correctionnel afin de determiner s'il serait possible, 
compte tenu des ressources actuelles et futures, que ce 
dernier soit saisi des plaintes relatives a la liberation 
conditionnelle (p. 92). .1 

! 
::1 14. On devrait reveler dans toute la mesure du possible aux 

de tenus les renseignements sur lesquels slappuyera une 
d~cision de mise en liberte, avant que cette decision ne 
soit prise (p. 93). 
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L'~tude a cern~ divers probl~mes relatifs aux absences }j 
temporaires. Le nombre d'AT accorde chaque ann~e a diminue de f..1' 
fagon marquee ces derni~res annees, ce qui semble @tre dd en t 
grande partie 3 la limite de 72 heures par trimestre dont fOnt iJ 
1 'objet les AT sous escorte a des fins de IIreadaptation f 1 

, sociale ll
• De 1 'avis de nombreuses personnes consu1tees au ~,'-1 

j sein du personnel des penitenciers et des liberations -{ 
~i conditionnelles, Ie syst~me des AT ne correspond plus tr~s I ;~'1 
'! bie~ aux ~e~doins,des ~tab~isl~~mendtsdet AdeTs detenus. t LeS t t1 

- ~I lirn~ tes rlg 1 es lmposees a egar es sans escor eon '.1 
l' al,lgmente les codts d' escorte et ont emp@che certaines AT ];>/ 
J d'avoir lieu parce qu'il n'y avait pas d'agents pour~::'; 
j accompagner Ie detenu. La plupart des AT sont avec escorte 1 ::~,! , I bien que les AT sans escorte soient un meilleur moyen- (sansJ 1 

, 1,I@trefiab1ecependant)dedeterminersi Ie d~tenu est pr@t*,l 
',i pour d' autres mises en liberte. ," if"j 
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RECOMMANDATIONS SP~CIFIQUES 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

II ne s~mble pas exister de dispositions suffisantes pour 
I

l
octrol d'absences temporaires sans escorte afin de 

compenser les effets debilitants de l'incarceration de 
donner ~u detenlf un "repit" pendant son emprisonnem~nt et 
de red~lre 17 ~~veau glo~al des tensions carc~rales. II 
faudralt ~odlfler les gUldes de procedures de la CNLC et 
du,SCC afln d~ p~rrnettre des ATSE de trois jours pour des 
ralsons humanlt~~res selon Ie jugement du directeur 
d'etablissement, lorsqu'il,n'y a pas de IIrisques indus ll ; 

auclfn a~tre prog7a~e partlculier de "readaptation 
socIa~e ne seralt lmpose au d~tenu, si ce nlest de 
fournlr une adresse a laquel1e on peut Ie rejoindre de 
respe~t7r la loi et ~e rentrer a temps. La CNLC, , 
to~tefols, demeure7alt cornpetente a l'egard des personnes 
qUl ~urgent des pelnes de 5 ans ou plus, du moins pour la 
prernl~re AT (p. 66). 

La limite relative aux AT sans escorte a des fins de 
"readaptation sociale ll devrait @tre portee a 72 heures 
par mois (p. 67). 

Le programme d'AT ne devrait pas etre limit~ aux 
p~nitenciers soumis a un regime de securite moins 
rlgoureux (p. 67). 

On devrait avoir davantage recours a des civils et a des. 
benevoles pour assurer une escort~, dans les cas 
approuves par Ie directeur de l'etablissernent sous 
reserve egalement de l'approbation de la CNLC'dans les 
cas places sous son autorite (cas non delegues) (p. 68). 

La duree de deplacement ne doit pas @tre comprise dans 
les limites maxirnales imposees a la duree d'une AT, mais 
l'heure du retour doit @tre indiquee sur Ie permis 
(p. 70). 

Si la CNLC continue d'utiliser les AT comme element d'un 
syst~me de IItest ll et de IIliberation graduelle ll , i1 se 
pose alors Ie probl~me de l'absence d'une date fixe a 
laquelle Ie cas du detenu sera automatiquement examine en 
vue de l~AT ou de la liberation conditionnelle de jour • 
On devr~lt effectuer une etude de faisabilite de l'exarnen 
autorn~tlque en vu~ d'ATSE au moment de l'admissibilite, 
ce qUI comprendralt une etude des ressources necessaires; 
dans Ie cas des ATSE deleguees, leSCC pourrait approuver 
toute ATSE a ce moment-la, mais la CNLC examinerait les 
cas de refus, et toutes les d~cisions nondel~guees en 
cas d'appel interjete par Ie detenu. Les raisons d~un 
refus seraient communiquees par ecrit (p. 70). 

II est indispensable que Ie Minist~re elabore de 
meilleurs moyens pour evaluer les effets des AT sur les 

:; f_,1 
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eventuelles chances de reussite d'un detenu. Une juste 
evaluation n~cessitera une surveillarice d'autres facteurs 
qui peuvent influencer tant les chances d'obtenir une AT 
que les chances de reussir apres la mise en liberte 
(p. 30). 

LA LIB~RATION CONDITIONNELLE DE JOUR ET LES CCC/CRC 

Le Groupe a cons tate que la fluidite et la souplesse de la 
notion de liberation conditionnelle de jour avaient egalement 
entratne une certaine confusion au sujet de la conception 
globale et du but du programme. On per90it Ie danger que la 
liberation conditionnelle de jour soit devenue presque une 
condition prealable indispensable de la liberation 
conditionnelle totale, et qu'elle ait peut-etre fait baisser 
l'octroi de cette derniere ou augmenter la p~riode moyenne de 
a purger avant la liberation conditionnelle totale. Une 
pr~occupation a trait! l'efficacite de la lib~ration 
conditionnelle de jour en tant que mise! l'epreuve en vue de 
la liberation conditionnelle totale. De l'avis de beaucoup de 
personnes consultees, on a peut-etre trop recours! la 
lib~ration conditionnelle de jour, particulierement 
lorsqu'elle comporte l'obligation d'habiter dans un CCC ou 
CRC. Comme il a ete mentionne dans Ie cadre des AT, on 
s'inquiete, dans les penitenciers, du fait que la "liberation 
conditionnelle de jour restreinte" ne comble peut-etre pas Ie 
besoin cree par les limites imposees ! l'egard des absences 
temporaires. 

22. Le Groupe de travail est d'avis que les objectifs de la 
liberation conditionnelle de jour ont besoin d'etre 
enonces avec encore plus de precision que les criteres 
relatifs! l'octroi (p. 76). 

23. II faudrait determiner si la liberation conditionnelle de 
jour doit etre employee dans les cas presentant 
relativement peu de risques ou si elle devrait etre axee 
davantage sur les cas "risques" et s'il convient, du 
point de vue de la justice et de la commiseration, 
d'accorder a un detenu une liberation conditionnelle de 
jour (plut6t qu'une "liberation conditionnelle par 
exception") avant qu'il n'ait purge le tiers de sa peine 
(p. 76). 

24. Meme si, en pratique, les motifs d'un refus de liberation 
conditionnelle de jour sont ordinairement communiques aux 
detenus, 'Ie Reglement sur la liberation condi tionnelle 
devrait etre modifie de fa90n a ce qu'il soit obligatoire 
de fournir ! l'interesse les raisons d'un refus de 
liberation conditionnelle de jour (p. 79). 

J 
~ 
~ 
! 
! 
~-

j , 
J-. 

1 t, 
,'" ~ 

~ 
;:;~ ; 

.~ 

" , 
~I 

§, 
{ 
t 
if 
~? '.' 
I 
i· 
r; 
1 

'f, 
.1." 

t r 
t. 
;Ie I 
1.1 

- ~. 'I 
',. ! 
~. I 
i j 

D:l 
'~::'1 
u ! 25. La CNLC devrait egalement s'occuper serieusement des ~'I 

disparites regionales dont font l'objet la conception et tl 

- 7 -

contrairement ! bon nombre de disparites, ne sont pas 
produites par des differences d~ps la disponibilite des 
ressources (p. 77). 

26. Nous e$timons, d'une fa90n generale, qu'il faudrait 
recourir davant age a la liberation conditionnelle de jour 
avec residence dans les CCC ou les CRC s'il existe un 
besoin r~el de ressources ou si lIon cons tate la 
necessite d'une structure additionnelle ! court terme ou 
d'une "surveillance" avant la liberation conditionnelle 
ou sous surveillance obligatoire. II n'est pas 
necessaire que la liberation conditionnelle de jour serve 
de condition prealable a la liberation conditionnelle 
totale, non plus qu'il devrait etre permis dans un grand 
nombre de cas, de retarder la liberation conditionnelle 
totale (p. 77). 

27. On devrait etudier la possiblite d'un examen automatique 
du cas de chaque detenu en vue de la liberation 
conditionnelle de jour, au moment 00 Ie d~tenu y est 
admissible (p. 186). 

28. II semble y avoir contradiction dans Ie fait qu'on 
accorde aux detenus dont la lib~ration conditionnelle 
totale a ete suspendue une audience posterieure ! la 
suspension avant toute d~cision sur une eventuelle 
revocation, sans qu'on en accorde automatiquement une aux 
detenus en liberte conditionnelle de jour dont la 
liberation a ete interrompue. II existe ou il peut 
exister, ! la CNLC, des limitations de res sources de 
nature a rendre impossible une prompte audition de tous 
les cas de ce genre. 11 faudra accomplir une etude de 
faisabilite sur la charge de travail qu'entralneraient 
des audiences accordees aux detenus avant l'interruption 
de la liberation conditionnelle de jour si, Ie detenu en 
demandait une. La possibilite de recourir.aux services 
de personnes qui' seraient chargees d' entendr.~~ les 
detenus, 8 ce stade et 8 d'autres, devrait @tre ~tudiee 
en tant que solutlon de remplacernent 8 une nouvelle 
expansion de la CNLC (~. 79). 

29. Les detenus qui reussissent leur stage de libe~te de jour 
et 8 qui est accordee une liberation conditionn~lle 
totale ou une lib~ration sous surveillance obligatoire 
doivent se soumettre ! une proc€dure de liberation 
officielle, y compris un examen m~dical dans un 
"p~nitencier". Le SCC devrait etudier la possibilite 
d'utiliser les bureaux de district des lib~rations 
conditionnelles ou les CCC a cette fin. Le SCC devrait 
aussi entamer des negociations avec des organismes 
provinciaux, par l'entremise d'accords sur les echanges 
de services, pour permettre que les procedures 
necessaires soient executees, contre r€muneration, par 

1 'emploi de la liberation condi tionnelle de jour, qui, it I 
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situees. (La base de ce genre d'entente est deja 
formulee dans des accords federaux-provincia~x portant 
sur les echanges de services.) (p. 80) 

On a exprime Ie besoin d'un plus grand nombre de places 
dans les CCC et les CRC, sauf dans certaines grandes 
villes oC des places etaient disponibles dans les CCC. 
II Y a egalement une nette penurie de CCC ou de CRC dans 
les petites villes et les endroits recules (p. 77). 

Nous trouvons que l'indemnite journali~re v~rsee par Ie 
SCC pour les services fournis par les CRC e~t trop faible 
pour permettre a ces installations de,fonctlonner de , 
fa90n competitive, de repondre aux eXlgences de securlte 
que leur a imposees Ie Min~st~re, de v~rser,a leur. 
personnel des salaires equltable~ at ? offrlr des 
services suffisants a leurs penslonnalres (p. 78). 

Comme les liberes conditionnels d~ jour sont legalement 
des "detenus". les pensionnaires des CCC et des CRC ont 
parfois des difficultes a etre admis aux regimes , 
d'assurance-maladie provinciaux; les CCC sont trop petlts 
pour etre dotes de personnel med~c~l et,les ~~te~us 
indigents doivent se rendre au penltencler d oC lIs 
proviennent pour recevoir des soins medicaux. ~e SCC 
devrait entamer des negociations avec les autorltes. 
provinciales afin que toutes les personnes mises en , 
liberte soient inscrites au regime d'assurance-maladle de 
la province au moment de leur liberation, et soient ainsi 
protegees et dotees d'un numero d'assurance a partir du 
jour de leur mise en liberte (p. 78). 

De meilleures communications sont necessaires pour donner 
aux detenus une idee plus exacte de ce que lion attend 
des pensionnaires des CCC ou des CRC (p. 79). 

Les pensionnaires des CCC qui viennent d'etre libere~ des 
penitenciers devraient a~oir un de~a~ de deux ou trolS 
semaines pour s'adapter a la transltlon et pour se 
familiariser de nouveau au monde libre, avant que 
s'exercent serieusement les press ions du personnel pour 
qu'ils obtiennent du travail et atteignent d'autres 
objectifs. Cette periode d'adaptation est deja prevue 
dans bien des cas, mais il faudrait reconnaftre davantage 
son caract~re legitime(p. 79). 

SURVEILLANCE COMHUHAUTAIRE 

Le Groupe a cons tate que les preuves evaluatives concernant 
l'efficacite de la surveillance communautaire ne gont pas 
concluantes. II faut un plus grand appui (du point de vue de 
la formation, du perfectionnememt du personnel, des prograrrunes 

. "~·'1'.:::<¥3' ,A .r J~·!5~::r~#r.J,;_*~@~~._ 
"""'-.'.,, 

.~ " . .,... 

- 9 -

de caractere innovateur, des fonds discretionnaires, etc.) 
ainsi que plus de recherches approfondies sur la surveillance 
communautaire. II faudrait mettre en oeuvre des projets 
pilotes de caract~re experimental pour "tester" plus 
completement les notions de "mediation" et "d'equipe" dans la 
surveillance, et pour determiner leurs incidences relativement 
a l'achat des services, au perfectionnement du personnel et au 
maintien des normes de surveillance. II faudrait assurer une 
plus grande diversite de services aux detenus par 
l'intermediaire du secteur prive et d'autres minist~res 
gouvernementaux. , Les processus de suspension et de revocation 
ont donne lieu a certaines preoccupations, de meme que l'effet 
exerce sur l'apparence et Is realite de la justice et de 
l'ideal d'humanite. On n'est gu~re parvenu a une entente sur 
la surveillance obligatoire ou sur l'un quelconque de ses 
aspects. 

RECOMHANDATIONS SPECIFIQUES 

35. 

36. 

37. 

In 

On a pu constater que Ie Minist~re accordait peu 
d'importance a l'evaluation des techniques de 
surveillance. II faudrait s'engager plus serieusement a 
elaborer et a evaluer les programmes correctionnels 
commuriautair i 3, ainsi quia determiner quels elements de 
ces prograI;UTles IS' il y en a,.!1 permettraient d 'obteni};" de 
bons resultats aupr~s des dlfferents genres de 
aetenus (p. 27). 

Le Ministere devrait effectuer des recherches detaillees 
sur la surveillance, y compris la surveillance 
obligatoire, pour qu'il puisse evaluer si la fa90n dont 
sont traites les detenus sous surveillance obligatoire 
quant a la prestation des services, A la nature des 
activites de surveillance, a l'ernploi de la suspension at 
de la revocation, etc., differe du traiternent accorde aux 
detenus en liberte conditionnelle et, dans 
l'affirmative,si cette difference tient uniquernent a des 
differences dans les besoins et la condition des detenus 
liberes sous surveillance obligatoire (p. 118). 

Le ministere federal du Solliciteur general devrait 
etudier de plus pr~s la possibilite d'adapter a ses 
activites Ie rnod~le "equipe/mediation ll

• Hais, pour etre 
efficaces, les efforts en vue d'appliquer Ie modele de 
mediation doivent etre plus acttfs. II faudra que soient 
mis a la disposition des directeurs de district de la 
liberation conditionnelle des fondsqu'ils pourront 
affecter avec flexibilite a la formation, aux soins 
psychiatriques, a l'achat d'outils, a la consultation de 

'tonseillers matrimoniaux ou a n'importe quels services 
juges necessaires dans un cas donne. II faudra etablir 
des relations plus etroites, au niveau des cadres 
superieurs, avec certains organismes cles qui fournissent 
des services interessant l'activite correctionnelle. 

• 
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L'application du modele exige aussi des ententes types 
permettant de r~server des places dans les organismes de 
formation professionnelle. Le modele exige qu'on 
s'applique grandement I aider les agents de lib~ration 
conditionnelle, qui sont souvent form~s en vue de 
l'assistance individualis~e et affect~s a ce genre de 
travail, I s'adapter I l'orientation nouvelle que 
comporte Ie modele de la mediation (p. 98). 

II pourrait@tre fait un usage plus efficace du secteur 
prive par l'entremise d'un financement global de services 
diversifies et specialises offerts aux d~tenus. L'un des 
atouts r~els du secteur prive, c'est-I-dire ses 
possibilites en matiere de diversification, n'est pas 
exploite suffisamment; la tendance est tout au plus I 
l'uniformisation du secteur priv~, similaire a celIe qui 
existe dans Ie secteur gouvernemental (p. 99). 

Les conditions generales de la liberation conditionnelle 
devraient etre ramen~es aux suivantes: 

que Ie d~tenu se rende directement dans Ie secteur 
mentionne dans l'entente de lib~ration conditionnelle 
et fasse acte de pr~sence I son arrivee; 
qu'il reste sous la surveillance du directeur du 
~istrict ou de son representant d~sign~; 
qu'il reste dans une zone d~sign~e (determinee dans 
chaque cas et mentionnee dans l'entente de lib~ration 
condit~onnelle) et qu'il ne quitte pas cette zone sans 
permission prealable de l'autorite designee; 
qu'il obtienne la' permission du repr~sentant designe, 
s'il veut acheter ou transporter une arme I feu; 
qu'il inforrne Ie representant designe d'un changement 
d'adresse ou de situation d'emploi. 

Toutes les autres conditions pourraient etre posees I 
titre de condition "speciale" par la CNLC ou I titre de 
"directives speciales" de l'agent de liberation 
conditionnelle, si elles sont n~cessaires ou opportunes 
(pp. 101-102). 

La CNLC devrai t exaniner I' emploi du "dedornmagement !'comme 
condition de la liberation conditionnelle et bien 
determiner sa legalite. De toute maniere, cette 
condition ne devra etre posee que dans Ie cas oQ Ie 
detenu est nettement en mesure de payer sans que 
l'obligation de dedomrnager ne cree un pression indue sur 
lui (p. 103). 

Le moral du pe~sonnel de surveillance des lib~rations 
conditionnelle~ est bas, et nous pourrions faire quelques 
recommandations precises pour l'ameliorer. Le probleme 
semble lie I la perte d'un sentiment de "mission a 
accomplir" dans l'activite correctionnelle communau
taire, perte elle-meme liee I la hette absence d'engage
ment du SCC en faveur de l'activite correctionnelle 
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exercee dans la communaute, que nous avons mentionn~e 
deja. Parmi les autres facteurs qui semblent contribuer 
I la situation, citons l'importance manifestement 
accordee au "contr61e de la quantite", les normes 
minimales, le§ ~t!:,,3.vaux d I ecri tures administrati ves et Ie 
fait d'avoir a servir deux "maftres", Ie SCC et la CNLC. 
rl fau~rait suivre de ttes pres ces probleme$ pour 
d~terminer s'il serait possible d'y rem~dier (p. 189). 

42. On devrait s'efforcer de reduire Ie fardeau du travail 
administratif en ~yant recours a de courtes formules pour 
les rapports et en s'appuyant Ie plus possible sur Ie 
registre de ~'agent de liberation conditionnelle plut6t 
que sur les rapports rediges d'apres ce livre. En 
particulier, les rapports trimestriels de surveillance 
des cas pourraient etre reduits I une breve formule que 
I' on completerai t seulememt selon les besoins par un 
rapport narratif (p. 100). 

43. La surveillance efficace de la libert~ conditionnelle 
doit aussi conporter une repartition rationnelle des 
ressources en faveur des cas qui en ont Ie plus besoin et 
diminuer celles qui sont affect~es aux cas moins 
pressants. II faudrait permettre davantage d'elargir les 
"normes minimales" de surveillance dans Ie cas des 
detenus qui presentent Ie moins de risques et qui 
n'aiment pas l'idee d'etre surveilles (p. 99). 

44. La direction du SCC devrait encourager les programmes de 
surveillance benevole dans Ie cadre de sa politique en 
matiere de participation des citoyens (p. 99). 

45. Le systeme des annees-personnes du SCC devrait permettre 
a l'agent de liberation conditionnelle d'exercer des 
activit~s axees sur l'expansion des ressources dans la 
collectivit~, souvent l'activite qui exige Ie plus de 
temps au debut, mais qui promet enormement d'avantages 
eventuels (p. 99). 

SUSPENSION/R!VOCATION 

46. II Y a lieu de faire des recherches sur les motifs des 
suspensions et des revocations imposees, pour repondre 
aux plaintes selon lesquelles il est fait un usage 
excessif de la revocation dans des circonstances ne 
comportant rien de criminel (p. 188). 

47. II devrait @tre interdit de d~cider une r~vocation aux 
fins de "prevenir" une violation des conditions 
(p. 103). 

48. Les avis de suspension devraient mentionner toutes les 
violations alleguees etcontenir un expos~ descriptif du 
comportement qui a constitu~ la violation (p. 103). 
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Les d~tenus ~n libert~ conditionnelle 01.1 sou~ , 
surveillanc~ obligatoire peuvent @tre gard€~,~n d€tent~on 
au-dell de la date d'expirat~on du mandat,d 1~carc~ratl0n 
I cause d'une interpr€tation str~c~e de 1 artlc~e 20(1) , 
de la Loi sur la liberation condlt~o~nel~e de de~e~us qUl 
stipule que les d€tenus, dont la 11beratl0n con~ltl0n-, 
nelle est r~voqu€e, doive~t @tre "i~c~r~~r~s SOl~ au 11eu 
de d€tention d'oO ils avalent §te ~lbere~ lo~squ elle 
leur avait €t€ accord~e, soit au lleu qUl 11.11 correspond 
dans la division territoriale 00 ils ~ont~arr@t~s". Le 
probl~me se complique si Ie d€tenu dOl~ repondre ~ de 
nouvelles accusations criminelles. Afln de rem~dler aux 
probl~mes que compor~ent le~ situations de ce genre, on a 
fait les recornrnandatlons SUlvantes: 

il faudrait modifier l'article 20 de la Loi su: la 
lib€ration conditionnelle de d€tenus de fa~on,a ce,que 
La Loi n'exige pas Ie renvoi du d€tenu au p~nlte~cler 
d'oO il avait et~ liber€ I l'origine (I l'exclusl0n 
des autres €tablisseme.nts); 

des n€gociations pourraient @tre entamees et, en fait, 
ont cornrnenc€ il y a quelques ann~:s~pou~ que des 
prisons locales, des bureaux de 11be~atl0n 
conditionnelle et des CCC soient d~slgn~s co~e 
"p~nitencier~ aux fins de la remise en d~tentlon e~ 
des d~cisions de r~vocatiQn, sp~cia~ement en c: qUl

e concerne les detenus qui seront rapldement re~lb~r~~. 
Les agents de lib~ration conditionnel1e devralent 
informer Ie d~tenu dont la lib€ration est suspendue de 
l'option qui lui est offerte (Politiques et Proc~d~res 
de la CNLC, 106-2 (1-2» de consentir a la r~vocatlon 
de sa libert~ conditionnelle et de renoncer, de ce 
fait, Ices proc€dures, ce qu'il voud~a p:ut-~tre 
faire s'il reste peu de temps avant 1 eX~lratl0n,du 
mandat d'incarc~ration 01.1 la date de remlse en 11bert€ 
obligatoire; 

Ie detenu devrait etre inform€ Ie plus tot possible de 
la date de sa prochaine remise en liberte , . 
obligatoire. II faudrait que les agent~ ~e ~lb€ra~lon 
conditionnelle disposent d'un moye~ deflnl d obtenlr 
une estimation juste dans ces cas-11: Ie Gr?up~ de 
travail recornrnande qu 'on apporte pl,,:u:, ~e SOln a 
l'exactitude et au d~tail des insdt~p~10ns,port~es sur 
les formules (liberation) 208 de~~6nl~enclers, et 
qulune copie de cette formule SOl~!tOUJou~s,~ la 
disposition de l'agent de liberatlcn condltlonnelle; 

il faudrait modifier l'article 457 ~u Cc;de criminel de 
fa~on A ce qu'il soit clairement stlpule 9ue les 
d~tenus en liberte conditionnelle ont drolt I une 
audience de requ@te en cautionnement (p. 105). 
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50. La tenue d'une audience avant la r~vocation de la 
liberation conditionnelle totale n'est obligatoire que 
pour les cas 00 la lib~ration conditionnelle a ~t~ 
suspendue par l'agent de liberation conditionnelle. M@me 
s'il n'y a pas eu de suspension, une aUdience devrait 
normalement etre tenue sur demande du d~tenu, ~ moins 
qu'il ne se soit soustrait I la justice et ne soit pas 
accessible (p. 106). 

51. II n'y a pas de d~lai d~fini pour la tenue d'une audience 
cons~cutive ~ une suspension~ La Loi sur la lib~ration 
conditionnelle de d~tenus devrait @tre modifi~e de fa90n 
I stipuler que l'audience cons~cutive I une suspension 
n'aic pas lieu plus de deux mois apr~s la demande 
d'audience de l'interesse et que les "decisions 
reservees" relatives a une r€vocation ne retardent pas la 
d~cision finale de plus de deux mois, sauf emp@chement 
in~vitable (p. 105). 

52. I1 faudrait ne menager aucun effort pour remedier aux 
retards 01.1 aux lacunes de nature a produir.e un faible 
tau x de demandes d'audience, car il importe au plus haut 
point de pr~server la justice, tant sa r~alit~ que 
l'image qu.'elle projette, dans un processus qui a un 
effet important sur la perte de la remise de peine, la 
dur~e eventuelle de la peine a purger et l'inscription 
d'une revocation dans Ie easier judiciaire du detenu 
(p. 106). 

LA REMISE DE PEINE 

Le Groupe a trouv€ que la remise de peine peut renforcer la 
discipline p~nitentiaire et Ie syst~me d'emploi, bien qu'elle 
n'ait gu~re de chances de constituer dans la pratique un 
encouragement positif assurant une adaptation plus que moyenne 
du d€tenu a la vie carcerale. Elle remplit aussi une autre 
fonction: reduire la dur~e d'incarceration initiale des 
d~tenus qui ne ben~ficient pas d'une lib€ration 
conditionnelle, et circonscrire l'effectif des populations 
p~nitentiaires. II semble exister de grands ~carts entre les 
p~nitenciers en ce qui concerne Ie gain 01.1 la perte de la 
remise de peine, notarnrnent du point de vue de la participation 
aux programmes. 

Dans l'ensemble, il slest manifeste peu d'appui pour 
l'~limination de la remise de peine, mais l'impr~cision des 
crit~res de gain et Ie conflit entre la pratique "officielle" 
et r~elle dans ce domaine creent la possibilit~ d'une 
application impropre 01.1 disparate de la remise de peine. 

RECOMMANDATIONS SPECIFIQUES 

53. II serait preferable que Ie systeme des remises de peine 
fonctionne de fa~on a punir la mauvaise conduite grave 
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dans les penitenciers et non qu'il soit axe sur 
1 'encouragement ou l'evaluation de la participation aux 
programmes (p. 110). 

Si cette recommandation de n'utiliser la perte des jours 
de remise de peine que pour punir la mauvaise conduite 
est rejetee, nous recommandons que Ie SCC institue un 
syst~me comportant des criteres beau coup plus precis pour 
l'evaluation de la participation aux programmes (p.lIO). 

Des directives sont necessaires pour aider les presidents 
de comites disciplinaires, "independants" ou appartenant 
au SCC, a determiner quand il y a lieu d'enlever au 
detenu des jours de remise de peine a titre de punition 
et dans quelle mesure (p. 110). 

Les detenus des penitenciers federaux devraient avoir Ie 
droit de se pourvoir en appel, dans le cas de la perte de 
jours de remise de peine, a la CNLC a Ottawa, pour 
qu'elle procede a un reexamen independant du cas afin de 
juger si les circonstances de la perte correspondent aux 
criteres fixes par Ie SCC (p. 110). 

57. Le detenu en liberte conditionnelle ou sous surveillance 
obligatoire perd Ie nombre de jours de remise de peine 
qui reste a son actif s'il est renvoye au penitencier. 
Le nombre de jours de remise qu'il ,a accumules (et qu'il 
perdra) est determine par la peine passee au pen.i tencier 
avant sa liberation, et non par la gravite du 
comportement qui a cause la revocation. Les crit~res 
presidant a la reattribution (fonction qui, selon nous, 
devrait rester la prerogative de la CNLC) devraient etre 
elargis de fa90n a appliquer Ie principe de la punition 
proportionnelle a la violation commise pendant la 
liberation conditionnelle et a comprendre une fa90n plus 
genereuse d'encourager une issue equitable dans les cas 
qui comportent des circonstances similaires (p. Ill). 

58. Le terme "meritee" devrait etre elimine de l'expression 
remise de peine meritee (p. Ill). 

VII VIOLENCE ET AUTRES ACTES CRIMINELS 

" 

.~ .... 

Le Groupe a constate que lion a tendance a exagerer Ie niveau 
de violence commise par des personnes mises en liberte. II 
n'entre pas actuellement dans nos moyens de predire qui fera 
preuve de violence apres la mise en liberte, et dans quelles 
circonstances, mais il faut deployer des efforts plus 
systematiques pour l'etude des situations et des personnes 
eventuellement dangereuses. 

RECOMMANDATIONS SpeCIFIQUES 

59. Le Groupe de travail a constate que lion acccrdait peu 
d'attention systematique a la prediction de la violence 
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oll a la prestation,. dans les peni tenciers, d I un 
traitement aux detenus potentiellement violents. II y a 
besoin des deux, de fa90n permanente (p. 190). 

60. Le Groupe de travail recommande la creation d'un comite 
SCC/CNLC qui aurait pour mandat: dlexaminer toutes les 
propositions faites a l'occasion de deux analyses 
recentes des echecs de la mise en liberte, dlen evaluer 
Ie bien-fonde, d'assurer la mise en oeuvre de celles qui 
sont valables mais qui n 'ont pas encore ete accepte,es, et 
de suivre l'application et les resultats de celles qui 
ont ete approuvees. Ce comite devrait rendre 
compte au Comite de liaison SCC/CNLC sur les progr~s de 
cette mise en oeuvre au bout d'un an (p. 133). 

CONFLITS AVEC LE PROCESSUS DE Dt'1'ERMINATION DES PEINES 

Selon les constatations de l'etude, les systemes de mise en 
liberte ne sont pas bien cornpris par la magistrature, et cela 
peut"entrainer des disparites et des periodes d'incarceration 
plus longues ou plus courtes que ce n'etait l'intention du 
juge. Les juges, toutefois, semblent s'appuyer lourdement sur 
l'existence de la mise en liberte pour determiner la duree" 
precise de la sanction, evaluer Ie risque et mitiger des 
sentences rendues d&ns l'atmosph~re de haute pression et de 
transparence qui entoure Ie processus judiciaire. La mise en 
liberte semble egalement servir des fins d'egalisation des 
peines qui seraient difficiles a atteindre par l'intermediaire 
des tribunaux. Beaucoup de juges croient davantage au 
traitement penitentiaire que les autorites des prisons, ou 
pretendent y croire davantage. 

RECOMMANDATIONS SpfCIFIQUES 

61. II conviendrait de preparer et d'envoyer a tous les juges 
de cour de juridiction criminelle une publication 
annuelle expliquant non seulement les rouages officiels 
du syst~me, mais indiquant aussi (avec beau coup plus 
details que n'en renferment par exemple les rapports 
annuels du Ministere) Ie nombre de personnes admissibles 
qui ont ou n'ont pas obtenu une liberation anticipee au 
cours de l'annee (y compris les tau x de perte de remise 
de peine), la duree moyenne de l'incarceration avant la 
mise en liberte et Ie pourcentage moyen de la peine 
purgee, la dureede la mise en liberte (particuli~rement 
dans Ie cas des AT et des liberations conditionnelles de 
jour), certaines des caracteristiques des personnes mises 
en liberte et de celles qui ne l'ont pas ete, et l'issue 
des "cohortes" de mises en liberte les plus recentes. 
Figureraient egalement dans cette publication des 
criteres plus precis de mise enliberte et de revocation 
dont nous recommandions la mise au point par la CNLC et 
Ie SCC. Enfin, il y aurait une breve description 
factuelle des types de programmes offerts dans chaque 
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p~nitencier federal, avec une indication du nombre de 
d~tenus qui peuvent participer ! ces programmes. 11 ne 
s'agirait aucunement d'un exercice de "relations 
publiques", mais d'un ~nonce precis des limites tr~s 
reelles et tres rig ides placees sur les ressources 
disponibles pour des programmes comme l'aide 
psychiatrique et psychologique et les programmes d'emploi' 
industriel (p. 141). 

62. Ces publications devraient etre completees par des 
s~minaires et des conf~rences auxquels assisteraient les 
juges et les agents de liberation conditionnelle (p.14l). 

63. L'appareil judiciaire canadien devrait reconnattre les 
injustices inexplicables qui se produisent dans le 
prononce des peines, y compris la decision initiale 
d'emprisonner ou non l'accuse, et il devrait prendre des 
mesures afin de reduire ces disparit~s (p. 142). 

64. Nous recornmandons que dans Ie cadre de la revision du 
Code criminel menee par Ie gouvernement fed~ral, on 
examine serieusement les etudes sur les donnees 
directrices en matiere de sentencing et sur les sentences 
par presomption prononcees en Californie et dans d'autres 
~ta~s americains (p. 142). 

ADMISSIBILIT~ A LA LIBERATION 

On a presente divers arguments pour et contre les periodes 
minimales d'incarceration fixees par la Loi qui doivent etre 
purgees avant l'admissibilite a diverses formes de 
liberation. Sans resoudre la question generale du caractere 
souhaitable ou non de ces periodes, l'etude a fait certaines 
recommandations en vue de changements moins importants. 

RECOMMANDATIONS SP~CIFIQUES 

65. Tous les efforts doivent etre faits pour eviter de 
compliquer davantage les regles d'admissibilite a la 
liberation conditionnelle (p. 146). 

66. La disposition exigeant que les detenus reconnus comme 
"violents" purgent la moitie de leur peine avant d'etre 
admissibles a la liberation conditionnelle totale est 
inacceptable. La vaste majorite des juges qui prononcent 
les peines ne sont pas au courant de cette dispositi0~, 
et la CNLC est entierement capable de faire toute 
distinction necessaire entre ces personnes et les autres 
detenus sans devoir adherer a une regle inflexible de la 
sorte (pp. 87-88). 

67. II n'existe plus de disposition prevoyant la liberation 
conditionnelle totale d'un detenu avant qu'il n'ait purge 
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Ie tiers de sa peine. On devrait retablir le pouvoir 
d'accorder la "liberation conditionnelle par exception" 
pour qulil s'applique a tout detenu dans des 
circonstances particulieres oQ la mise en liberte avant 
la fin du tiers de la peine repondrait a des besoins 
d'hurnanit~, d'equite et de justice (p. 88). 

68. On devrait avoir plus liberalement recours! la 
"liberation conditionnelle par exception" afin de 
permettre aux detenues sous juridiction federale de se 
trouver plus pres de leur foyer (p. 147). 

69. Dans Ie cas des d~tenus condamn~s ! llemprisonnement a 
vie, les peri odes minimales a purger avant 
l'admissibilite a la lib~rationconditionnelle totale 
devraient faire l'objet d'un reexamen judiciaire et d'une 
reduction possible apres dix ans de detention, suivant 
les procedures etablies pour Ie reexamen des cas de 
meurtre au premier et au ueuxieme degre apres quinze ans 
(p. 149). 

AUTRES RECOMMANDATIONS 

70. Des fonds devraient etre fournis pour financer les 
liberations conditionnelles, particulierement les AT de 
preparation a la mise en liberte, pour les detenues sous 
juridiction f~derale qui viennent de regions situ~es loin 
de Kingston (p. 147). 

71. L'eloignement du foyer, le degr~ de securite impos~ et la 
diff~rence dans les types de programmes offerts a la 
detenue sous juridiction federale rendent plus difficiles 
et moins interessantes, pour elle, la planification d'un 
programme individuel et la pr~paration de la mise en 
liberte. Le Ministere devrait obtenir des fonds pour 
engager (directement ou par l'intermediaire d'une agence 
privee) un travailleur social qui serait affecte a plein 
temps a l'equipe de gestion des cas et qui assurerait la 
liaison avec les organismes priv~s d'assistance 
postpenale et de services communautaires qui s'occupent 
des detenues avant ou apres la mise en liberte~ d'une 
fa90n generale, il s'agirait d'assurer uneplanification 
plus efficace de la liberation et de la pre-lib~ration 
des detenues (p. 147). 

72. Les detenus autochtones ont un taux de liberation 
conditionnelle totale plus faible et un taux de 
re~ocation plus eleve que l'ensemble de la population, 
ma~s les causes de ce phenomene ne sont pas claires. 
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Nous recommandons que Ie Groupe d'~tude sur les 
criminels autochtones et Ie syst~me de justice p~nale qui 
a ~t~ r~cemment cr~e au Minist~re du Solliciteur g~n~ral, 
accorde une attention particuliere ~ la question de la 
mise en libert~ durant les six mois de son enquete sur 
les probl~mes auxquels font face les autochtones 
(p. 148). 

73. L'~tude en cours, au sein de la CNLC, de propositions 
visant a am~liorer les services aux provinces devrait 
etre consid~r~e comme une priorit~ du Minist~re. On 
devrait se soucier particulierement de la coordination 
des normes, proc~dures et programmes d'AT et de 
lib~ration conditionnelle de jour dans les juridictions 
f~d~rale et provinciales, et de la question des detenus 
sous juridiction f~d~rale plac~s sous Ie r~gime de la 
surveillance obligatoire et surveilles par les services 
provinciaux en vertu d'ententes d'~change de services 
(pp. 152, 153). 
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CHAPTER I 
SECTION I 

MANDATE AIm ACTIVITIES OF THE RELEASE STUDY 

In March, 1980, the Solicitor General of Canada ordered a 
full internal stud~ into all forms of conditional relea~e from 
federal penitentiaries, asking that it be conducted entlrely 
with resources from within the Ministry and that it report 
within six months on its findings. 

The Study of Conditional Release, or Release Study, was 
to encompass three broad aspects ~f release program~. F~rst, it 
was to examine the incidence of vlolent and other vl01atlons of 
conditional'release by federal offenders to determine the seri
ousness of violent recidivism and whether anything could be done 
to predict or prevent such violence in futu~e. Second, the . 
Study was to examine the current concerns, lssues and.operatl0n
al problems in conditional release in order to determlne whether 
any changes to present procedures or operations should be ~ade 
to improve the system. And finally, the Study was to.examlne 
release from "first principles": what is release trYlng to 
accomplish, how effectively does it do so, and are the ~urr7nt 
objectives realistic and achievable? If the current Ob)ectlves 
are at issue, are there other objectives which should be 
pursued? 

The Release Study Steering Committee, made up of repre
sentatives from the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC), the 
National Parole Board (NPB) and the Ministry Secretariat, was 
duly formed in order to approve a mandate and w~rkplan, but 
various problems intervened to delay the formatlon and commence
ment of the tasks of the Working Group until July, 1980. The 
Working Group, like the Steering Co~itt~7' inc~uded.representa
tion from the CSC, NPB, and SecretarIat, lncludlng fleld staff, 
research, statistics, policy and management consulting. 

In order to fulfill its triple mandate, the Working Group 
was obliged to perform a wide variety of t~sks. We reviewed a 
great volume of research and other writin~ on re~ease! imprison
ment and sentencing. We also consulted wlth penltentlary and 
parole staff, Parole Board representatives and inmate~ in all. 
five regions in the county, visiting at least one medlum! max~
mum and minimum security penitentiary and two parole offlces In 
each region. We asked a wide variety of questions, and received 
an enormous amount of very helpful feedback from these persons, 
for which we would like to thank them once again. (Summaries of 
what they said appear in Appendix C.) 
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We also contacted a number of groups and individuals by 
letter, asking them to submit briefs on conditional release. 
The persons and bodies contacted included private aftercare 
~gencies, pro~i~cial and territorial authorities, police groups, 
Judges and cr1m1nal lawyers' associations, civil liberties 
groups and academics. We received a disappointingly small num
ber o~ briefs, but,a great,deal o~ thought and effort clearly 
went 1nto those WhlCh we d1d rece1ve, for which we are grate
ful. The briefs are reproduced in a companion volume to this 
Report. 

We examined all the most significant and pressing con
cerns or problems which were brought to our attention, and col
lected information and opinion on a wide variety of options and 
models for changing release. These have been studie,d carefully, 
and we offer recommendations for responding to the issues and 
problems, but have not opted for anyone of the major "models H 

which are available for release, though we have commented on 
each. 

A major source of information we used was an integrated 
data base created specially for the Study by our statis~ical 
representative. This data base is made up of all information 
available on all releases for which machine-readable data have 
been collected in the Ministry data banks. All these data banks 
h~ve been combined for the first time to provide an integrated 
p1cture of the correctional decisions made about each individual 
offender entering federal penitentiary in the years under 
study. Though it is quite inadequate, the statistical informa
tion provided in this report is by far the most extensive 
information available on federal release. Unless otherwise 
noted, the figures used in this Report are drawn from our inte
grated data base. 

The Working Group completed its tasks in just over seven 
month~, a time per~od which is barely adequate for performing 
the k1nd of analys1s needed, though clearly not sufficient to 
examine all the issues and processes in the detail that they 
deserve. ,we are J?leased to submit the following Report, through 
our Steer1ng Comm1ttee, to the Solicitor General of Canada. 

Joan Nuffield, Secretariat Policy Branch (Chair) 
Line Audet, National Parnle Board . 
Gilles B~dard, CorrectL"~_dl Service of Canada/Parole 
Jody Gomber, Secretariat Research Division 
Cheung Kwing Hung, Secretariat Statistics Division 
R~jean Lefebvre, Management Studies 
Terry Mahoney, Correctional Service of Canada/Parole 
Ford Wong, National Parole Board 
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SECTION II 

INTRODUCTION TO THE RELEASE PROGRAMS 

In this study, we deal with five programs in release: 

temporary absence, 
- day parole, 
- full parole selection and supervision, 
- earned remission, and 

mandatory supervision. 

To define our terms and describe the programs a little, 
we present the following capsule summaries of the nature of each 
program. 

TEMPORARY ABS~NCE (TA) describes a program of short-term 
absences (rarely more tban 15 days and usually much less) which 
may be granted to an inmate. TA's where the inmate is accompa
nied by a penitentiary service escort (ETA's) are usually grant
ed under the authority of CSC, generally by the Warden. An ETA 
may be granted at any time after commencement of the sentence. 

TA's where the inmate is not accompanied by an escort 
(UTA's) are granted by NPB under the authority of the Peniten
tiary Act, but in practice NPB has delegated UTA decision-making 
to CSC for inmates serving less than 5 years, and may do so for 
any inmate's second or subsequent UTA. 

An inmate must serve six months from pronouncement of 
sentence, or one-sixth of the sentence (whichever is longer) 
before becoming eligible for an unescorted TA. Lifers cannot 
normally receive a UTA until three years before parole 
eligibility. 

TA's, both escorted and unescorted, are of four general 
types. 

Medical TA's allow emergency 'medical care or treatment 
not available at the penitentiary. 

Humanitarian TA's allow releases for reasons which "may 
include" attendance at family funerals or special occasions, 
cases of serious illness or other undue hardship, and attendance 
of an inmate in court where no order for his appear~nce has been 
issued (typically divorce and child custody Actions). Escorted 
humanitarian TA's may be granted by the Warden for up to 5 days 
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ana by the Commissioner for up to 15 days. Unescorted humani
tarian TA's are granted by NPB for up to 15 days and by the 
Warden, in "de leg ated" cases," 'for up to 7 2 hours. The major 
criterion for a humanitarian TA is that the release not consti
tute an undue risk to society. Escorted humanitarian TA's 
require also that the inmate has demonstrated good conduct and a 
desire for self improvement, that the release would aid his 
reintegration, and that the release would not upset or cause a 
hardship for the family. 

Rehabilitative TAus are intended to help the inmate rein
tegrate into the community, and may include a wide variety of 
spec~fic plans, such as home visits, job or housing interviews, 
community service p~qjeGts and recreational or cultural events. 
Escorted rehabilitative TA's may be granted by the Warden for up 
to 5 days or by the Commissioner for up to 15 days. Unescorted 
rehabilitative TA's may be granted by NPB or in ridelegated" 
cases by the Warden, for up to 72 hours per quarter, usable all 
at once as well as in segments. NPB may approve a "series" of 
UTA's for rehabilitation, which are then administered by CSC, 
though sometimes the first of the series carries the condition 
of providing an escort. The criteria for granting rehabilita
tive ETA's are the same as for humanitarian ETA's~ for reha
bilitative UTA's, NPB requires that the release not constitute 
an undue risk to society, that the reform and rehabilitation of 
the inmate may be aided by the release, and that the inmate be 
of good conduct. 

Administrative TAls are granted to inmates whose parole 
or MS release date is to fallon a weekend, in order to allow 
the administrative processing of the full release to occur on a 
preceding weekday. They may also include pre-parole or -MS 
interviews or evaluations. NPB grants these for 5 days, the 
Warden for up to 72 hours. 

About 50,000 TA's are granted in most calendar years. 
Our TA data base, which begins in July 1976, when individual TA 
statistics began to be collected for OIS (Operational Informa
tion Ser~ices), contains information on over 216,000 TA's grant
ed from federal penitentiaries from 1976 to 1980. Fifty-five 
percent of these were "group" TA'sr involving two or more 
inmates in sports or other group activities." It is important to 
note that 10 inmates going out together on a single occasion 
will add 10 "group TA's" to the annual count of TA's. 

About half the inmates in or entering penitentiary in 
any given year will receive one or more TA's at some time during 
that year. Of those who receive TA's, the most common number of 
TA's received is one per year, the next most common number is 
two per year, and so on. 
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About three-quarters of all TA's are escorted. This 
figure reflects the large numbers of inmates going out on 
escorted sports or recreational group TA's under the supervision 
of a penitentiary officer. 

About three-quarters of all TA's (76.9%) are classified 
"rehabilitative". Out of all these "rehabilitative" TA's, 

- 22.8% are for sports activities~ 
- 20.5% are for community service projects or work 

release; 
- 19.5% are for visits to family or friends~ 

9.3% are to provide a "transition to the community"; 
2.0% are for administrative and pr.e-release absencesJ 
1.0% are for job-seeking~ 
1.0% are for education~ 

- 23.9% are classified as "other", and no information is 
available on them. 

About a fifth of all TA's in a given year, or 21.9% in 
our five-year data base, are granted for medical reasons. Of 
these medical TA's, fewer than three percent are for psychiatric 
diagnosis or treatment~ the rest are for dental or other medical 
treatment or diagnosis. 

The remainder of all TA'S, or about two percent, are 
classified as "humanitarian". Out of all these humanitarian 
TAls, 

68.8% are granted on the occasion of family death or 
serious illness~ 

5.0% are granted on the occasion of a family marriageJ 
- 26.2% are classified as "other"; and no information is 

available on them. 

Of the TA's granted and implemented in our five-year data 
base, 87.7% returned to penitentiary on time, while 5.4% were 
late but granted an extension and 5.1% were late without an 
extension. Less than half of one percent are what we would call 
"failures": they failed to r.eturn at all and were declared 
unlawfully at large, were detained by the police (about 15 cases 
a year), or were terminated for unacceptable behaviour. 
Pre-release administrative TA'S account for the rest. 

Tables relating to TA's are contained in Appendix A, from 
A-2 to A-11, and at A-15 to A-17. 

DAY PAROLE is a very flexible release form which can mean 
anything from residence in a m1n1mum or even (though less fre
quently) medium or maximum security penitentiary with occasional 
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releases for specific purposes, to living in private accommoda
tion in the community, with a requirement to report to a 
penitentiary "from time to time" or after a "specified period". 
"Limited day parole" is a term used to refer to day paroles for 
community service work or other· irregular, less extensive 
plans. Unless otherwise specified, a.day parole plan w~ll ~ast 
for four months, renewable if appropr1ate~ but, as a gU1de11ne, 
the NPB Policy and Procedures state that normally a day parole 
(other than "limited" day parole) will not last longer than a 
year. 

Inmates are generally eligible for day parole after . 
serving s'ix months from date of sentence, or one-half the t1me 
to full parole eligibility (thus, normally one-sixth of the 
sentence). Day parole is used to provide access to resources 
and programs in the community, as a means of "testing" inmates' 
readiness for full parole, and to reintegrate the inmate more 
gradually into society. To a limited extent, ~t ca~ also be 
used as mitigation o.f unduly long sentences, S1nce 1t can be 
invoked prior to normal full parole eligibility, but it is not 
official NPB policy to use it in that way. 

There is no automatic review for day parole at the (us
ual) one-sixth eligibility date though all inmates are informed 
of their day parole eligibility date shortly after admission. 
Instead, inmates set the day parole decision process in motion 
(if they wish to) by applying to NPB through CSC case management 
staff. It takes about five months for a day parole application 
to reach a decision, or five to twelve weeks for a "limited day 
parole" decision. 

Very little is known, in qualitative terms, about the 
use of day parole, though an NPB/CSC project is currently under
way to obtain better statistics. About 2,500 day paroles, 
including "limited day paroles", are granted annually, but no 
systematic information is available on their length, condlt~.ons, 
or the point in the sentence at which they occur. By match1ng 
our day parole data to other data sources, we were able to tell 
that about half the day paroles led to full parole (but by what 
interval we cannot tell), while the other half were followed 
after some interval by mandatory supervision (see below). 

Of the approximately 15,000 day paroles in our five-year 
data base, most (82%) were what we would call successes: they 
were allowed to expire when a finite project or plan ended, were 
continued and are still active, or ended in a full release to 
parole OL mandatory supervision. The rest (18%) were revoked or 
"forfeited", or terminated before expiry for reasons related to 
the offender's behaviour, rather than to the com~ng to an end of 
a special project or program. 

-------- ---- - ----- ----------~--------------
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Tables. relating to day parole are contained in Appendix 
A, from A-12 to A-17. 

FULL PAROLE is a process of selection of inmates for 
early release and for supervision in the community, usually 
under less intensive controls than day parolees, though there 
are cases of residence at a private halfway facility being 
required as a condition of full parole. 

Numerous methods exist for calculating the "parole rate"~ 
some are more problematic than others. ~le prefer the method 
used by the Historical Reporting System (HRS) data base for the 
Ministry's penitentiary population simulation model, namely, the 
percentage of offenders falling eligible in a given year who 
eventually receive parole at some time in their sentence. By 
this calculation, the 1979-80 fiscal year today's parole rate 
was about 33% (CSC Spring 1981 Offender Population Forecasting 
Project, "Key rates: .Canada, Estimated past values and future 
judgments")~ it has been lower in recent years, and peaked at 
about 5'r" in 1970. Most inmates are eligible for full parole at 
one-third of their sentence, and paroled inmates serve an aver
age of about 40% of their sentences in penitentiary before 
parole. Most persons paroled spend between one and two years in 
penitentiary before release, and serve the remainder of their 
sentence under supervision in the community. 

Numerous methods also exist for calculating the "parole 
return rate"~ we prefer the HRS method of follow-up of release 
"cohorts" in a given year to see if they eventually return to 
penitentiary, with or without a new criminal conviction, during 
the parole supervision period. "Parole return rates" decrease 
(and have been decreasing) as parole release rates decrease 
since an increasingly "select" population is being chosen for 
parole. The return rate for full paroles granted in 1973-5 (of 
which almost all have now been completed) averaged 26% (inclu
ding 16% for new criminal convictions). An additional about 
4-5% of parolees later return to penitentiary on a new c~iminal 
charge after the expiration of the parole supervision period and 
the current warrant. 

Persons paroled by NPB are subject to supervision by 
officers of CSC until the expiry of the warrant. While the 
exact nature and style of this supervision wi.ll vary with the 
individual case and parole officer, all parolees are subject to 
certain standard conditions. Th€:!.se require that the parolee 
report immediately after release;o the parole office designated 
on his parole certificate, and that he follow the instructions 
of the parole officer assigned to his case. Monthly reporting 
to the police is also required, except in certain areas where 
police have opted out of this program. Unless they receive 
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permission, parolees are not permitted to leave the area desig
nated by the parole office to which they report, nor to,b~y a 
car, incur debts, carry or own a firearm, or assume a~dltlonal 
responsibilities such as marrying. Parolees are requlr:d to, 
endeavour to maintain steady employment, and to report lmmedl
ately any change of employment status or ad~ress, o~ anY,contact 
with the police. Finally, parolees are obllged to, fulflll all 
legal and social responsibilities~. N~B ~aY,a~so lmpose any 
special conditions deemed approprlate ln lndlvldual cases. 

Supervision is governed by certain "minimum standards" 
for contact between the parole officer and the offender. 
According to the CSC Case Manaqement Manual, normally, all per
sons are placed on "intensive" supervisi~n,for the fir~t fou~ to 
six months after release~ this means a m1nlmum of one lntervlew 
every 15 days will take place botween officer and parolee. 
Intensive supervision will be followed by "active" supervision 
for three to six months, meaning contact at least once a month. 
Finally casea where "risk is minimal" and more active super-

, '1 d " 'd'" vision would not be of beneflt, may be p ace on perlO lC 
supervision, involvinq a minimum of one interview ~v~ry three 
months. After three years under successful supervlslon, a 
parolee may be placed on "parole red~c~d" ~tatus, which involves 
once-ye.arly written contact, and notlflcatlon of any change of 
address. The actual level of supervision given is thought to 
exceed "minimum standards" in most cases, though no real data 
are available on this question. 

Most parole periods last between one and two years. 
About 1,500 to 2,000 persons leave penitentiary annually under 
parole, and about 3,000 persons are on parole supervision at any 
given time. 

A parolee may be suspended and re-imprisoned for breaking 
a condition of his release, to prevent such a breach, or to 
"protect society" (Parole Act, 16(1)). Suspension is mandatory 
in cases of a new criminal charge being laid against the 
parolee, where the parole officer feels that the evide~ce is 
"strcnqly indicative of criminal involvement" (NPB POI1CY and 
Procedures Manual, 106-1(3.2)). A suspension may be cancelled 
by the person issuing it (generally the parole office manager), 
but if no cancellation has occurred within 14 days, the case 
must be referred to NPB for a decision about whether or not to 
"revoke" the parole. The parolee is entitled to a "post-suspen
sion hearing", usually held at the releasing penitentiary, . 
before NPB makes a revocation decision. Parole (including day 
parole and mandatory supervision) revocat~on,results in return 
to penitentiary and loss of statutory remlSSlon and ear~ed . 
remission credits previously accumulated for good behavlour in 
penitentiary. 
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Tables relating to full parole are contained in Appendix 
A, from A-17 to A-27. 

EARNED REMISSION is a program of reduction of sentences 
t~ro~gh th~ ear?ing of t~~e ~cre~its" for acceptable behaviour 
wlthln penltentlary. Remlsslon lS earned at a maximum possible 
rate,of 15 days a month, which can effectively reduce the 
portlo~ of the sentence to be served in penitentiary by up to 
one-thlrd. Accumulated remission credits must be served under 
"mandatory supervision" in the community (see below). 

, Inma~e ?eh~~ieu~ is assessed monthly for purposes of 
awardlng remlSSlon and lnmates are notified quarterly of any 
failure ~o,ear~ cr~dits. Ten out of fifteen days are awarded 
for partlclpatlon ln programs, and five for acceptable conduct. 
The accum~lation of "caution slips" (or "performance notices" 
for unsatlsfactory program participation) can result in loss of 
up to the,ma:imum fifteen days' remission monthly~ one "perfor
mance notlce ma~ (?ut need not) result in the loss of one day's 
remission. Convlctlon for a minor disciplinary offence may 
result in a loss of two days' remission for the month in which 
the offence took pl~ce~ conviction for a "serious or flagrant" 
offenc~ may, result ln loss of up to 15 days of remission for the 
mon~h :n whlch,the offence took place. Inmates in punitive dis
soc7at70n (sc;:>lltary confinement) can only earn five days a month 
remlsslon, Slnce they participate in no "program" Inmates in 
"administrative dissociation" (segregated "for th~ good order of 
the penitentiarf") earn remission under the same rules as the 
general po~ulatlon. Offenders under correctional supervision in 
the comm~nl~y (full parole or mandatory) are not eligible to 
earn remlsslon, except when under suspension. 

, In practice, most inmates earn all their remission in a 
glven quarter, and the rest earn most of it. Eighty-three per
cent of off~nders,released have lost a total of no more than 10 
days on thel: entlre stay. Calculated on a quarterly basis, 
ove7 90% of lnmates earn all their remission in each evaluation 
perlod. 

Tables relating to earned remission are contained in 
Appendix A, from A-28 to A-3l. 

MANDATORY SUPERVISION (MS) is the other form besides 
full pa701e, of what will be called "full release" in this 
r~port ln order to distinguish it from "partial release" forms 
llke temp07ar~ absence a?d d~y parole. MS is created through 
ear~ed,remlssl~n: that lS, lt results in inmates serving their 
remlSSlon credlts on the street under supervision unless they 
choose to stay in penitentiary. About 2,500 people are released 
annually from federal penitentiaries on MS u or 60-65% of all 
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full releases. Most leave after serving in prison between one 
and three years, or about 66% of their sentence, an~ they serve 
average post-release supervision periods of about m.ne months, 
briefer than the average parole period. Persons released to MS 
are subject to the same conditions and supervised by ~he same 
parole officers as are parolees. Abou~ 1,80~ to 2,000 persons 
are in the community 'under MS at any g1ven t1me. 

Figures for MS releases in the years 1976-1978 (most of 
which are now completed) show an average return ra~e.~f 39.3%, 
including an average 19.4% returns with a new conv1ct10n. Des
pite decreases in the parole rate (which will normally decrease 
MS return rates), the MS return rate has held reasonably s~eady 
over the decade. This is largely because rates of revocat~on 
for reason of a new criminal conviction have decreased, wh1le 
there have been compensating increases in the rate of MS return 
for "technical i' reasons. An additional 9% of MS cases later 
return to penitentiary on a new criminal charge after warrant 
expiry. 

Tables relating to mandatory supervision are contained in 
Appendix A, from A-17 to A-27. 
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CHAPTER II 

OBJ ECTIVES Mm EFFECTS OF RELEASE 

The original and fundamental purpose of this study·is to 
examine release from "first principles": what is release try
ing to accomplish? 

In this chapter, we will discuss the objectives dnd 
"effects" of release, as well as some of the consiraints or . 
principles under which the release and criminal justice systems 
claim to operate. We draw a distinction between "objectiyes" 
and "effects" here because discussions of release so often seem 
to concentrate on the formal, stated "objectives" of release, 
and pay insufficient attention to those less obvious, visible 
or even unintended "effects" which release fulfills. ' Finally, 
some of what could be called the "principles" or constraints 
(such as natural justice) which the release and correctional 
systems purport to operate under can also be called corporate 
objectives; they appear, as will be discussed below, in docu
ments dealing with official Ministry intentions, such as the 
~inister I s speech for the Main Estimates (Solicitor Gen,eral, 
1980). In the following discussion, we will make no distinc
tion between "objectives", "effe~ts", and "principles", how
ever, because they are all both important and to some extent 
unavoidable. This may be offensive to terminologies used in 
classical management theory, but'we believe this approach suits 
our purposes best. It is also the simplest approach, and does 
not require an a priori (and possibly incorrect) categorization 
of goal types. 

We believe that it is impossible to discuss release 
fully or accurately without situating it in the contex~ of the 
sentence of imprisonment from which it occurs. Most obviously, 
of course, we are discussing release from federal peniten
tiaries, which house persons convicted and sentenced to a term 
of imprisonment of two years 'or more. But, more generally, to 
understand release it is necessary to understand the purposes 
towards which a sentence of imprisonment is and ought to be 
directed, to examine the nature and purposes of the peniten
tiary and community supervision systems, and to know something 
of how the sentencing and corrections processes work. The 
approach taken below to the objectives of release reflects this 
need to consider the objectives of the criminal justice system 
at large. 

The overriding concern of the Ministry of the Solicitor 
General ~ as indeed of the criminal justice system generally -
is broadly articulated as "protection of the public", or, as 
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the 1977 Ministry Workshop put it, "to participate in the pro
tection of all members of Canadian society from criminal 
conduct and the effects of crime". Indeed, most of the various 
sub-objectives pursued by the Ministry agencies are aspects of, 
or in some way reflect, concerns about protection of society. 
However, it is necessary to analyse this broad mandate in its 
component aspects, and to include the other objectives and 
principles which the system articulates for itself. These will 
be discussed under the following headings: 

Punishment (denunication) One of the principal intended 
and apparent funtions of criminal justice and corrections is to 
punish unacceptable behaviour, for purely retributive ends and 
to "denounce" violations of the social contract ("denunication" 
is the term favoured by the Law Reform Cownission for 
punishment or retribution). 

General deterrence Although, conceptually, it is very 
difficult to separate from punishment, general deterrence 
involves state action which is intended to deter potential 
offenders from committing crimes or non-criminal violations in 
the future. 

Incapacitation (separation) Incapacitation seeks to 
block the offender from the opportunity or capability of of
fending in the future. Though there are many ways of incapaci
tating crime (antabuse substances may effectively prevent 
alcohol abuse, for example), for the purposes of this study 
incapacitation is seen principally as incarceration: keeping 
the offender who presents a potential risk away from potential 
victims in society through physical separation. 

Risk reduction This rather general term has been used 
to encompass all the various decisions which are made and pro
grams which are implemented in order to have some impact on the 
likelihood that an individual offender will re-offend, or on 
the seriousness of the re-offending behaviour. 

Management an~ contr~l of penitentiaries and community 
corrections Under th1s head1ng have been grouped a la~ge number 
of objectives and effects in the "handling" of offenders in 
institutions and in the community under correctional control. 
These include such things as the need to minimize tension with
in penitentiaries; motivation of inmate~ into work and other 
programs as well as into good behaviour; and the 'need to reduce 
penitentiary overcrowding. Because many of these are formal 
objectives of the penitentiary system but are only side-effects 
of or functions secondarily caused by the release system, there 
is room for conflict in this area, between penitentiaries and 
the release process. 
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Restraint and cost-effectiveness One of the "three main 
concerns" guiding the initiatives of the Ministry, according to 
the Solicitor General's Statemen~ (to the Justice and Legal 
Affairs Committee) on the Main Estimates, June 18, 1980, was 
the escalating costs of criminal justice services. "Restraint" 
in spending has therefore become an important Ministry, as well 
as an overall government, priority, as has the need to make the 
most cost-efficient use of existing resources. 

Justice and humaneness A "just and humane" system was 
the second "main concern" noted in the Main Estimates speech. 
These two rather broad objectives include (to cite the Ministry 
"Strategic Overview 1981-82") such dimensions as concern for 
equity, mitigation of deprivation and suffering, the protection 
of offender rights through procedural safeguards in parole and 
other means, and the principle of restraint or "minimal inter
ference" with citizens' behaviour, consonant with public 
protection. 

Accountability and openness The third of the three 
"main concerns" is accountability, which is generally seen as 
being of two types (cost-effectiveness, and justice and human
ity) and as having three main objects: accountability to the 
public, to the offender, and to the system itself. 

In the discussion which follows, we will address the 
above objectives, effects and principles along three general 
linea. First, taking each area separately~ we will look at 
what release does to meet the objective, or how it has the un
intended side-effect. Second, in the same discussion, we will 
arrive at some mostly rather tentative and general conclusions 
about how effectively release meets its objectives. (To some 
extent, more detailed questions of effectiveness will also be 
addressed in the next chapter, under each of the "primary pro
cesses".) Finally, in a separate discussion, we will talk 
about some of the conflicts between objectives, and the pro
blems these conflicts cause. 

PUNISHMEUT 

It is fairly common to see releas~ processes as being in 
opposition to retributive aims; parole release does have the 
effect of reducing the individual offender's maximum initial 
stay in penitentiary, and parole's humanitarian function of 
mitigating punishment is probably among its most important 
roles though it may not be formally recognized. On the other 
hand, it would be misleading to assume that releasing authori
ties do not consider retributive dimensions when making release 
decisions though punishment is clearly not a formal NPB 
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objective. The decision ~hen to g7ant parole, for,example, 
directly determines the t1~e th~t 1S to be served,1n a more 
punishing environment (pen1tent1ary) before th7 f1rs~ release 
into a less secure setting. Though other c~n~1derat10ns,may be 
of more importance in making the parole dec1s10n, there 1S no 
question that concern for denunciation can affect parole. Most 
obviously, the legal requirement th~t,o~e-third of t~e sent7nce 
be served prior to full parole elig1b111tY,and one-s1xth pr10r 
to day parole and most temporary abs7n?e~ ~s a largely denun
ciatory provision. The statutory e11g1b111ty date serves as a 
kind of barometer of the minimum punishment required from the 
sentence. 

But beyond basic legal requirements, the seriousness of 
an offence (or of an offender's record taken as a whole) can 
prolong his release beyond the one-th~rd date ~ven where ~arole 
might otherwise be granted. Parole ~111 somet1m~s be den1ed 
for the reason that it would "deprec1ate the ser10usness of the 
offence," for example. By the same token, a less se7ious of
fender with an unusually long sentence may be more 11kely to 
receive an early release. However, apparently largely out o~ 
concern for the appearance and reality of respect for de~unc1a
tion the NPB's former power to effect full paroles ear11er 
than'the one-third date for exceptionally deserving cases 
(parole by exception) has been virtually e~iminated. Some NPB 
personnel question whether day paroles, wh1ch legally can be 
granted after one-sixth, should occur before the full-paro~e, 
eligibility date, for denunciatory reasons. Parole auth~r1t1es 
in general may support the continuation of mandatory per10ds to 
be served prior to parole eligibility, to give ~hem (among 
other things) a punishment standard to work aga1nst. 

Other punitive functions also occur in release. Suspen
sion, termination and revocation of releases punish criminal 
and technical violations of the release agreement, though they 
may also be used for "preventive" purposes, to prevent a viola
tion or crime from occurring while the offender is still under 
warrant. 

How effectively do we punish? To answer that quest~on, 
we would need to know in a given circumstance how much pun1sh
ment is enough, but not too much: a question to which there is 
clearly no "answer" (or at least no single correct answer).* 
How much "time" is a given offence of break and enter "worth"? 
There is no question that the amount of time it will act~ally 
receive can vary enormously from country ~o ~o~ntry, re~1~n to 
region, and individual decision-maker to 1nd1v1dual dec1s10n-

* At this point, we are not discussing any of the utilitarian 
functions of time spent in prison (such as incapacitation), 
but merely what these offenders may "deserve". 
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maker. There is no accepted "standard" for the level of 
punishment which should be maintained, either in terms of the 
number of persons sent to jail, or in terms of how long, on 
average, they should stay there. 

In the Canadian federal system, most offenders se~ve 
between one and three years before their first full release (on 
parole or MS), though there is enormous variation around the 
average. Our data showed that in 1978 and 1979, break and 
enter, robbery, frauds and other thefts netted an average time 
served of about 19, 28, 20 and 17 months, respectively (see 
table A-21). Whether these averages represent "sufficient" 
punishment or insufficient is largely a matter qf individual 
judgment. (Whether release ought, in the first instance, to 
have the power to mitigate the maximum punishment in selected 
cases is another issue, discussed in Chapters IV and V. 

Whether the revocation of a release and return to 
penitentiary (with consequent implications for the time to be 
served after revocation) is a "sufficiently" or insufficiently 
used sanction for persons under supervision or other types of 
release is also a complex question. About half the offenders 
returned to penitentiary from full parole or mandatory super
vision are returned for technical violations, though the 
technical violation may mask a known or suspected but unproven 
criminal offence. Other technical violations and even criminal 
convictions, however, may not result in revocation of the pa
role or mandatory release, and there is no means of determining 
the numbers of such cases in the system in an average year. 
(We believe that cases of new criminal convictions not followed 
by revocation are quite rare, however.) There is really no 
comprehensive or descriptive data on the circumstances of re
lease terminations in Canada, though NPSIS data on the reasons 
given for revocation come the closest. 

Despite the difficulty of defining appropriate levels of 
punishment, there is little question that punishment is a key 
purpose of imprisonment, and that regulations pertaining to 
release reflect concern for maintaining a minimum level of 
punishment prior to release eligibility. In fact, punishment 
as a~ objective has taken on increased prominence in recent 
ye~rs as a result of criticisms of the fairness and effective
ne~s of other correctional aims such ?s rehabilitation. In 
1975, the Law Reform Commisison formulated the three acceptable 
rati:'Jnales fl~r the imposition of a prison senten'ce' as denuncia
tion, separation,· and willful default on a community-based 
sentence: it specifically rejected treatment as a sufficient 
rationale in itself for imprisonment. The 1977 Federal Correc
tions Agency Task Force reflects to some extent the re
emergence of the punishment philosophy in emphasizing notions. 
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of the individual responsibility of the offender for his act, 
and in endorsing Morris' (1975) formulation that "rehabilita
tion, ~hatever it means and whatever the programs that give it 
meaning, must cease to be a purpose of the prison sanction". 

The Working Group agrees with this formulation in the 
sense that prisons are primarily places of punishment, though 
other activities may go on inside them. Punishment is an 
element in any decision to send an offender to federal peniten
tiary, and punishment is what corrections does demonstrably 
best. Release both reflects punishment aims by determining 
time served in penitentiary within statutory constraints, and 
mitigates punishment by the early release of inmates not 
considered an undue risk. 

GENERAL DETERRENCE 

What the imprisonment and release systems do to punish 
criminals and what they do to deter other potential criminals 
are largely the same in kind: the manifest punishing of some 
individuals is assumed to deter other individuals. However, 
considerations of general deterrence may be directly and con
sciously present in only some cases~ sentencing judges often 
speak of the use of harsh sentences during an apparent increase 
in a certain type of crime in a given area. However, bel~ef in 
the deterrent effect of sentences of imprisonment generally is 
widespread among the judiciary and members of the public, and 
may underline much of the philosophy or rationale behind prison 
sentences. Release reflects deterrent philosophies in the same 
sense as it reflects punishment, in setting the minimum time 
which must be served prior to release eligibility and in 
determining the actual time served. 

How effective is general deterrence? Valid measurement 
of the general deterrent effect of various sentences of 
impri.sonment and accompanying release practices is not possible 
(Zimring and Hawkins, 1973~ Brody, 1976). However, "common 
sense" belief in the deterrent effect of punishment (especially 
if it is severe, certain, and applied soon after the offence) 
is as strong as the reasonable evidence of its existence is 
scarce. Cross-cultural studies of wide variation in the use of 
imprisonment and sentence length, for example, do not demon
strate any relationship between punishment levels and crime 
levels1 crime levels (as well as punishment levels) are thought 
to be determined more by larger and largely unchangeable social 
and cultural factors within different environments. Critics of 
the "common sense" of deterrence also argue that the principle 
of avoidance of pain/maximization of pleasure is a very 
simplistic model for a very complex and variant phenomenon, 
crime causation. 
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Despite our lack of specific knowledge about the condi
tions under which it might work, general deterrence remains an 
actively pursued objective and a prominent consideration in the 
imprisonment and release process. In fact, one of the major 
"models" for release which will be discussed in Chapter V, 80-
called "flat sentencing" (parole abolition), is often premised 
on the basis (among others) of a belief that parole detracts 
from the general deterrent effect of the judge's sentence. To 
advocates of "flat sentences", parole is thought to reduce the 
"c7r~ainty" of the judge's sentence~ more importantly to many 
crltlcs, however, parole means a reduction in the length of 
imprisonment, which is thought to reduce general deterrence. 

INCAPACITATION 

Imprisonment, and to some extent community supervlslon, 
incapacitate the individual by separating him from potential 
victims, or some potential victims, in society. One of the 
principal functions of release is to attempt to predict which 
inmates will and will not victimize society if released, and to 
h~ld or release them accordingly. To ensure the incapacitation 
of "risky" offenders until the release date set by law and the 
sentence would in fact appear to be NPB's most prominent formal 
objective: consideration of "undue risk" is one of only three 
criteria mentioned in the Parole Act, and reference to "risk" 
appears everywhere in NPB information handbooks and public 
information booklets (National Parole Board, 1979). 

To some extent, the releasing authority's decision to 
h~ld or :elease the inmate will depend not just on how likely a 
rlsk he lS thought to be, but on what type of violation he is 
thought likely to commit: someone likely to commit a serious 
act of violence in future, for example, will be incapacitated 
through denial of release until the legal requirement of it. 
An inmate thought likely to have difficulty adjusting to being 
under supervision, but unlikely to commit a criminal act, may 
be a more probable candidate for r~lease. . 

. How 7f~ective are our incapacitation policies? Relea-
slng authorltles make two types of incapacitation decisions: 
decisions to release and decisions not to release. Though 
there is a certian risk involved in any decision, persons who 
are release? are considered to be acceptable risks, while those 
who may be held may be considered poor risks. There will 
therefore be two kinds of "errors"* that will result from any 

* Throughout the following discussion, we use the traditional 
terms "type one error" and "type two error". This is not 
necessarily to imply a mistake in judgement, however, since 
numerous other factors may dictate a parole decision. The 
choice of a balance between "type one" and "type two" errors 
is of an almost philosophical or political nature. 
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discretionary decision-making, assuming that the objective (or 
one objective) is to incapacitate those considered an "undue 
risk" (by not paroling them) and 'releasing ~11 (or a1most,a11) 
others.* F~rst, an inmate released early can re-offend (In 
some way) before his warrant expires: this is considered the 
most serious type of "error" made by p:::tro1e boards. Second, an 
inmate can be refused early release who would have succeeded if 
released. Information (though not very good information) is 
available on parolees who "fail" on parole; for information on 
the second type of error, resort is usually had to the,r~te of 
success of inmates released later, on mandatory supervlslon. 
The MS success rate is considered a measure of "type two" error 
because MS cases have in some way been considered unsuitable 
parole material, yet many do not fail on Mandatory Supervision. 

A six-year NPB follow-up of parole and mandatory super
vision cases released in 1974 (when the parole grant rate was 
33%, or very close to today's) shows that about one-quar,ter 
(27.1%) of the persons granted parole had been revoked from the 
community and about a third (37.2%) of the mandatory super
vision cases had been revoked.** That is, about a quarter of 
the decisions to parole turned out to be "errors" (defined as 
revocations), and about two-thirds of the decisions not to 
parole turned out to be "error's" (defined as non-revocations). 
Recognizing that this is a simplistic "model" of the incapaci
tation/risk selection process, and that other facto:rs may, be 
influencing these figures, it is startling to see w~at thlS 
~eans in "pure" incapacitative terms for a hypothetlca1 999 
cases released in the 1974 group under study. The parole rate 
that year was about a third; this would mean 666 persons 
released on MS, 248 of whom return and 418 of whom do not, or 
248 persons "correctly" incapacitated (by a refusal of parole) 
and 418 "incorrect1y~ incapacitated. Of our 999 cases, 333 are 
released on parole, of whom 90 return: they were "incorrectly" 
not incapacitated until their MS date. This makes for a total 
of 508 "incorrect" incapacitation decisions out of 999. (Fewer 
"errors" - 338 - would be made, in fact, by releasing all 
inmates on parole. But these would all be of the first type -
failures granted early release - which are generally considered 

* 

** 

The Parole Act 10(1) does also specify as criteria for a 
grant of parole that the inmate have, "derived the maximum 
benefit f;rom imprisonment" and that "the reform and 
rehabilitation of the inmate will be aided by the grant of 
parole". For reasons discussed below, however, these two 
criteria are largely unhelpful in making release decisions. 

The "ultimate" parole success rate of the group studied 
could turn out to be anywhere from 65.9% to 70.8% since 
4.9% of the casee were still under parole supervision at 
the six-year follow-up mark, and could-conceivably still be 
revoked. All the MS cases had reached warra'nt expiry. 
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more serious.) Another way of looking at this is that if the 
33% parole rate were achieved "randomly" - that is, by paroling 
every third inmate regardless of the case factors involved, 
only 46 more "errors" would occur: 23 of the first type and 23 
of the second. 

Of course, this analysis need not imply that NPB's as
sessments of risk are of the accuracy of a coin flip. Many 
other case factors under consideration may weigh against making 
the decision purely on "risk selection" criteria. Also, there 
are other influences on how differences in parole and MS suc
cess rates can be defined and interpreted. Somewhat more of 
the MS cases are revoked with a new criminal conviction (as 
opposed to a technical violation) than among the parole cases. 
Some of the persons we consulted felt that the suspension and 
revocation policy for MS cases could be less stringent than for 
parolees, though others said the reverse, and still others 
claimed there was no difference. Because parolees are under 
supervision longer than MS cases, they have more time to come 
to the attention of the parole authorities or police than do MS 
cases. However, data from the Historical R.eporting System 
(Hann, 1980) suggest that MS cases tend to be revoked, if they 
are, fairly quickly: they serve a mean of about 6 months in the 
community before revocation. Parolees, on the other hand, 
average a~out 12 months before revocation. It may be, there
fore, that incapacitation policies cannot be seen as simply as 
the above arithmetic simulation would suggest. 

There is an entirely different view of incapacitation 
which suggests that complete protection is available through a 
policy of holding all inmates until the legal limit, namely, 
warrant expiry date. Some critics would in fact abolish both 
parole and remission altogether for this reason. This view
point argues that the only important incapacitation "errors" 
are errors of releasing offenders who turn out to be re-offend
ers. The crimes prevented through holding the inmate longer 
are, the argument continues, not only worth the costs, but are 
probably a lot more numerous than the figures on detected fail
ure might suggest. 

Seen from this view, effectiveness is measured in terms 
of estimates of the numbers of crimes which might have been 
committed had the offender not been in penitentiary. This view 
does not, therefore, attach much importance to "type two" er
rors, of non-recidivists held in prison. As will be seen, how
ever, from the discussion below of some of the other objectives 
of corrections and release, the prominent view is that other 
considerations, such as the suffering and waste 'to be saved by 
releasing offenders who are unlikely to re-offend, will also 
enter into release decisions. Incapacitation models will be , 
explored further in Chapter V. 
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RISK REDUCTION 

Risk reduction is the term we are using to cover any 
correctional program or decision made to try to prevent, deter 
or discourage the individual from re-offending when released. 
For the purposes of our discussion of release, the functions 
the release system (or "models li it operates from) performs 
towards the end of risk reduction, and the "effects" it may 
inadvertently have, seem to be the following: 

- the provision of parole supervision and mandatory 
supervision. 

- the granting of occasional temporary absences to off
set "institutionalization~ (debilitation of inmates 
through the prison r~gime), to reduce the interruption 
of social ties, and to reduce inmate bitterness and 
tension, all of which could affect eventual success or 
failure. 

- the use of a gradual program of releases on temporary 
absence and day parole to "decompress" the inmate from 
a'highly secure environment to increasingly less 
secure ones, rather than directly to the street. 

- selection of the point at which the inmate's attitude 
is positive and he is ready for releise (before or 
after which would be too soon, or would embitter him). 

- manipulation of the time to be served by an inmate in 
order to affect his risk: as will be seen, the rela
tive time served by offenders can have an apparent 
impact on recidivism. 

encouragement (though earned remission and the possi
bility of TA's or parole) of the inmate to participate 
in programs of the penitentiary which may increase his 
chances of succeeding after release. 

Community sUpervision 

Communi ty superV1S10n is not only a program of ~::,elease 
in itself, but it directly affects (or could affect) the parole 
selection process as well. The Parole Act 10(1) sets as a 
criterion for parole that the "reform and rehabilitation" of 
the offender would be aided by parole, presumably meaning 
parole supervision (though it could mean access to the 
communi ty and its resources, or ';:ha t the act of granting J:"'arole 
would have a self-fulfilling ,prophecy effect). This criterion 
reflects the belief in the rehabLlitative ideal which was 
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prevalent at the time of its drafting (1957) a belief which has 
been severely shaken since the early 1970's. 

A large body of empirical research which has been exten
sively assessed (Martinson, 1974; Axon, 1980) has shown a lack 
of evidence (or of consistent evidence) of positive effects oh 
recidivism from any correctional program, either in (or of) 
prison, or in the community. The Release Study was, of course, 
in no position to evaluate the effectiveness of parole super
vision during the six months we worked; even were six months 
enough time to do an evaluation of any merit, it would only be 
one more study of many (though few Canadian), and its findings 
would be subject to interpretation in many different ways. The 
existant literature on supervi~ion effectiveness is, in fact, 
interpreted in many different ways. Some argue that the lack 
of evidence is so consistent that it suggests the types of 
programs we pursue will never make much difference to whether 
an offender becomes involved in criminal situations again. 
Others argue that the available research is an inadequate basis 
for making conclusions about rehabilitative effectiveness: that 
overall results mask individual effects which still need to be 
studied in detail. Many critics also feel that the measures of 
"recidivism" used are not sufficiently detailed or sensitive to 
show changes in the offender. 

. The Working Group does not believe that there is at this 
time a "definitive" view as to whether community supervision is 
effective, though, as the MS Committee Report (1981) puts it, 
"the available research on the subject does not speak for com
placency". It is quite certain that there are no supervision 
activities or techniques of which we Can say that we are rea
sonably certain a positive effect (however measured) will 
result if the technique is applied to cer.tain types of offen
ders under certain types of conditions. (Some possible prom
ising new directions for community supervision willI however, 
be discussed in the next chapter.) 

We have found a marked lack of evaluation of superv1s10n 
techniques within the Ministry. We find this disturbing for 
two reasons. First and most obviously, the lack of ef[ective 
self-monitoring is unacceptable in a service delivery system 
whish is accountable to the public (see "Accountability", be
low). Second, in an era where resources are going to be in
creasingly scarce, it is essential to concentrate resources in 
the most productive areas (or the most cost-effective areas). 
Community supervision is manifestly much less expensive than 
penitentiary. (see "Restraint and Cost-effectiveness", 
below). It is probably also less harmful to those it harms, 
and more helpft~l to those it helps, than is prison; simply 
because it operates within the community. A more serious 
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commitment needs to be made to developing and evaluating the 
community programs of corrections, and to identifying those 
aspects of community corrections, if any, which· will be 
effective with various types of offenders~ 

Temporary absences to reduce risk 

Very little at all is known about the risk reduction 
effects of granting temporary absences to prisoners from time 
to time during their incarceration. Massachusetts (1979) 
studies have found that, even controlling for selection 
factors, inmates who had received at least one furlough had 
slightly lower rates of recidivism (defined as a return to any 
jail for more than 30 ~~ys within one year or release). In the 
Canadian federal syste'l, the Study's data base show some 
interesting effects, though there are problems with the data. 
No temporary absence data are available before 1976. We looked 
at all those released on full parole or MS from January, 1978 
to June, 1980 to see if receiving a TA sometime between July, 
1976 and full release date made any difference in the success 
rate on parole or MS. As it turned out, the majority (78%) of 
the 10,112 offenders in that group had in fact received a TA of 
some sorti a total of 12,417 UTAs and ETAs were granted to the 
group. 

Table 1 shows the success rates on full release of 
persons not granted a TA prior to full release, and of persons 
who fail and succeed on a TA of any kind.* Paroled offenders 
with a successful TA in their records do somewhat better (88% 
success) than do parolees not granted a TA (83% success) or 
parolees with a TA failure (73% success, based on only 30 such 
cases however, since parole appears to be a rare occurrence for 
those who fail on TA). For MS cases, there is no difference in 
MS success between those who failed on TA and those who 
succeeded (73% and 74% success rates). However, offenders who 
receive MS without having received a TA do somewhat worse: 67% 
success. 

* The success rates are skewed high, especially for the parole 
cases, in this table because many in the group have only 
recently been released to supervision, and have not yet had 
"time" to fail. The rates should be read for their relative 
interpretation only. 
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TABLE 1: RATE OF SUCCESS ON FULL RELEASE AMONG 
PERSONS GRANTED AND NOT GRANTED A PRIOR 
TA, AND AMONG TA SUCCESSES AND FAILURES, 
FULL RELEASES FROM JANUARY 1978 TO JUNE 1980 

RATE OF SUCCESS*** ON FULL RE.LEASE l 

TA PARTICIPATION 
1976 - DATE OF ALL NUMBER NUl-mER NUMBER 

RELEASE RE- OF PAROLE OF MS OF 
LEASES CASES CASES CASES 

NO TA 
PARTICIPATION .71 (2198) .83 (559) .67 (1639) 

ANY RECORD OF 
TA SUCCESS (UTA 
OR ETA)**** .79 (7881) .88 (3252) .74 (4629) 

ANY RECORD OF 
TA FAILURE 
(UTA OR ETA) .73 (244) .73* (30) .73 (214) 

TOTAL** .77 .87 .72 

* 

** 

*** 

**** 

(10112)** 

Note: based on only 30 cases of persons paroled after 
any TA failure. 

Does not add to the sum of columns because some inmates 
who have a record of both TA success and TA failure will 
appear more than once in the table. 

"Success" on parole or HS is defined as completion of the 
supervision period without a revocation, or continuation 
on supervision without a revocation to date (these latter 
cases skew the overall success rates rather high). 

"Success" on TA is defined as a return on time or with an 
approved extension. 
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Looking more closely at TA type, it can be seen that 
escorted TA's do not appear to "make a difference", while 
unescorted TA's make some difference. Table 2 shows that those 
who do and do not receive a successful escorted TA, (and no UTA) 
succeed at virtually the same rate on parole or MS. Inmat~s 
granted unescorted TA's, however, do a little (5-10% relatlve 
difference) better on full release than do those not given 
unescorted TA's, regardless of whether an escorted TA was also 
granted. This may be somewhat troubling, inasmuch as we have 
seen that three-quarters of all TA's are escorted. 

Interpretation of these statistics is difficult. They 
do not necessarily indicate that granting a UTA prior to full 
release will reduce the risk of recidivism by 5-10% on full 
release; they may simply reflect the fact that persons refused 
(or not granted) UTA's are worse risks for full release. 
Perception of that risk is probably why they were in fact 
refused TA's. Nor do they suggest that a TA failure is a useful 
sign that the offender will fail on full release: the majority 
(73% in these unnaturally high success rates, but presumably a 
majority of "ultimate" outcomes) of the TA failures still 
eventuate in a success on full release. To the extent that the 
data may indicate a "TA effect" on full release success, the 
effect is not strong, though because of the large numbers of 
cases in our data base, the "effect" is "statistically 
significant" in all instances. 

It is essential that the Ministry develop a better 
capacity for evaluating the effects of TA's on an offender's 
ultimate chances of success. Proper evaluation will necessitate 
"control for" other case factors which may influence both the 
chances of receiving a TA and the chances of ultimately 
succeeding after release. The use of a statistical prediction 
score as a control or "base expectancy" measure would be 
extremely useful to this type of evaluation, and we recommend 
its inclusion in Ministry data bases (see Chapter IV). 

" .,,~" 
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TABLE 2: RATE OF SUCCESS* ON FULL RELEASE 
AMONG PERSONS GRANTED AND NOT 
GRANTED ESCORTED TA AND 
UNESCORTED TAv FULL RELEASES FROM 
JANUARY 1978 TO JUNE 1980 

TA PARTICIPATION RATE OF SUCCESS ON FULL 

FULL PAROLE 

NO TA PARTICIPATION .83 

ETA PARTICIPATION 
(SUCCESSFUL)* 
ONLY .86 

UTA PARTICIPATION 
(S UCCESSFUL) * 
ONLY .89 

ETA AND UTA 
PARTICIPATION 
(SUCCESSFUL)* .89 

RELEASE 

MS 

.67 

.69 

.74 

.77 

~ "Success" on temporary absende is defined as return without 
early termination, being detailed by the police, or being 
declared unlawfully at large. 
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Gradual release as risk reduction 

The use of TA's as a "risk reduction" technique is, of 
course, part of the more general NPB nQtion of "gradual release" 
of inmates from higher to lower to minimal security and super
vision. "Gradual release" implies two concepts: the first, 
that step-by-step "decompression" of inmates is preferable to 
sudden release; and the second, that partial or temporary re
lease forms serve as a useful "test" of whether the offender is 
"ready" for a more liberal form of release.* The classical 
graduated release would involve the testing of the inmate 
through one or a series of escorted and unescorted temporary 
absences, a day parole (perhaps with a requirement to live in a 
community facility), and on to full parole. We will therefore 
examine this "model" with day paroles as we did partially above 
with TA's. 

Our group of 10,113 offenders given full (parole or MS) 
release from January 1978 to June 1980 participated in a wide 
variety of releasing patterns. Analysis requires us to simplify 
these patterns into simply whether or not (and not how many, at 
what point in the sentence or in what order) there occurred an 
escorted or unescorted TA, day parole, full parole or mandatory 
release, and whether it had succeeded or failed by June 1980 
(although our problem above - these success rates are skewed too 
high for full release - is still present, the results nonethe
less permit relative analysis if not absolute statements about 
success rates). 

Of the total group, 

- about two-thirds (68%) received an escorted TA at some 
time in their sentence; of these TAls, 99.6% succeeded; 

about half (56%) received an unescorted TA at some time 
in their sentence; of these TA's 96% succeeded; 

about two-fifths (42%) received a day parole; of these 
day paroles, 87% succeeded; 

about a third (37%) received full parole; of these full 
paroles 87% had not been revoked by June, 1980;** 

- about two-thirds (63%) were mandatorily released; of 
these, 72% had not been revoked by Ju~e, 1980.** 

* This latter aspect is, of course, also part of the 
incapacitation function, since it is hoped that "testing" 
inmates through partial releases will improve the prediction 
of the risk for, and thus decisions made about, full release. 

** These two rates are, as we have noted, not final success 
rates. Though both are skewed high, the MS success figure is 
probably closer to its eventual "final" value than is the 
parole success figure since, as we have seen, MS cases are 
revoked much more quickly than are parole cases. 
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As these figures suggest, the "gradual release" model 
is not used in all cases: only about half the cases get an 
unescorted TA, and a third get a day parole, even though success 
rates on escorted TA's and unescorted TA's are consistently 
ext::emely ~igh. (This i,s not necessarily an indication of 
p~l~cy or lnte~t, but can of course reflect perceptions about 
llmlted communlty resources, travel costs and distances and 
other practical problems). ' 

Is successful completion of one or more "gradual" 
releases before full release associated with higher rates of 
success on ~ul~ re~ease? As Table 3 shows, there is not a great 
deal of varlatlon ln full parole and MS success rates according 
to successful, unsuccessful or non-participation in partial 
release forms~ The 10,113 cases a.s a whole had a parole success 
rate as of June, 1980 of 87%, and an MS success rate of 72%. 
this varies by no more - and uSllally by much less - than 11 % 
(absolute) depending on participation in TA's and day paroles, 
t~ough because of the large numbers of cases involved, all 
dlfferences are "statistically significant". 

However, participation in TA's and day paroles does make 
a great deal of difference in the probability of receiving a 
full parole. A successful day parole raises the chances of full 
parole from 37% for the group as a whole to over 60%, even 
though the full parole outcome is not much different. Inmates 
who have both a successful ETA and a successful UTA have 
virtually the same ultimate success rate, but only about half 
the chance of getting full parole, as do successful day parole 
cases. Even the failed UTA's and day paroles who are then 
mandatorily released do reasonably well. 

What does this say about the use of "gradual release" as 
a method of "testing" candidates for full parole, and as a means 
of risk reduction? As for risk reduction, it is impossible to 
conclude from our data that the small but observable differences 
i~ ev7ntual success ar~ necessarily attributable to participa
tlon 1n the early partlal release, and not to a risk selection 
proc7ss which originall~ picked ~he better risks for the early 
part:al release. That lS, the dlfferences in outcome may be 
attrlbutable to program selection, not to the program itself. 
(It will be recalled that a Massachusetts study "controlled for" 
the original risk of the offenders who participated in TA's and 
still found ultimate differences in outcome, however.) , 

As for the usefulness of partial release outcomes as a 
predictor of or "test" for full release outcome, it would appear 
that successes and failures on TA and day parole are somewhat 
over-rated as factors which distinguish among offenders who will 
and will not eventually succeed on either full parole or MS. 
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TABLE 3 
OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980*) OF ALL FULL PAROLE AND M.S. 

RELEASES FOR PERSONS ADMITTED TO PENITENTIARY AFTER JULY 
1976 AND FULL RELEASED FROM JANUARY 1978 TO JUNE 1980 

BY PARTICIPATION IN PRIOR PARTIAL RELEASES 

Percentage 

Partial Release 
Percentage Successes* Percentage 

No. of Granted on Successes* 
Participation** Cases Full Parole Full Parole on M.S. 

Group as a whole 10,112 37 87 72 

Cases granted ETP" UTA 
and DP 2,579 56 90 78 

Cases granted no ETA, 
UTA or DP 1,751 18 85 68 

Cases successful at 
ETA, UTA and DP 2,196 64 90 80 

Cases failing at ETA, 
UTA and DP 0 N/A N/A N/A 

Successful ETA 
(and no other 
release types) 1,468 26 83 69 

Successful UTA 
(and no other 
release types) 687 21 88 73 

Successful DP 
(and no other 
release types) 389 60 83 64 

Failure on ETA 
(and no other 
release types) 12 8 _*'!r* -*** 

Failure on UTA 
(and no other 
release types) 11 0 -*** -*** 

Failure on DP 
(and no other 
release types) 58 16 -*** 65 

Successful ETA and 
UTA (no DP) 1,786 33 87 7S 

Successful ETA and 
DP (no UTA) 749 61 87 74 

Successful UTA and DP 
(no ETA) 321 61 89 76 

No TA granted 2,198 25 83 67 
ETA success 6,808 43 88 74 
No ETA 3,264 28 85 70 
ETA failure 40 10 -*** -*** 

UTA success 5,364 44 89 76 
No UTA 4,454 32 85 68 
UTA failure 205 12 76 73 

DP success 3,729 62 89 76 
No DP 5,853 25 85 71 
DP failure 531 11 79 73 

* Full paroles,a~d MS cases registered as "successes" may still be 
under superv~slon and ultimately result in a revocation so 
success rates in this Table are skewed high. The Table'should 
be read for internal comparisons not as absolutes. 

** Abb 't' , h rev~a lons ln t e Table refer to escorted temporary absence 
(ETA), unescorted temporary absence (UTA), and day parole (DP). 

*** numbers in this cell are too small to permit meaningful 
calculation. 
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The majority of offende,rs succeed on supervision anyway, and no 
identifiable partial release outcome suggests a considerably 
higher or considerably lower chance of succeeding ultimatey on 
full release. 

Optimum release date 

Another effect in terms of risk ]:eduction is the "optimum 
release date" notion. Under this model, release authoriti.es 
select the inmate's release date baseQ (among other things) on 
the progress over time of his attitude and participation in the 
penitentiary, such that he is released (other things being 
equal) at a time when he is "ready", attitudinally and 
otherwise. It is virtually impossible to test whether this 
effect is present in release decisions, or to test the related 
notion of the effect on an offender of merely being granted a 
r~lease. However, the "optimum release" notion is predicated on 
the idea of a "peak" in the prison experience (related to risk) 
~hich may be true only of certain types of coping or acceptance 
experiences in longer-term inmates (Hood and Sparks, 1970). It 
may also be very difficult for an observer, or even the inmate 
himself, to detect any "peak" whlch may occur in his prison 
experience. Penitentiary officials consulted in the Study also 
frequently pointed out the remoteness of case management and 
releasing authorities from the individual inmate and his 
"adjustment". 

Time served and risk reduction 

Numerous official inquiries and reports (Fauteux, 1956; 
Ouimet, 1969; Law Reform Commission, 1973) have recommended a 
decrease in prison sentence'lengths in Canada, in part on 
grounds of cost-effectiveness, but also in part based on a 
belief that the damaging effects of lengthier stays increase the 
eventual risk of reoffending. There is, in fact, a considerable 
amount of American research which suggests that, even control
ling for certain risk-related factors, persons released after 
serving a shorter time are somewhat more likely to succeed after 
release than are those serving longer periods (Jaman and 
Dickover, 1969; Mueller, 1965; Gottfredson et al., 1973; 1977). 

To the extent, therefore, that .NPB shortens the time 
served in prison for those it places on parole, whatever 
reduction in risk results from the shortening of time served 
automatically obtains in these cases. It would be productive to 
do original research on this effect in Canadian federal 
corrections. As is true in many other processes, the 
availability of a statistical risk prediction score on the 
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automated data base of the Ministry would permit some controls 
for risk-related factors in studies of this type. 

Encouragement of program participation 

There is some evidence that inmates do engage in prison 
programs partly in hopes of increasing their chances of early 
release. (When, for example, the united states Parole 
Commission clearly and demonstrably removed participation in 
prison programs as an element in parole criteria, program 
participation in penitentiaries declined.) Some models of 
parole, such as "contract~ parole, are actually premised on 
giving early release in exchange for performance in programs and 
for good behaviour. During our consultation with CSC field 
staff, in fact, there was some support for encouraging NPB to 
commit itself early in the sentence to releasing an inmate who 
conforms to the specifieations in the "individual program plan" 
drawn up shortly after admission. Some NPB members seem 
extremely cool to this notion because, at least in part, there 
are some reservations about the value of penitentiary proqrams 
and little sympathy for explicitly allowing institutional 
adjustment to determine release decisions. 

There is no way to measure precisely the degree to which 
inmates' expectation of release considerations may encourage 
them to participate in penitentiary programs. Moreover, and 
more importantly, any risk reduction that results from program 
participation has yet to be demonstrated, as our earlier 
discussion of parole supervision effectiveness suggested. 

Risk reduction is, in sum, one of the most significant 
objectives to be addressed in any analysis of release and the 
assumptions or criteria on which it is based; yet little is 
known about the operation of risk reduction or its interaction 
with the release process. 

MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL OF PENITIENTIARIES AND COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS 

Far more immediate and meaningful to the line 
correctional worker than objectives on a level like "risk 
reduction" are concerns about management and control of case
loads inside and outside the walls. Nevertheless, institutional 
management'is clearly not an objective of release, except to the 
indirect extent that, for example, an inmate must be of good 
conduct in penitentiary in order to receive certain types of TA 
and remission. For the purposes of our discussion, the 
objectives pursued or effects inadvertently caused by release 
uDa 9r this heading will be restricted to: 

___ -_____ --------------------,---~.,......--------~:;~~\l1l"":1l"=---=----::-=~= __ :::~_ 
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earned remission as a means of controlling the size of 
penitentiary populations (by reducing time served in 
penitentiary) 

- full parole, and some day paroles, as a function which 
(however unintended) affects the size of penitentiary 
populations (by reducing time served in penitentary) 

- earned remission as a means of motivating inmates to 
behave acceptably and to participate in work and other 
programs 

- temporary absences as a means of reducing 
institutional tension and motivating inmates 

Controlling ~nitentiary populations 

Earned remission is the only release form controlled 
directly by CSC.* The award of remission ~s based on behaviour 
within the penitentiary and its effect is to allow the earned 
days (up to one-third of the sentence) to be served not in 
penitentiary but on the street under mandatory supervision. 
Therefore, quite apart from any effects of remission on 
prisoners' behaviour, it has significant effects on penitentiary 
crowdinq and costs and on the relative punitiveness (in prison 
or outside it) of the last one-third of the sentence. 

It is next to impossible to estimate, however, what the 
effect {"\ra :~!enitentiary populations would be if remission were 
abolished, since judicial sentences would probably decrease - at 
least among some judges. (This would depend also on any other 
changes accompanying the abolition of remission - in parole 
eligibility dates, if any, and the existence of post-release 
supervision.) But whether they would decrease in a way which 
would keep penitentiary populattons at their present level, or 
in ways which would marginally or seriously affect populations 
is not known. Simulations of remission abolition done through 
the Ministry's penitentiary population prediction model (FCSM) 
yield different scenarios, depending on the assumptions fed into 
them about what accompanying changes would occur in related 
factors such as sentence length and the parole rate. 

Let us suppose, for example, that remission were 
abolished and initial parole eligibility were set at one-third
of the sentence, as now. Any offender not paroled leaves 
penitentiary without supervision at the expiration of the 
warrant. Suppose that Judge A is accustomed, under our pre~ent 

* Except for "recrediting" of lost remissign credits, which is 
done by NPB in cases of "undue hardship". See under Remission, 
Chapter III. 
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system, to giving three years to robbery offenders who use no 
direct force or violence. After the change, Judge A may reason 
that under the former system, his three-year sentence would mean 
that the defendant would serve no more than two years in normal 
circumstances~ he might therefore give two years under the new 
syscem in order to approximate the two-year limit which he had 
in mind under the old system. On the other hand, he may reason 
that the parole board will have a strong interest in seeing the 
defendant serve the last portion of his sentence under super
vision in the community, and would therefore be likely to parole 
this defendant at the two-year mark of a three-year sentence. 
If they do not parole him at two years, he may reason, they 
probably will have justification for not doing so. He may 
therefore feel that a three-year sentence would be closest to 
the former system, and award three years. 

Different judges and different appellate courts would 
react differently to the change. Some would not understand its 
full implications, some would ignore it and operate on their own 
tariffs, .and very few would fully appreciate the effects and 
side-effects which the change and their reaction to it would 
have. Perhaps the uncertainty of predicting judicial change is 
part of the continuing reluctance of prison officials (e.g. as 
recommended at CSC's Wardens' Conference, September 1980) to 
give up one "known" source (remission) of controlling popul~tion 
size for an "unknown" over which no control or influence is 
possible. More will be said about these issues in Chapter V. 

Parole also has unintended effects in reducing peniten
tiary populations, although the NPB view is that considerations 
of control of population levels cannot be a part of parole deci
sions. Nonetheless, parole unquestionably has an effect on 
populations, since it reduces the time served in penitentiary to 
something less than the maximum sentence. In fact, in those 
American states which have abolished parole, fears about in
creases in prison populations have been the most visible result 
of the change. Many American parole boards directly respond to 
crisis-level overcrowding situations - such as have been experi
enced lately in numerous u.S. jurisdictions - with unusual 
releasing policies, such as a temporary lessening of the minimum 
time administratively required for prisoners to serve before 
release. (Gettinger, 1976). 

Though parole does cut, by a potential one-third, the 
penitentiary portion of the sentence, it has been argued 
(Mandel, 1975) that the ultimate overall effect on time spent in 
prison is actually rather small, when revocations and loss of 
remission after release are considered*. Mandel estimated, 

* It should be noted that forfeit~re of release was in effect at 
the .time of Mandel's estimates, and his conclusions should be 
read accordingly. 
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based on eligibility and other rules of parole and remission, 
that parole reduces the overall time served in penitentiary by 
about 10% while also creating a compensating increase in 
judicial sentences. The FCSM (computer model for predicting 
penitentiary populations) estimates that for every 5% change in 
the parole rate, there will be a 1% difference in the 
population, largely because so many offenders eventually return 
to penitentiary after warrant expiry (Memorandum, 1977). 

Parole's ultimate impact on time served is, like 
remission, confused by judicial accommodation in sentencing. 
Some magistrates - though by no. means all - will candidly admit 
to an additive process in sentencing, of setting an 
"imprisonment" term, doubling it "for remission", then tripling 
it "for rehabilitation". Some critics argue, therefore, that 
parole results in no real reduction (if not in an increase) in 
the time served by offenders generally and has no real impact on 
prison populations. These issues too will be explored later 
under major new directions for release (Chapter V). 

Motivating inmates and reducing tension 

Earned remission, by virtue of its name, would appear to 
be directed towards motivating inmates to do - or not to do -
something in order to earn imprisonment time* off their 
sentence. In fact, if there is anyone issue on which all field 
staff and previous studies can agree, it is that earned 
remission is not actually "earned" in the sense that an inmate 
need normally do any thing beyond stay out of trouble in order 
to receive full remission. In fact, shortly after the 1977 
Penitentiary Act amendment which converted "statutory" and 
"earned" remission into a single "earned" system, senior CSC 
officials concluded that the resources necessary to perform the 
surveillance, evaluation and recording needed to make the system 
truly earned were not available. Remiss.ion would operate as a 
system of loss for negative conduct, rather than gain for 
positive conduct above the norm.** (This lil'~egative" operation 
of remission is in fact typical throughout the jurisdictions we 
surveyed, except in cases of special remission awards for giving 
blood or performing other extraordinary services.) 

Remission does, indeed, operate on that negative basis, 
as the rate of accumulation of remission indisputably shows. 

* It is important to bear in mind that remission does not 
result in time "free and clear" off the sentence; remission 
credits must be "served" on the street under mandatory 
supervision (MS). 

** Formal CSC policy, as reflected in the Case Management Policy 
and Procedures Manual, is still that remission operates as a 
positive earned system, however.. 
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Our data for the years 1974-1980 indicate in the vast majority 
of cases (83%) the offender lost fewer than eleven days of re
mission on each sentence (See Table A-29). The evidence is 
overwhelming that remission does not motivate inmates to excep
tional conduct or participation, though it may discourage inmate 
unemployment (since work, if available, is requisite to earning 
of remission) and misconduct (since remission can be lost for 
misconduct and cannot be earned to the maximum in punitive dis
sociation). Line staff confirm that the pressures of the peni
tentiary environment make a truly earned system virtually 
impossible. 

Remission has the potential to run into conflicts with 
other release processes and objectives. One of these conflicts 
-remission's result in "automatic~ release at two-thirds of the 
sentence- is a complaint of those who feel the discretionary re
leasing authority should have the power to maintain the 
incapacitation of the offender in prison until warrant expiry. 
There is no doubt that paroling authorities tend to be blamed 
for the failures of offenders released through remission, and 
they chafe at being unable to prevent the "early" release of 
persons whom they consider dangerous. 

Remission can also Lun afoul of release if used in dif
ferent ways. One suggestion, that remission should determine 
parole eligibility dates, would in effect mean that institution
al adjustment would determine the time to be served until the 
first consideration for release. It is a model which most 
releasing authorities oppose, and which the Horking Group would 
reject on grounds of being an inappropriately high weighting in 
the release equation of considerations of penitentiary control 
and program~ing -,considerations which are not necessarily rela~ 
ted or are lncons1stently rel~ted to community risk, for 
example. 

One of the reasons that r~mission does not run into more 
open conflicts with release is that it is administered in a 
fairly consistent, automatic and predictable fashion. However, 
a remission system which became "truly" earned or which in any 
ot~er way ultimately resulted in longer time in penitentiary 
prlor to mandatory release, might affect parole in that increas
ed pressure might be placed on paroling authorities to consider 
penitentiary populations and management in making parole deci
siLons. Abolition of remission could have the same effect. The 
Working Group does not believe that remission can ever really 
operate on a "truly earned" basis in the kinds of institutions 
run by CSC or with the kinds of manpower resources made avail
able to CSC.* Nor do we think there would be much ultimate 

* ThQugh there is some feeling that if remission were closely 
integrated with other penitentiary incentive systems such as 
work assignments and pay scales, it could be more effective. 
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benefit to such a s'ystem even if it were practicable, and its 
introduction would cause enormous undesirable side-effects on 
institutional tension, among other things. Coupled with the 
conflicts and complications they would cause with release, any 
changes in remission based on a perceived need to use it 
"positivelyU are undesirable. 

Temporary absences have increa~ingly taken on a more 
prominent role in inmate motivation and the reduction of insti
tutional tension. Most penitentiary staff we consulted claimed 
T./\'s were actually their most powerful motivator, or had been 
until the lS77 legislation which restricted the Warden's TA 
power (see Chapter III). Inmates confirm that TA's are· indeed a 
powerful "carrot". 

TA's are in fact used and do operate to reward positive 
behaviour by inmates. Since being "of good conduct" is a condi
tion of all but medical TA's, they would appear at least not to 
reward inmates who behave badly. Many of the "rehabilitative" 
T.A's granted would appear to be essentially programs of rela
tively pleasant activity granted to inmates who have shown them
selves in various ways to be deserving, t~ustworthy and safe. 
Penitentiary staff suggest, based on their experience, that TA's 
can also have the broader effect of relieving institutional ten-
5ion and increasing institutional incentives, and that this is 
in fact CSC's chief interest and activity in the TA program. 
However, Wardens claim that the 1977 chang~s have so limited the 
,number of TA' s and the responsiveness of the TA process to 
imn\;J Hate behavioul'S in the penitentiary that TA' s a:r:e no longer 
wor.king effectively as motivators or reducers of tension. The 
Working Group has concluded there is some reason to believe this 
is the case though day parole may be filling some of the gaps, 
and in the next Chapter we make recommendations to relieve some 
of the problems. 

JUSTICE AND HUMANENESS 

These two broad terms encompass a wide range of values 
and aspects, of which we will discuss only a few in regard to 
release. As a Ministry concern, justice and humaneness have 
probably risen in priority over the last few years. The 1977 
Report of the Parliamentary Sub-committee on the Penitentiary 
System (MacGuigan) was probably the strongest recent statement 
of the need for "justice behind the walls", and their 
recommendations included a study of parole to reduce its 
"arbitrary aspects". Increasing Ministry involvement in 
international human rights and prisoner rights "issues, through 
the U.N~ CongreAses on Crime and through our s.ignature to the UN 
International U.N. Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, has 
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focused attention on human rights concerns in corrections which 
can affect such release issues as the granting of credit for 
time spent under supervision in the community. Another major' 
theme of the Ministry, based primarily on humanitarian but also 
cost-effectiveness grounds, is the need to reduce the use and 
length of imprisonment in Canada (Kaplan, 1980; Blais, 1978). 
This theme has actually been prominent since the Ouimet (1969) 
Canadian Committee on Corrections recommended that imprisonment 
be reserved for the dangerous criminals and the most serious 
offences. Ouimet also recommended an increase in the use of 
parole, during a year when the parole rate was about 60% (as 
opposed to its present approximate 33%). Finally, the 
increasing involvement of the federal courts in administrative 
correctional practices (Martineau, 1980; Solosky, 1980) has also 
helped to make justice concerns a higher priority. 

Justice and humaneness objectives and "unintended 
by-products" will be discussesd under five general areas: 
mitigation and equalization of sentences, minimal intervention, 
release assistance, natural justice, and the provision of 
II hope " • 

Mitigation and equalization of sentences 

Under "p~nishment", we discussed the ways in which 
release authorities reflect the punishment aspects of sentencing 
and effects (within constraints) the precise determination of 
the punishment time to be served prior to release. Release, by 
its very nature, also has the "effect" of mitigating the maximum 
possible severity of the sentence by letting some people out 
earlier than they would have had to be released by law, although 
sentence mitigation is very clearly not a formal objective of 
release. 

NPB paroles about 33% of federal offenders right now, 
though rates fluctuate. About half the parolees in our sample 
were released after serving between 30 and 40% of their sentence 
(or around the one-third date of first parole eligibility). 
About a quarter were released after serving over 50% of their 
sentence. 
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Which offenders are more likely to have their imprison
ment time mitigated? There is some apparent association between 
the seriousness of the offence and the parole rate. Table 4 
shows the rate of parole and MS for several groups of offenders 
who obtained full release in 1978 or 1979. The offence cate
gories are arranged in the table ~n the order of their serious
ness, as reflected in the length of their average sentence. 
Looking ,only at offence type and not sentence length, it is 
seen, curiously, that the more serious crimes like homicide*, 
rape and robbery have a parole rate around 40-50%, while some 
(but not all) of the "less serious" offences, such as break and 
enter, thefts and fraud, have parole rates around 20-30%. The 
offence groups of manslaughter, narcotics, sexual assaults and 
escape do not fall within this pattern. Distinctions between 
offence categories are not particularly marked, however, other 
than between the 40-50% group as a whole and the 20-30% group as 
a whole, which suggests that perhaps it is not really the 
crime's seriousness which causes the distinction which is 
observed. 

* Murderers are, of course, excluded from the~. ~Qllowing analysis 
because all murderers who leave penitentiary" (other than by 
death or transfer) do so on parole. 
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TABLE 4 
PAROLE RATE FOR ADMISSION OFFENCE 

GROUPS, FULL RELEASED IN 1978 and 1979 

- - ----~------ ----

ADMISSION PAROf .. E NUMBER NUMBER RELEASED 
OFFENCE* RATE** PAROLED ON MS 

Attempted murder 49.2 34 35 
Manslaughter 56.3 182 141 
Kidnapping 40.7 31 45 
Rape 44.3 157 197 
Narcotics Trafficking 67.0 702 346 

& Importing 
Robbery 41.1 968 1385 
Other crimes against 38.5 103 167 

the person 
Sexual assault 15.5' 16 87 
Assault and Wounding 22.2 80 279 
Fraud and Forgery 27.0 132 357 
Negligent homicide 54.1 13 9 

and infanticide 
Break and Enter 24.0 463 1459 
Thefts 20.9 177 667 
Narcotics Possession 46.2 25 29 
Escape and Unlawfully 6.9 5 67 
at large 

* Ordered according to the length of the average sentence given 
for the offence group. Lifers are excluded from the table. 

** Note that this is a different "parole rate" than that used 
by the Historical Reporting System (referred to elsewhere in 
this Report). This "parole rate" is the proportion of 
persons released in these years who were released on parole. 
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Table 5 suggests that it may be the length of sentence 
which is more important to the parole rate. Of course, all 
lifers who leave penitentiary do so on parole, and the longer 
average sentences associated with some crimes seem to be reflec
ted in the parole rate. But more particularly, the Table shows 
the consistent and substantial difference between the average 
sentence length of those paroled, and the average sentence 
length of those not paroled, "controlling. for" offence: 
parolees have considerably longer sentences f on average, for the 
same offences, than do Mandatory Supervision cases. This 
suggests that parole has a rather marked effect in evening out 
differences which might otherwise have occurred in time served 
as a result of variations in sentencing. 

Table 5 also shows the actual effect that these parole 
decisions have on the time served by persons paroled, especially 
compared to those not paroled. For most crimes, the parole 
decision brings the average time served by parolees closer to 
that served MS cases, despite the wide differences in average 
sentences for the two groups. Parolees do not necessarily serve 
shorter periods than non-parolees, though, which may again 
suggest that parole is more involved with longer sentences which 
(because of eligibility rules) can only be mitigated so far. 
This appears to "explain" why, as was observed in Table 4, it is 
the more serious crimes which have the higher parole rates: 
they have higher sentences. 

Both sentence mitigation and sentence equalization, then, 
clearly appear to be effects of parole, despite the very firm 
NPB position that they are not objectives and could not be 
formally implemented (though they may be a by-product). This 
NPB reticence about formally entering into the world of re-exam
ining sentences of the court may be justified. However, it has 
to be recognized that if the validity of the parole function is 
accepted, the fact of sentence alteration by parole (however 
unintended) must also be accepted: parole necessarily changes 
the conditions of sentence. Further, though some members of the 
public and jUdiciary feel that parole is an ill~gitimate inter
ference with sentencing, there is no question that judges are 
roughly aware of the possible effect of parole and remission, 
and some acknowledge accommodating their sentencing to the 
existence of them. The mitigating effect of release is 
understood, then, but it is not understood well, and its 
application to any given individual is not predictable at the 
time of sentencing. This creates conflicts, mixed messages, 
inequities (since a judge may increase his sentence in 
anticipation of a parole which is nAver granted) and 
inconsistencies between sentencing dnd parole, a subject 
discussed more fully in a later chapter. 
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TABLE 5 
AVERAGE SENTENCE AND AVERAGE TIME SERVED 

BEFORE PAROLE AND MS, FULL RELEASES IN 1978 & 1979 

ADMISSION AVERAGE TIME 
OFFENCE SENTENCE SERVED 

(months) (months) 

PAROLEES MS PAROLEES 
-

Attempted murder 111 -., 0, 51 
Manslaughter 81 59 33 
Kidnapping 76 38 30 
Rape 54 50 24 
Narcotics Traffick- 55 45 22 

ing and Importing 
Robbery 62 42 28 
Other Crimes against 42 33 18 

the person 
Sexual Assault 45 31 26 
Assault and wounding 42 32 18 
Fraud and forgery 41 30 20 
Negligent homicide 36 29 16 
Break and Enter 38 29 18 
Thefts 37 25 18 
Narcotics Possession 35 21 14 
Escape and Unlaw- 38 19 18 
fully at large 

MS 

46 
40 
26 
34 
30 

29 
22 

21 
22 
20 
21 
20 
17 
13 
14 
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Partial releases, temporary absences and day parole, also 
serve to mitigate punishment. Though the TA's which are called 
"humanitarian" are very few (500 a year), many of the "rehabili
tative" ones, even if they are justified on grounds of reforming 
the inmate, also clearly serve humane ends, in that virtually 
any absence from a prison will be a relative pleasur~. This 
humane function of TA's is not, of course, universally applied 
to all inmates: only'half of inmates receive a TA in any given 
year, and two-thirds of the inmates who do receive a TA receive 
four or less (usually escorted) in a calendar year. TA's may 
therefore represent only a limited measure of humaneness. Day 
paroles mitigate punishment to the extent that they can reduce 
the security status of the institution involved (though, as will 
be seen, many inmates find CCC residence more difficult than 
traditional penitentiaries). They also allow for absence from 
the institution - for hours or days at a time. We have no 
preci~e measure for how much. 

Finally, remission mitigates punishment by permitting 
approximately the last third of the sentence to be served in the 
community under MS. 

Minimal intervention 

Minimal intervention in the lives of offenders has been a 
theme for some time (Ouimet, 1969; Solicitor General, 1975; Law 
Reform Commission, 1976). It is both a human rights principle 
(the least restrictive alternative, compelling state interest) 
and a utilitarian finding (there is some evidence that lesser 
interventions by the criminal justice system are more effective 
than heavier ones). Less intrusive measures are also, in the 
main, less expensive. 

What wOuld constitute "minimal intervention" in correc
tions is hard to say. It would probably be fair to say however, 
that the release system is not presently operating in a "mini
malist" ,fashion. The parole rate is among the lowest of the 
last ten years. Day paroles are increasing, but there is some 
criticism that they may be delaying or even replacing some full 
paroles; while less of an intervention than traditional incar
ceration, this would he more of an intervention than full 
parole. 

Post-Release assistance 

The inmates contacted by the Solicitor General's Commit
tee on MS said that community supervision, if it had_ any value 
at all, sometimes helped with immediate practical assistance: 
cash from the parolee loan fund, help with finding housing, and 
so on (Solicitor General, 1981). No quantitative information is 

C: 

.. ~.' 

'\. 

, 



" 

, ' 

- 42 -

available on the frequency with which the various types of 
practical assistance are offered and given, though it is clear 
that most parole officers are strongly motivated to be of help 
to offenders who ask for it. ' 

Natural justice and equity 

In January, 1980, the Supreme Court of Canada delivered a 
ruling in a penitentiary discipline case (Martineau) which found 
that there was a "duty to act fairly" in the administrative pro
cess of disciplining inmates. This is an extremely significant 
ruling, the first Supreme Court case to rule that an administra~ 
tive correctional process, not created in law, would be subject 
to rules of natural justice. 

By contrast, the full parole granting process has placed 
in law the requirements that all federal inmates who fall eligi
ble for full parole must be granted a hearing before a panel of 
two members, and must be given the reasons in writing for a 
negative decision. Inmates who feel that these procedural safe
guards have not been protected, or that NPB has proceeded in an 
unfair manner, may seek redress through a review by the federal 
court. The same safeguards are not guaranteed for TA decisions, 
however, nor for provincial inmates (whose cases are decided on 
a "paper review"), or for termination of day parole, though the 
6ffender will have personal contact with the case management 
staff or parole officer involved in his case. A number of other 
criticisms have been made of the natural justice safeguards at 
various stages in release. These include: the lack of prior 
disclosure of case file information* and the denial of legal or 
other assistance at full parole hearings (procedures to corrf~ct 
both these two areas may soon be implemented, though the precise 
form they will take remains to be seen); the lack of prior 
"notice" of the policy basis for decisions, except for the three 
Parole Act criteria and except for that which is contained in 
policy manuals (including a list of factors considered in 
parole); the re-incarceration of revoked offenders for non
criminal violations; and the participation in "multiple vote" 
cases by NPB members not present ~t the hearing. 

The natural justice safeguards applicable to release 
(such as hearings, notice, legal counsel, information disclo
sure) are still evolving and will continue to do so as a result 
of such things as evolving administrative case law, government 
policy as a whole, and international human rights agreements. 

Equity is a particularly important goal in release 
because release deals with large numbers of sometimes widely 
varying sentencing decisions. It' has been argued in defent'e of 

* An inmate may however receive, fairly quickly, an update of 
his case file information if he has previously applied for and 
received his file under the Canadian Human Rights Act. 
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parole (von Hirsch and Hanrahan, 1978) that it would be infini
tely harder to get the criminal court judges from a given region 
to agree upon specific guidelines for equalizing sente~ces thah 
it is to persuade and monitor a parole board to do the same 
thing. Release authorities thus may seek sentence equity as an 
objective, or the NPB may achie~e it indirectly as an unsought 
"effect" (as we saw above under sentence mitigation). Release 
certainly seeks to be consistent with~n itself, and within the 
context of its other decisions as to TA and day parole. How 
well equity is achieved by release is difficult to say, though 
strong fluctuations in annual parole rates and regional varia
tions would suggest the possibility of disparities i.n parole 
granting. Empirical studies of NPB decisions are not able to 
describe or "explain" well how various factors contribute to the 
parole decision. This will be discussed in more detail under 
Chapter III. 

Hope 

A final "humanitarian" objective of release is said to be 
providing the offender with the hopl~ that he may get out of 
prison before the end of his sentenc\e. Release does indeed pro
vide that hope, but for those with longer sentences (and 
especially long mandatory minimum ~eriods to serve until parole 
eligibility) it will also bring' a gre~ter,period of uncertainty, 
wondering when release may corne. Some ev~dence from U.S. states 
which have abolished parole suggests that, from the inmate's 
viewpont, it may actually be preferable not to l~ve in hope o~ 
early release but to know exactly the date on wh~ch release w~ll 
come. (Note, 1978). 

RESTRAINT AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

Though spending in criminal justice and corrections has 
increased enormously over the last ten years, it is expected 
that there will be a levelling off of resources for social ser
vices generally. At the same time, caseloadsare expected to 
increase in absolute numbers, with the result that greater cost
efficiency is becoming a priority. We must use existing 
resources as effectively and allocate them as rationally as 
possible. 

Release represents a cost-savings in the sense that it is 
a great deal cheaper to release an offender conditionally and 
supervise him in the community (about $2000 average yearly 
cost*) than in penitentiary (about $25,'000 average yearly 
cost*). If conditional release were abolished (including 

* '!be "average cost" is obtained by dividing the total peniten
tiaries budget or the total cOJTI.rnunity supervision'and case 
preparation budget ,bY, th~ total number of offenders held in 
'each mode at any 9~ven t~me • 

ij 

, 



- 44 -

remission) and jUdicial sentences did not decrease to compen
sate, there would be an enormous capital outlay necessary to 
construct the penitentiaries needed to hold the approximately 
5,000 persons under full parole and MS super~ision at any given 
time, and to hire the personnel to staff these penitentiaries. 
Federal staff-inmate ratios in penitentiary are about 1:1, while 
community staff-offender ratios are about 1:10, including all 
management and support staff. 

On the other hand, it has been argued that it is not 
realistic to make these direct cost-savings comparisons, since 
jUdicial sentences do compensate to allow for the existence of 
parole and remission. Mandel (1975) has in fact argued t~at the 
costs of community supervision must be added to those of 1ncar
ceration for that reason. Nevertheless, within the present 
federal sentence structure, releasing any given individual prior 
to his mandatory release date represents a cost savings in terms 
of that individual. 

Conflicts can and do arise between release and imprison
ment in considerations of cost. At times, penitentiary budget 
considerations may influence whether a release can occur, or 
what form a release may take: an escorted TA may not occur if 
no funds are available to pay an escort, and a day parole may be 
affected by the ava~lability of halfway facility beds in a given 
area. At times when there is a high demand for inmate labour, 
such as at harvest, penitentiary officials may have an interest 
in seeing fewer persons released who might otherwise be 
available for work programs. 

In general, however, penitentiaries have a strong 
interest in seeing as many full releases as possible occur, in 
order to save costs. The more persons at any given time who are 
under community supervision rather than in penitentiary, the 
better able CSC is to meet budgetary restraints and avoid new 
capital construction of institutions. Cautious release policies 
may in fact be a major source of conflict between high-priority 
CSC objectives of restraint and cost control; and NPB priorities 
of holding until the mandatory release date those persons who 
may violate their community supervision when released. 

ACCOUNTABILITY,AND OPENNESS 

Stressed by MacGuigan (1977) and the Auditor General 
(1978), "openness and accountability" have become a major 
concern of the Ministry. Release can or should be held 
accountable in many different ways and to different bodies. It 
is accountable to taxpayers and to central expenditure review 
agencies for the way in which it spends (or saves) money. 
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Release can also be accountable to independant bodies such as 
the courts for the manner in which it makes its decisions. It 
can be accountable to the offender in the sense that authorities 
are obliged by law to give reasons for refusing a full or day 
parole, and for suspending and rev~king a,releas7 , Finally, 
release is accountable to the pub11c for 1ts pol1c1es and 1tS 
individual decisions. 

To achieve full accountability in most of the respects 
described above, it is a virtual necessity to engage in system
atic, detailed self-analysis. It will already be becoming clear 
that very little in the way of empirical self-evaluation actual~ 
ly goes on in terms of major goals of the system. Ministry dat' 
sources are plainly inadequate, and do not serve as a managemen~ 
system for ongoing decision being made. As will be seen 
shortly, the formal criteria for various release types are very 
inspecific, and more detailed policies a:e,not systematically, 
established. Release is so prone to adm1n1strat10n and analys1s 
on a "case-by-case" basis that regular data feedback on overall 
patterns has been neglected up until now. As a result of the, 
inadequacy of existing data, public information about ~a:ole :s 
also scarce. Review by independent bodies of case dec1s10ns 1S 
available (in the federal court) to ensure conformity to pro
cedural safeguards in the regulations, but does not include the 
possibility of appeal of the substantive merits of case deci
sions, so it rarely results in useful precedent or review. 
(There is a prevalent view that even substantive judicial review 
would yield little useful precedent anyway.) 

Often, "accountability" in release takes the form of 
fluctuations in the release rate according to the level of 
public reaction to sensational failures. In this sense, relea
sing authorities often are held accountable and take the blame 
for offender failures on behalf of the entire sentencing and 
imprisonment system. For example, one argument in the "flat 
sentencing" debate for retaining parole is that parole is needed 
to reduce' sentences because if judges were wholly responsible 
for determining the exact length of incarceration they would 
tend to respond to public pressure by increasing sentences. 
Parole is thus a less visible, administrative means of reducing 
punishment. However, because of this, it is blamed for the 
failures of people it lets out and at the same time is 
criticized because it keeps too many people in. 

Many of these accountability issues will be explored in 
detail in later sections. 
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DISCUSSION 

We have seen that the formal, stated objectives of 
release are sometimes not what would appear to be the most 
strongly felt of' release's' effects. These objectives of full 
parole which are reflected in the Parole Act 10(1) criter~a, for 
example, are problematic. The apparently most important parole 
criterion, to detain persons whose release would constitute an 
"undue risk to society", does not appear to be as effectively 
felt in decisions of NPB as might be expected. The other two 
criteria in the Parole Act are either apparently unrrelated to 
modern correctional theory (even correctional authorities rarely 
claim any more that people are or should be sent to penitentiary 
to "derive benefit from imprisonment") or unsupported (though 
not disproven) by available evidence (of any effect, for 
example, caused by "gradual release" and supervision on the 
"reform and rehabilitation of the inmate"). The latter two 
statutory parole criteria are extremely difficult to evaluate in 
any meaningful way. All three statutory criteria need to be re
examined on a Ministry level, and interdepartmentally as part of 
the Criminal Code Review Process. 

On the other hand, many secondary effects (or "unintended 
by-products") of release seem to be much more markedly felt, and 
some are closer to the practical realities of sentence and 
prison administration. Though punishment of offenders does not 
appear to be an official objective of NPB, for example, release 
decisions directly determine the precise duration of imprison
ment time served by federal offenders. We have also discovered 
that parole has a strong effect in mitigating and lessening 
apparent disparities which might otherwise have occurred in time 
served as a result of variations in sentences. Release process
es like remission and community supervision may also play an 
important role in achieving restraint, both in terms of fiscal 
costs and in terms of the degree and duration of control 
exercised by corrections over. the offender. Temporary absences 
also serve secondary effects or unintended effects (such as 
relieving institutional tension, and providing the individual 
inmate with lhort-term relief from institutional life) much more 
directly or ~ffectively than they fulfill primary objectives 
such as "reintegration". 

Compounding the above confusion is the conflict between 
competing objectives or functions, and between the agencies to 
which different objectives are of differing importance. The 
need to punish or the concern for punishment may conflict with 
the needs of justice or equity in certain cases; the need for 
caution in deciding who should be incapacitated as long as 
possible may conflict with the penitentiaries' needs to contain 
costs and populations within existing and future limits; the 
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need to effect a "gradual release" may conflict with 
penitentiary security concerns. 

In Chapter V, we will discuss alternative "models" of 
re~eas7' some of which explicitly reject certain traditional 
ob]ect1ves such as rehabilitation, and some of which are based 
o~ a gre~ter concern for certain secondary objectives or func
t10ns ~h~ch have traditionally been rejected by releasing 
author1 t1es. These models provide examples of how an imprison . ...; 
me~t a~d release system might look if it pursued certain sets of 
ob]ect1ves almost to an extreme. 

We recommend in Chapter V that further study and 
monitoring of the jurisdictions using alternate "models" be 
undertaken. On a more immediate level, however there is a need 
for the objectives, effects and principles of r~lease to be 
re-examined on a Ministry level in order to determine whether 
they s~o~ld.be reformulated. In order for such a review to be 
effect1ve, 1t would need to involve all parts of the Ministry, 
and must move from broad goal statements to a more detailed 
examination of , how parti~ular programs within the agencies 
should and do 1nteract w1th each other and with overall 
Objectives. This series of "objectives workshops" would of 
co~r~e, need to b7 informed by the applicable activities'of the 
Cr1m1nal Code Rev1ew project. 
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CHAPTER III 
ISSUES:, PROBLEMS AND CONCERNS 

In this chapter'iwe will discuss a wide range of issues, 
concerns and problems which have been raised in connection with 
each of the p'rograms of release. This was the second major 
purpose of the study - to catalogue any unresolved or perceived 
problems in the current operation of the programs, and suggest 
follow-up where appropriate. 

A number of common themes will be found in the following 
discussion of each program in turn. Some of these have already 
been alluded to above~ the stated objectives of the program 
are in themselves an issue, for example, as our earlier 
discussion above might suggest. 

TEMPORARY ABSENCE 

It is important, though not always easy, to distinguish 
temporary absences (TA) from day parole, especially "limited day 
parole" (see below). Temporary absences, an older program than 
day parole, began in the early 1960's as an administrative 
measure designed to decentralize decision-making in cases where 
a temporary leave from the institution was deemed justified by 
special and unforeseen circumstances (Landreville and Carri~re, 
1979). TA's were under CSC (then CPS) authority, and there were 
no limitations on the frequency with which the Warden could 
grant the 3-day pass, provided the inmate was eligible. 
Eventually there developed a practice known as "back-to-back 
TA's", which in essence permitted the inmate to be out. working 
or under some other program in the community six days a week •. 
The exact number of "back-to-back TA's" are not known, but they 
created conflict with NPB, which saw some TA programs as 
indistinguishable from parole or day parole, and actually 
operating to circumvent the effect of a denial of parole. The 
Hugessen Task Force (1972) concluded that there should be no 
TA's for "rehabilitative reasons"~ these should be a program of 
the NPB, known as "temporary paroles" (a term which would also 
include day paroles). Although the Hugessen recommendations 
were not fully adopted, the need to place additional controls on 
TA granting was recognized, and the CSC power to grant 
back-to-back TA's was duly removed in 1973. 

Day paroles, a program of only 300 grants annually at the 
time of Huq'essen's report, grew to over 1,000 grant'S in 1973, 
presumably absorbing many of the cases previously under CSC's TA 
authority. TA power wa~ further constrained in 1977 under Bill 
C-S1, by which inmates ;;, . .ire required to serve six months or 
one-sixth of their sentence (whichever is longer} prior to UTA 

-eligibility, and NPB was given final authority over all 
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unescorted and some escorted TA's. Simultaneously, an adminis
trative limit of 72 hours per quarter was placed on unescorted 
rehabilitative TAls. The rationale for the change appears to be 
that any release form which represents more than a few unescqrt
ed hours out of penitentiary in a year, is part of a significant 
gradual release plan, and should be under the control of the 
authority making the eventual full-release decision. Also, the 
one-sixth/six months eligibility limits appear, like the adding 
of another decision level (NPB), to have been intended to 
reassure the public about the respecting of denunciatory 
intentions and the "tightening up" of criminal justice controls 
generally.* 

NPB authority (which presumably would be better attuned 
to considerations of risk to the community) over unescorted TA's 
was immediately delegated back to the Wardens, however, in all 
cases of inmates serving less than five years. (These cases 
make up half the penitentiary population, and three-quarters of 
the new admissions annually.) Second and subsequent UTA!s may 
also be delegated to Wardens even in over-5-year cases. The 
reason for the immediate delegation of TA power back to the 
Wardens in under 5-year cases appears to have been simple 
resource limitations within NPB. NPB's role in the direct 
imposition of controls in TA's (i.e., review of applications) is 
thus somewhat limited, but constraints on UTA eligibi,lity, 
limits and duration are still administered under NPB authority. 

TA's are thus to be distinguished from day paroles in 
that any unescorted leave or leaves (for other than medical and 
humanitarian purposes) of greater than 72 hours in each quarter 
must be through a day parole progr;am of NPB~ if a Warden wishes 
to give a TA or a series of TA's which would exceed 72 hours per 
quarter, he must provide an escort. 

The first and most obvious issue we encountered in 
temporary absence was a series of problems attributed by esc 
officials to the 1977 legislation respecting the authority, 
eligibility, and limits on the TA power. These problems 
included such matters as case management staff's confusion over 
who has authority to grant what, as well as the principal 
complaint that TA's have decreased significantly, that their 
role in institutional rewards and controls has decreased, and 
that not enough TA's are being awarded for good behaviour, to 
provide a break from incarceration, to reduce institutional 
tension, and to aid Wardens in the runn£ng of institutions. We 
will di~cuss these problems as "authority" problems, though more 
is involved than simple authority change. 

* Bill C-51, which creasea these changes and was known as the 
"Peace and Security Package", \<las a series of amendments most 
of which were designed to increase gover,nment controls on or 
appear to be generally "tightening up" on crime and 
criminals. These new controls accompanied the bill to abolish 
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Authority for U~ 

The Working Group found . t 
on both sides of the disput Q a g~ea many arguments available 
for regaining some of its TA ;~:~r ~A power. The esc argument 
problems since the actual transfer 1S based on perceived 
1978: of UTA power on March 31, 

- ~~~~corte~ TA's h~ve dropped markedly since 
, as 1n fact 1ntended by the law change 

UTA's dropped from an average of 4,000-5 000 
per quarter prior to March 1978 to a ' 
of 1,000-2,000 per quarter sinc~ Then avebrage 
of inmat . . • num er 

es reCe1v1ng more than four UTA's a 
year ~as also dropped considerably. (Thou h 
~~i,dl~appeared-an inmate may receive seve~al 

s 1n a quarter, provided the total hours 
~way do not exceed 72 in any quarter. An 
19mate cO~ld, say, have nine eight-hour 
a sences 1n a quarter.) 

- escor~ed.TA's have gone up as a result of the 
~estr1ct10ns ~n unescorted absences, and this 

as meant an 7ncrease ~n problems of freein 
staff and paY1ng overt1me for additional 9 
es~~rts. Many penitentiary staff consulted 
~a1 that TA's were frequently cancelled 
ecause of the unavailability of an escort 

though we cannot tell the precise number of' 
such cases. 

~ar~ens clai~ the day parole power, or the wa 
1t 1S used, 1S not adequately filling the neea 
left by the 1977 amendments. In particular 
they complain there is insufficient scope f~r 
wardens to release an inmate temporarily (or 
sponta~eously) because he has been of 
exc7pt10nal~y good conduct, and special work 
broJects wh1ch may arise suddenly are delayed 

y and may not occur as a result ,of the 
case preparation time required for day case 
~~role. (The limited day parol~ program 

1SCussed below, was created in part to ' 
respond to complaints about the- fiv(>-month 
case preparation time for regular d~y parole.) 

, 
- ~nstitutional staff claim to know the inmate 

est, and a7e not influenced, they claim, as 
much by nat10nal occurrences of failures on 
release. They can, they argue, therefore 
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judge best which inmates are most deserving of 
a TA, which will be most likely to succeed, 
and what impact the TA has had on the inmate 
and the institution. 

- the removal of the formal TA authority from 
CSC is said to have influenced staff's 
interests in encouraging TA applications and 
performing the necessary administrative work 
for the decision process, since TA's are no 
longer seen as "their" program. 

- the minimum security penitentiaries especially 
have apparently become less attractive to 
inmates because of the cutback in TA's from 
them. It is claimed that extra fle~ibility is 
needed in TA granting power in the minimum 
security penitentiaries, to encourage inmates 
to go to minimum farms and camps and to 
provide a reward for hard work there. 

NPB's arguments for keeping the UTA power are the 
following: 

- placing all UTA's (especially rehabilitative 
ones) under a single authority provides for 
increased consistency in release plans and 
decisions~ 

- it allows NPB to get involved earlier in the 
inmate's gradual release plans and ensure a TA 
pr09ram is started if it is necessary~ 

- NPB may be more sensitive to anp expert in 
making assessments about the risk involved to 
the public~ 

- NPB is removed from the immediate pressure of 
~nmate requests for TA's, which can cause 
~~isky" TA decisions to be made. NPB, by the 
same token, takes pressure of CSC staff, some 
of whom acknowledged this as a postive benefit 
during our consultations~ 

- NPB can reduce TA abuses of favouritism, at 
least in those cases it reviews (it is claimed 
that penitentiary authorities are more likely 
to grant TA's to inmates who are cooperative 
or insistent, but not necessarily good risks)~ 

-----------...... - ........ ------------------------------------:::;'~!:3:;ai.~·~~':2~,;- ,~ __ ;........ ... _,~ __ :..:.:~~~__:_>~' "",-
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NPB review of cases with sentences of 5 years 
and over provides an additional check for 
potentially violent cases 

After reviewing the available arguments on each side, and 
the evidence, the Working Group was not inclined to recommend 
that the UTA power be entirely given back to the Wardens. In 
the first instance, much of the UTA power has been delegated 
back to Wardens, and the requirement that NPB review the 
remainder, those cases of 5 year? or over, may create some 
additional protection to the public. It was, additionally, 
impossible to say from the available data whether the decreases 
in the TA program have been compensated for in the concurrent 
increases in day paroles. Escort costs, though, are a real 
problem, and will be picked up again in discussions, below. 

On the other hand, NPB rationales for keeping the TA 
power are also not strong. They provide limited extra protec
tion for society - they review the case only on first and some 
subs~quen~ ~TA's for lo~ger-term i~mates. In addition, they 
provlde 11mlted protectlon to the lhmates against overcaution by 
CSC. In a total of 1,745 NPB decisions about TA's recorded from 
1978 to 1980, there were only 25 instances of an inmate 
receiving a TA from NPB in the face of a CSC recommendation 
against it; and there were 147 instances of the reverse, NPB not 
granting a TA where CSC recommended it. Thus, NPB was making 
more conservative reversals of recommendations than liberal 
ones, and it may be assumed that many inmates are discouraged 
from pursuing an application in the face of a negative recommen
dation from CSC. 

NPB's rationale about becoming involved earlier in grad
~al release through the UTA power is also applicable only in 
lnstances where NPB must become involved in a TA application 
because of the length of an inmate's sentence (5 years and 
over). NPB does not have a fixed date on which it considers 
inmates for TA in the way it automatically considers all inmates 
for full parole at one-third. Even if a program of TA's is 
ordered by NPB to begin an incremental program of gradual 
release, there can be practical problems such as delays in case 
preparation and processing, which can impede the release. 
F~nally, there are continuing questions of the value of TA's as 
a "test" and of the value of "gradual release" as opposed to 
outright release. 

On balance, we are reluctant to recommend a major shift 
back in the TA power, especially since the last shift was so 
recent (3 years ago), it is itnperfectly understood, and the 
effects of the nevI emphasis on "limited day parole" (intended to 
fill gaps in TA's) may have yet to be felt. Based on the 
information which can be obtained on limited day parole to date, 
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it will be some time before there will be useful data to shed 
much light on the subject. 

However, we did find that there appears to be inadequate 
provision for the granting of UTA's designed t~ offs~t ths" 
debilitating effects of incarcera~ion, to prov:de ~ b~eak from 
imprisonment and to reduce overa~l levels of 1nst1tut1onal 
tension. Th~se are not "rehabilitative" TA's in the sense that 
they can be seen (except in a very tenuous way) a~ pa~t o~ a 
gradual release program. They are, rather, .human1ta~lan 1n 
intent and should be placed in that category of UTA s. NPB and 
CSC Pr~cedures Manuals should be amended to allow for 3-day 
humanitarian UTA's in the discretion o~ ~he Warden w~e~e no 
"undue risk" is involved, but not requ1r1ng any spec1f1c p~an 
from the inmate other than that he supply an c;tddress at WhlCh he 
can be reached, obey the law, and return on t1me. We suspect 
that a large number of TA's (especially those 18% coded 
"rehabilitative other" in our data) were in fact rele~ses 
designed largely to offset institutionalizat~on, ~rov1de a, 
"break" from prison, and relieve overall pen1~ent1~ry,tens10n. 
We do not feel an escort is needed if the pen1tent1ar1es ar7 screening for "undue risk to society", but o~e ca~ be ,used :f 
the need is felt. The success rates of TA Slnce 1tS 1ncept10n 
are extremely high, so high in fact that,th:y suggest per~aps 
too many controls are used and too restr1ct1ve a concept 1S 
involved. We would, however, especially for the first few years 
of operation, retain NPB authority over 7ase~ of 5 year 
sentences or over for this type of human1tar1an UTA granted by 
the Warden, at least for "first" absences. 

This type of humanitarian UTA's should be considered for 
inmates in all security statuses, and the asses~ment of the 
inmate's "undue risk" to society should be carr1ed out on a 
case~by-aase basis. There is some sympathy within CSC for 
restricting the TA program to minimum and, to a lim~ted ex~en~, 
medium security institutions in order t~ enc~ur~ge casc~dlng 
(transfer of inmates to less secure penlte~t1ar1es) and 1n ?rder 
to limit the "contraband" problem of TA's 1n the more volat1le 
maximum security environments. We disagree with making , 
distinctions based on the penitentiary's security status, Slnce 
many inmates will be classified ~maxim~m" simply be~ause there 
is no lesser security bed which 1S ava1lable and SU1tS them. 
Saskatchewan Penitentiary, for example, holds all the 
"protective custody" cases for the prair~e Re~ion, though,many 
of them do not represent a maximum secur1ty r:sk., The Pr1~on 
for Women holds many medium and minimum secur1ty 1nmates slmpl~ 
because it is the only federal penitentiary for women~ T~ere 1S 
a less rigid solution to contraband problems than prevent:ng 
TA'Si strip searches, for example g have recently been aff1rmed 
as an absolute administrative power of Wardens, and though far 
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from ideal, they do allow the inmate the choice of submitting to 
a search or not accepting the TA. Finally, the TA program, a 
concrete and successful program, should not be directed by the 
perceived need for "cascading", a far more tenuous and less 
successful program. ~he real reason for the lack of success of 
cas:ading appears to be the lack of choices available within 
reglons, and especially the nature of the minimum security farms 
and camps, which are not generally geared towards release, but 
rath~r towards ~ard physical lc;tbour and self-sufficiency. 
CUttl~g back ~A,s fro~ the maX1mums and mediums, and increasing 
them 1n the mln1mums lS not an appropriate means of trying to 
s<?l~e the "cascading" problem. There are other means of making 
~lnlmu~s more att;active, such as through higher pay scales than 
1n med1um and maX1mum security. 

Additionally, the strain on CSC budgets as a result of 
e~cort cos;s c;tnd th~ e~f~cts of that strain on the actual opera
t10n of TA S 1S a slgnlf1cant problem which deserves attention. 
The flexi~ility of the new "humanitarian UTA" category we are 
recommendlng may, to some extent, solve the problem. We would 
r~c?mme~d also,that the limit of 72 hours per quarter on reha
b1l1t.at1ve UTA s be relaxed. Any artificial and to some extent 
arbitarily de~ermined rule of this type inevitably cannot fore
see all the c1rcumstances under which it will prove to be cum
be;some and dysfunctional. Many of the CSC staff consulted also 
sald the 72 hours per quarter rule forced the inmate to choose 
between ;ither,s7ein~ h~s family or attending some program of a 
r~ughly reha~1~ltat1ve natu7e~ such as recreational participa
t1on. R7cognl,zlng that any Ilm1t we propose in place of a some
what arb1trary rule, will also suffer charges of being arbi
trary, we recommend a limit of 72 hours per month on unescorted 
rehabilitative TA's. Any increases in UTA's proportionally to 
E~A's which could Occur as a result CQuld have secondary bene
f1ts in terms of "testing" inmates on a more rigorous form of 
release. 

Commissioner's Directive 228 disqualifies persons who are 
not CSC employees from acting ,as escorts for TA 's. The Working 
Group feels that a greater use of civilian (volunteer) escorts 
could ~lso be made, ~h~ch ~ould be in keeping with new policy 
about 1ncreased part1c1pat1on by the public in corrections as 
well as with considerations of cost-effectiveness. Civili~n 
escorts often can be a valuable influence on inmates and a means 
through which they can reintegrate into the community. they also 
w?rk on an u~paid basis and enable some TAls to take ~lace which 
m~g~t,otherW1se be prevented by staff or funding shortages. 
C1v1l1an escorts should be approved by Wardens, subject to NPB 
appr~val on cases of non-deleg~ted ETA's. The Working Group is 
C?nf1dent thc;tt,Wardenls select10n processes for civilian escorts 
w~ll be suff1c1ently careful that only highly suited persons 
w1II be chosen. 
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The above recommendations will, it is hoped, reverse many 
of the problems caused by the 1977 amendment to the UTA pro
visions reqarding authority, eligibility and duration. We are 
not, on the whole, convinced that day parole and "limited day 
parole" will or will not "work" as well as or better than 
temporary absences ·-at their manifold purposes, and feel the 
philosophical rationale behind consolidating into a single 
decision-making body all the authority for granting more than 
just infrequent UTA's, or granting UTA's which appear to be 
leading into' a gradual release, may be insufficient to justify 
the practical problems which result. As will be seen in the 
discussion below on day parole, considerable thought still needs 
to be put into the rationale behind day parole and the 
capability of NPB and the rest of the system to respond to the 
highly flexible role emerging in day parole. 

Disparities in TA granting 

There are a number of mostly unanswered questions raised 
about disparities in the granting of TA's. The Ministry data 
systems show some interesting apparent disparities in TA 
administration. According to data on our group of TA's granted 
from 1976 to 1980, about half of all inmates (excluding lifers) 
receive no rehabilitative TA's in an average year, but about a 
tenth of the prison popUlation rec~ives 10 or more rehabilita
tive TA'S a year. Inmates in maximum security account for a 
third of the penitentiary population, but only a fifth of the 
TA's. Inmates in the Pacific region have a better chance of 
qetting a TA than do most inmates, and Quebec inmates have a 
worse chance, proportional to their numbers. There is also 
enormous variation in the proportion of TA's which are 
unescorted, within regions an8 within security status. (The 
Prairie region use unescorted TA'S more than any other region 
for example but especially from maximum and minimum security.) 
Group TA'S are used much more in some areas than in others. 
There is also enormous variation in the raw numbers of TA's from 
institutions of similar characteristics. (See Tables A-28 to 
A-31). 

~n the temp?rary absence program, as in all the processes 
we stud1ed, there 1S an urgent need to provide decision-makers, 
case managers and planners with regular, current information 
about the persons being and not being granted TA's. This 
information must be in sufficient detail to allow relevant 
comparisons of case and system characteristics. Until this kind 
of information is available as feedback on the past (and its 
outcomes) and for use to guide the future, it will not be 
possible to really describe the nature of disparities in TA 
granting, let alone make policy decisions about them. 
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Our proposals for the detailed information feedback 
needed to monitor release programs more thoroughly is discussed 
in Chapter IV. 

Other operational proble~s with TA's 

Some other problems with TA's bear mentioning. First, if 
NPB is to continue its use of TA's in a "testing" and "gradual 
release" model, there is the problem of there being.no fixed 
date on which the inmate will automatically be reviewed for TA 
or day parole. This results in cases of full parole hearings 
where NPB members decide a day parole should be tried first, and 
day parole reviews where a need is expressed to try a series of 
TA's before day parole. While an automatic TA review date at 
eligibility may provide a heavy burden on resources, it would 
serve to remind NPB of their responsibility to provide the 
opportunities to succeed on TA which the "gradual release" model 
would seem to imply, and would ensure that the case preparation 
for UTA would be fully done on all eligible cases. In many 
instances, this will mean paperwork where there is no real 
chance of release, but much of the documentation for TA will be 
part of the IPP process (individual program plan), once fully 
implemented. We recommend that a feasibility study be done, 
including of the resource implications, of automatic review for 
UTA at eligibility; in. the case of delegated UTA's, CSC could 
approve any UTA at that time but denials, and all non-delegated 
decisions, would be reviewed also by NPB upon appeal by the 
inmate. Reasons would be given in writing for denial. 

Travel time between the site of the temporary absence and 
the penitentiary can be significant, especially in cases of 
penitentiaries distant from major urban centres. Travel time 
should not be counted against the maximum limited placed on TA 
duration, though the hour of return should be fixed on the 
permit to avoid confusion. Costs involved in TA travel are also 
considerable, even in some of the more centrally located 
institutions. These costs and distances will remain a problem 
in any program of regular TA's, such as recreational or 
educational TA's, banning many inmates effectively from 
participation. 

There is some suggestion that CA's (community assess
ments, in which a parole officer evaluates the situation into 
which the inmate plans to go whe~ released) are currently 
required to be updated more frequently than is necessary for TA 
decisions, especially in "static" TA situations such as atten
dance at Alcoholics Anonymous. CArs should be used only as 
needed, and with due regard to restraint in the use of parole 
resources for duties other than those involved in direct super- . 
vi-sion. 
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DAY PAROLE 

As the temporary absence power became increasingly cir-' 
cumscribed (by the 1973 ban on back-to-back TA's, and by the 
1977 introduction of minimum eligibility dates and limits of 72 
hours per quarter), the day parole concept expanded. Day 
parole, originally an extremely limited program intended for u~e 
with halfway accommodation in risky cases, grew in,number and,ln 
concept from a program of under 400 grants a year 1n 1972 to 1tS 
present level of over 2,000 annually-close to the number of full 
paroles granted annually. But it is very difficult to say, as 
we have seen, to what extent this growth in day parole has been 
the direct product of the decline in TAls (i.e., to what extent 
there has been a growth in day parole programs of irregular or 
temporary releases), or to what extent day parole has al~o 
expanded in the direction of greater eee and eRe (commun1ty 
halfway facility) use, and in the direction,of the ~se of mor7 day paroles which resemble full paroles: Wh1Ch r 7qu1re,report1ng 
to (but not living in) an institution on a relat1vely 1nfrequent 
basis. (The Parole Act defines day parole merely as a parole 
Bthe terms and condition~ of which require the inmate to whom it 
is granted to return to prison from time to time during the 
duration of such parole or to return to prison after a specified 
period" • ) 

Day parole is thus an extremely flexible power and an 
extremely fluid concept. To the extent that a day parole pro
gram may resemble full parole, day parole is a program where 
offenders are largely "out". To the extent that it encompasses 
temporary or irreg~lar absences, day parole is also a program 
where offenders are almost entirely still "in" penitentiary. 
Unfortunately, less is known about day parole than any other 
release program other than remission, and we have no precise 
description of the lengths of day parole programs, the types,of 
institutions from which they are granted, the precise report1ng 
requirements or frequencies, or the point in the sentence at 
which most are granted, let alone any qualitative assessment of 
the content of the inmate's program. 

Because of the elasticity (some have said ~vagueness") of 
the day parole concept, the primary issue is undoubtedly the 
objectives which it pursues, and the manner in which it pursues 
them. Many of the people we consulted felt that it was 
extremely important for day parole to have a "single purpose and 
concept"~ another, totally opposed, view was that, far from 
attempting to define and narrow the day parole concept, we 
should increase its flexibility by eliminating the artificial 
distinctions among terms like full parole, day parole, limited 
day parole, and even temporary absence for rehabilitation, and 
"call everything parole" with variance only in the conditions 
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imposed on the release. The Working Group sees little real 
benefit in such a scheme, and in fact feels that it could result 
in much greater confusion and disparity. 

Functions of day parole 

':r.he following are some of the ways in which day parole is 
used and the effects which day parole has: 

- for gradual release and "testing" of inmates, 
a day parole with a requirement of eee or eRe 
residence is a means of trying an inmate out 
under structured conditions before making a 
final decision about trying him on 'full 
parole. 

- in mitigation of punishment (especially in 
cases of unusually harsh sentences), day 
parole prior to full parole eligibility at 
one-third can have the effect of lessening the 
length of time which deserving cases will 
serve in prison. We met one such deserving 
"case" in a eee in a major Western city: a man 
convicted of manslaughter at age 18 and 
sentenced to life imprisonment. He had spent 
three years at the eee before full parole 
eligibility and was graduating from university 
in the autumn. There is lack of universal 
agreement within NPB as to whether this kind 
of "early" day parole (i.e., before full 
parole eligibility at one-third) is an 
appropriate method of effecting sentence 
mitigation, even in cases of particularly 
harsh sentences. Even more so, there is 
disagreement about the appropriateness of day 
paroles prior to full ~arole eligibility which 
involve no requirement of residency at a 
halfway facility. 

- for employing inmates on special projects in 
the community. This is largely what is now 
known as "limited day parole", involving the 
use of inmates in employment projects in the 
local community. The term "limited day 
parole" was coined for these types of projects 
after complaints from esc that day parole had 
not enabled release of pools of inmates for 
these work projects, or certainly not as 
quickly and efficiently as had temporary 
absences when they filled that function. 

, 
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"Limited day parole" was created to shorten 
the time it would take from the date of 
application for release on special project 
until NPB's decision to grant (from five 
mon ths to five to twelve weeks dE'Jf'end ing on 
the necessity of holding a panel hearing). 

as an aid to the community adjustment of 
resourceless offenders, day parole with 
residence in a halfway facility provides the. 
client with (relatively) inexpensive, 
available housing and a small weekly cash 
allowance whilel".e seeks employment after 
release. 

- to provide access to community resources or 
programs, day parole involving transfer to a 
CCC may provide proximity to local programs of 
education, medical or psychiatic care, or life 
skills; without transfer to a CCC, it can 
permit brief but regular attendance at 
accessible community programs (such as 
Alcoholics Anonymous). 

- where used to bring about regular or frequent 
absences from penitentiary which go beyond the 
limits placed on TA releases, day parole can 
be used for socialization purposes such as 
participation in recreational or family 
activities. 

- day parole can reduce what would otherwise be 
more onerous (and expensive) forms of 
imprisonment, and thus has "I,rnintended by
products" in terms of restraint and cost
effectiveness. 

Clearly, one of the characteristics of day parole is its 
flexibility, both in its objectives and its program. However, 
numerous concerns have been raised about these objectives and 
how well they are being attained. 

Many of the people we consulted felt that day parole is 
"overused". By this they appeared to mean a number of things. 
First F residence in a CCC on day parole is sometimes required in 
cases where the risk does not warrant it, and there are other 
resources in the community, such as a family with whom the 
parolee can stay. Second, day paroles may be extended for 
unnecessarily long periods (either by case staff or by NPB), 
past the time when a reasonable "test" for full parole has been 
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made or the time when the offender has need of the extra 
controls or resources of the day parole. Third, many people 
felt that day parole is too infrequently used as practical help 
and control for those persons who are about to be .released on 
MS. Some felt that day parole too often replaces full parole or 
is too often a prerequisite to full parole. (Over the years 
1974-1979, the proportion of full parole releases occurring 
without a prior day parole has dropped from 71% to 37%, and for 
MS from 85% to 68%.) . These expressions of concern may in part 
reflect concern over CCC and CRC bed-space shortages, and the 
need to use halfway facilities in the most pressing cases of 
need. 

Because of this trend there is some scepticism about the 
actual degree of sentence mitigation and cost savings caused by 
day parole. It has been hypothesized that the increasing use of 
day paroles and the growth of the "gradual release" model has in 
fact contributed to a decline in the full parole rate, and has 
increased the length of time served until full parole: many of 
the people consulted had the impression that day paroles prior 
to full parole eligibility at one-third were becoming 
increasingly rare, that day parole was almost a Brerequiste to 
full parole in some regions, and that multiple coi-ltipl.lations of 
the standard four-month day parole period were becoming more 
common. 

The very flexibility of the day parole concept, and the 
lack of "formal" objectives, leads to regional and other 
disparities in granting day paroles. In one region, for 
example, day paroles without a requirement of CCC or CRC 
residence after one-sixth of the sentence are considered 
entirely acceptable in certain cases, while in another region 
the policy is against any such releases. 

Extended participation in day parole, especially in a 
halfw~y facility, is oft~n ~ difficult and frustrating 
exper1ence for the offender, and can lead to "failures" in the 
program, though not necessarily in the criminal sense. Our 
consultations also suggested that being exposed to the outside 
world regularly or extensively, yet not being free from 
intensive reporting and supervision, confuses offenders and 
causes disappointed expectations about being granted a more 
liberal form of releaseo The intense supervision, rules and 
regimes of the CCC or CRC can also be a major cause of pr'oblems 
(incuding day parole terminations) which may work counter to the 
primary objective of making community readjustment easier and 
more productive. 

There continue to be conflicts between institutional and 
releasing authorities which seriously affect the day parole 
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progrlam. The restriction on CSC' s TA power which accompanied 
the growth of day parble has creat~d some ho~tility toward~ the 
program g'enerally. Some staff cla7med, that the extra SUb~lS
sions required for day parole appl1cat10n to NPB created too 
much hassle", reducing the number of requests and releases. 
There is also some "competition" for "good inmates" between day 
parole/CCC programs and the work programs of the other ~eniten
tiaries: day parOle submissions ,decrease du~ing ~arvest1ng , 
operations in penitentiary and 1ncrease dur1n~ t1mes of pen1t7n
tiary population pressure. Even where there 1S no o~en c~nfl1ct 
between day parole and the other programs of the pen1tent1ary,· 
inmates returning at night or on weekends from day p~role can 
bring in contraband, create conflicts with other inmates, and 
generally create problems fo~ t~e penitent~ary;which may result 
in less support for the subm1sS10n of appl1cat10ns. Case 
management staff complain that the five-month case preparation 
period for day parole is unrealistic, that inmates do not "think 
that far ahead". Ironica.11y, the usual five-to seven-week 
"limited day parole" case preparation time-f~ame, s~ortened to 
permit response to sudden or unexpected spec1al proJect de~ands, 
is considered too short by many staff. This perception may be 
reducing support for limited day parole submissions. 

The working Group shares the view that the objectives of 
day parole need to be more precisely articulated, aS,do t~e 
criteria for granting. NPB also needs to come to gr1ps w1th 
those regional disparities in the approach to and,use of day, 
parole which are not (as many are) a product of d1f~erences 1n 
available resources. In particular, a policy is needed as to 
whether day parole should be used in cases of relatively good 
risks or should be oriented more towards risky cases, and 
whether day parole prior to the expiration of one-third of the 
sentence is appropriate on grounds of justice and humaneness. 
Our overall view is that day parole with CCC or CRC residence 
should be used more where there is a real need for resources or 
a perceived need for short-term extra structure or "surveil
lance" before full parole or MS. It is not necessary that ~ay 
parole be used as prerequistte for full parole, nor should lt be 
permitted to delay full parole release in large numbers of 
cases. We do not feel that day parole is the most appropriate 
means of handling "clemency" type releases prior to one-third of 
the sentence either: we will recommend later (see "Full Parole") 
that parole by exception be reinstated for this purpose. 

Issues around CCC and CRC use 

On any/given day in Canada, there are about 800 federal 
offenders in halfway facilities across the county, about half of 
them in CRC's (houses run by private agencies) and the other 
half in government-operated CCC's. Most are on day parole, 
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though NPB does sometimes require CRC residence as a condition 
of full parole or mandatory supervision (not CCC residence, 
though: these are legally "penitentiaries"). 

In most of the regions we consulted, there was a need 
expressed for more CCC and CRC bed-space, except in certain 
instances of available CCC bedspace in a large city. Indeed, 
CSC almost always exceeds in actual bed-days used its "guaran
teed" estimates of CRC bed use for any given year; CRC's and 
CCC's generally have waiting lists, and occupancy rates which 
suggest a minimum of vacancies. There is also a distinct lack 
of CCC or CRC facilities in remote areas and small towns. 

Some of the concerns about CCC's and CRC's have already 
beep discussed; what follow are some of the more operational 
problems. 

First, we find the per diem fee paid by CSC for CRC use 
to be too low to enable these facilities to operate competitive
ly, to fulfill security requirements imposed on them by the 
Ministry, to pay their staff an adequate and equitable wage, and 
to offer sufficient services to their residents. The results of 
some of these funding problems have included the closing of some 
CRC's, a high staff turnover rate, and some reluctance on the 
part of some CSC and NPB officials to make use of CRC facili
ties. Given the scope of this study, we are clearly not in a 
position to recommend an actual per diem fee, though the fee 
must be raised. Elsewhere, we recommend that CSC employ block 
funding for specialized community services supplied by private 
agencies; and this funding mechanism should be considered for 
eRC bed use as well. 

Because, legally, day parolees are "inmates", CCC and CRC 
residents sometimes experience difficulties in obtaining provin
cial health insurance, even though CCC's are too small to 
include medical staff and indigent inmates lnay have to travel to 
the penitentiary from which they were transferred in order to 
obtain medical care. (These problems also apply to persons in 
CRC's.) In cases of medical emergenCYf it may be difficult for 
the offender to obtain medical care, and dispute over what 
constitutes an "emergency" causes problems in assigning payments 
as well. CSC should enter into negotiations with provincial 
authorities to ensure that all released persons are registered 
with the provincial health insurance scheme at the time of their 
release, and are therefore covered and assigned a coverage 
number from the day of release. 

Communications between a CCC or CRC and institutional 
case preparation staff, or, for that matter, the prospective 
resident is not always as cotnplete as it should be. We were 
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informed of instances of day parolees or inmates on temporary 
absence arriving at halfway facilities without these facilities 
having received notice of the release. Some staff sugqested 
that inmates should visit the facility on a TA prior to day 
parole release in order to become acquainted with the program. 
Indeed, the r~gime of the CCC or CRC is not always well under
stood by inmates prior to their arrival, and the restrictiveness 
of the facility's rules and the closeness of the interaction 
with staff often comes as something of a shock to inmates, 
especially when they feel they have been "paroled". The CCC/CRC 
environment continues to be a source of frustration andopressure 
for many inmates throughout their stay. One suggestion which 
appeared to make some sense was that CCC residents just released 
from penitentiary be given a couple of weeks to adjust to the 
transition and to re-acquaint themselves with the free world, 
before the staff pressure to obtain work and meet other goals 
begins in earnest. While in many instances this adjustment 
period is already provided, its legitimacy should be more fully 
recognized. 

Other problems 

Three other issues bear mentioning. The first is that 
there is an apparent inconsistency in granting post-suspension 
~~(arings to full parolees prior to revocation decisions, but not 
necessarily granting hearings to day parolees whose release has 
been terminated.* Since day parole termination can have very 
negative consequences in terms of return to penitentiary, can
cellation of the program, and possible further releases, it is 
necessary to allow the offender an adequate opportunity to pre
sent his side of the case. There are or may be, however, re
source limitations within NPB which would make prompt hearings 
in all such cases impossible. We recommend that a workload 
feasibility study be made of allowing hearings prior to day 
parole termination in all cases where the offender requests it. 
The possibility of moving to the use of hearing examiners at 
this and other stages should be explored as an alternative to 
further expansion of NPB. Second, though in practice the 
reasons for day parole denial are typically communicated to the 
inmate, the Parole Regulations should be amended to mandate the 
written provision of reasons for day parole denial. 

Finally, persons successfully completing day parole and 
being "released" on full parole or MS must go through a proce
dure of official release, including a medical examination, at a 
"penitentiary". This is a formality, which in many instances 

* We refer here to terminations initiated as a result of 
problems with the day parolee's behaviour, not those which 
occur because of the expiry of a work or other program in 
which he was participating. 

- 63 -

results in the day parolee having to travel to the parent peni
tentiary in order to go through the procedures. Since this 
process usually occurs on a week-day, it can nean .loss of wages 
for the offender, who also must pay his own travel costs. CSC 
should examine the feasibility of using parole district offices 
and CCC's for this purpose. CSC should also enter into negotia
tions with provincial facilities, throug~ exchange of service 
agreements, to permit the necessary procedures to be done, on a 
f~e··for-service basis, by the usually more conveniently located 
provincial jails. (The. ground for this kind of arrangement is 
already laid in federal-provincial exchange of service agree
ments. ) 

FULL PAROLE (SELECTION) 

As has been seen in Chapter II, selection for full parole 
serves a wide variety of functions, though not all of them are 
formally "objectives": it mitigates the maximum possible 
punishment and determines the exact duration of the initial 
imprisonment period; it makes assessments of future risk in 
order to determine who should and should not be held as long as 
possible; it directs (in combination with TA's and day parole) 
the manner of the gradual or more sudden entry of the inmate 
into the community; it performs some sentence equalization func
tions; it has an effect on the penitentiary popu1.ation. If full 
parole were to disappear, all of these func~ions would be 
affected, and the sentencing and corrections sytems would be 
faced with questions of how to perform the functions (or some of 
them) through other means. 

Nevertheless, perhaps because of its diverse uses, the 
full parole function is not well defined, particularly in a way 
which is of any use to decision-makers in deciding about how and 
when to exercise their powers in individual cases. The three 
criteria for full parole in the Parole Act (10) are, as we have 
seen, either too vague (how much of a risk is an "undue risk"? 
and risk of what: violence, criminal recividism, technical rules 
violation?) or inappropriate and largely beyond assessment in 
individual cases (few releasing or even corrections authorities 
today would venture to describe what obtaining the "maximum 
benefit from incar~eration" might entail, nor would many 
officials feel confident in saying that any given program will 
aid the "reform and rehabilitation of the inmate"). In many 
ways, of course, the vagueness and flexibility of the statutory, 
criteria ar~ extremely useful in allowing NPB to make decisions 
it considers appropriate (one official, for example, found it 
useful in some cases to use the criterion of "maximum benefit 
from imprisonment" to justify a positive parole decision, since 
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it is virtually impossible to demonstrate that any inmate has 
not obtained whatever benefits might be obtainable from 
imprisonment) • 

However, there qre difficulties with any discretionary 
power which is so broadly defined. First, as the Auditor 
General (1978) has pointed out, there are accountability and 
evaluative problems with an insp~cific mandate: NPB "was not in 
a position to evaluate its effectiveness since it has not speci~ 
fied criteria for assessing the quality and consistency of its 
decisions". The lack of specific policies is problematic in 
itself during an era of "accountability". The lack of measures 
and evaluative feedback on the extent to which the agency is 
conforming to its specific policies also seriously impairs NPB's 
ability to assess its own consistency and to make informed 
judgements about the success of policies and whether they could 
or should be altered. Second (discussed below), vague mandates 
can and do lead to disparities in individual decisions. Third, 
a vague mandate, even if understood by the agency holding it, 
is often not well understood by others; in this context, case 
management staff across the country complained of the difficul
ties of having to "second guess" unstated NPB decision policy. 
(Whether second-guessing is in fact proper or not, there is no 
question that it occurs.) Problems of disparity will in turn be 
exacerbated by variations in individual case management staff's 
"second guesses" of what NPB will do or "want from a case". And 
fourth, the lack of specific criteria will cause problems for 
the individual inmate seeking to present his case and prepare 
his release plans in the most appropriate and favourable light, 
and makes effective appeal very difficult. 

The Working Group was not in a position to recommend 
which objectives full parole should and should not assume, nor 
what specific criteria should be used.* We did feel, however, 
that NPB must resolve questions of objectives which are before 
it, and must provide more specific criteria in law to guide its 
decisions and provide notice of its policies. Further, the 
statutory criteria in the Act should be amended to remove the 
requirement that a grant of parole be based on the maximum 
benefit from imprisonment, and that parole would aid the 
offender's reform. (This will be discussed further later.) 

In fact, the1C'e is some merit in rewriting the statute to 
reflect reasons for denial rather than granting. Hugessen 
(1972) endorsed the Model Penal Code formulation which would 
have the statute read that "Whenever the board considers the 

* We do provide a discussion, however, of the philosophy and im
plications of some of the major objectives "sets", in Chapter 
V, to aid the reader in drawing his own conclusions about the 
desirablity and feasibility of pursuing certain major 
directions. 
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release of an inmate who is eligible for parole, it shall be the 
policy of the board to order his release unless the board is of 
the opinion that his release should be deferred because: ••• " 
This reverse-onus reading permits consideration of factors (such 
as sentence equalization) which a releasing authority may wish 
to review, while circumscribing the number and nature of the 
considerations which can be used for denial. We disagree with 
Hugessen, however, that the Model Penal Code's actual proposed 
criteria* for denial of parole would be of any help in specify
ing parole policy, because they are so vague and because we 
vigorously disagree with some of them. 

One last point bears making in a discussion on parole 
objectives. That is that there is no "ideal" or "magical" 
parole rate. There is no absolute standard or even informal 
consensus against which it can be said that "this inmate deser
ved parole" or "that inmate's risk is low enough to permit 
parole". The parole rate varLes considerably from year to year, 
and higher parole rates will eventually yield higher parole re
turn rates (but not necessarily, it should be noted, higher 
overall return rates) than will lower parole rates. But the pa
role rate and consequent parole return rate are determined by a 
discretionary weighing of various costs and benefits. It is 
impossible to say (as an absolute) what the parole rates 
"should" be. (During our consultations we asked corrections 
people in all regions what they thought of the current parole 
rate of 35-40%. Despite marked differences in regional rates, 
the typical response we received [except in one region] was, "it 
could be higher".) How one feels about the parole rate is 
essentially determined by which values and pressures are most 
salient to one's role in the system, and by one's assessment 
about where the balancing of various costs and benefits should 
be drawn. 

None of this detracts, incidentially, from the validity 
or feasibility of specifying parole policy further and measuring 
its implementation and effects. It is only to say that parole 
policy is a relative, not an absolute, phenomenon, influenced 
(however informally) by assessments of relative costs and bene
fits. Any parole policy will have costs of various kinds. We 
feel that the balance drawn between costs and benefits should be 
better understood (i.e., measured) in order that it can be 
better controlled. Better measurement and understanding of the 
various "b~lances" which go into parole policy can also help NPB 
identify its specific criteria and deal with them more 
effectively. 

* They are four: risk of serious harm to society; release would 
"depreciate the seriousness of his crime"; release would have 
a "substanti~lly adverse effect on institutional discipline"; 
or for "contInued correctional treatment" not "available in 
the community". American Law Institute (1962). 
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Disparity in full parole selection 

A number of disparity concerns were raised during the 
study. 

As was suggested above, one of the major complaints xe
ceived from case preparation staff in some areas was that it was 
extremely difficult to discern how parole policy would influence 
cases, or to predict how a given case would be received by 
individual board members. Of course, it may not be entirely 
desirable for case preparation staff to be able to "predict" 
parole decisions with perfect accuracy, since they may gear 
their recommendations accordingly.* However, it is desirable 
for parole policy and its application to individual cases to be 
well understood by both deci"sion-makers and the people who 
explain release to inmates, prepare release case documentation, 
and guide inmates through the process of agreeing on and 
pursuing a plan of correctional programs which could ultimately 
lead to or be affected by an early release. 

Numerous studies of NPB decisions have shown some inter
esting results. The finding that NPB decisions concord with 
case recommendations, especially those made by parole officers, 
who are closest to NPB organizationally, is well documented 
(Leveille, 1972: Macnaughton-Smith, 1976: Demers, 1978). Other 
findings suggest that NPB decisions are influenced more by fac
tors in the offender's criminal career (its seriousness, length, 
and consistency) than by personal or biographical factors such 
as age, sex, race, social class (Demers, 1978). A study of 
federal full parole decisions by NPB from 1970-72 (Nuffield, 
1979) showed that, ignoring case staff recommendations, the most 
important factors to parole release probability were the secur
ity status of the inmate at the time of his hearing, his record 
of previous imprisonments, age (younger offenders were mor~ 
likely to get parole), prior breach of parole or MS supervision, 
number of dependants, record of "alcohol problem", and aggregate 
sentence (inmates with longer sentences were more likely to get 
parole) • 

However, Canadian studies which can "explain" parole 
policy, in the sense of being able to "predict" a parole deci
sion based on knowledge of case factors, are not available: 
information on case factors can only account for a very small 
amount of variance in parole decisions. This may be for a num
ber of reasons, including poor information and an inconsistent 
(i.e. variable) relationship between case factors and parole 
decisions. 

* Concordance rates between esc staff recommendations and NPB 
release decisions are already vey high: rarely do they fall 
below 85-90%. (Atack and Bonhomme-Beaulieu, 1978: Palamedes, 
1979: 1980). 
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Hann (1980) notes a number of factors which may contri
bute to parole decision variability. First, strong variations 
in the annual granting rate (from a low of 25% to a high of 61% 
over the years 1967 to 1978) are observable. Second, strong 
regional differences in parole rates are apparent (there was a 
26% absolute difference between the highest and lowest regions 
in 1978), with the Quebec and Atlantic regions showing higher 
parole rates, and the Pacific and Prairie regions the lowest 
rates. Hann's analysis of regional inmate characteristics leads 
him to conclude, however, that those parole rate differences are 
not apparently attributable to in differences the types of cases 
handled in different regions. He concludes that yearly varia
tions in parole rates (which follow the same patterns at the 
regional level) are probably a product of generalized UPB policy 
about release levels. (Regional information from our data base 
suggests incidentially that differences in regional parole rates 
are not particularly related to parole and MS success rates: 
merged over 1974-80, the regional grant rates vary by 19% from 
the highest to the lowest, but do not seem to be related to 
differences in regional success rates. See Table A-23.) 

The Working Group believes it ee-sential that parole 
selection policy be more clearly and specifically articulated, 
though we were unable to agree on what the nature or character
istics of the criteria should be. What we did agree on was that 
there should be an extensive study of actual NPB decisions. In 
the main, this study should concentrate on empirical research of 
parole decisions made in the recent past in order to determine 
the quantitative contribution of various factors to these 
decisions. Additionally, there should be stUdy of the formal 
"reasons" given to the inmate for parole decisions, and discus
sions with regional board members of their approach to parole. 
Past studies, it will be recalled, examined various types of 
factors and how well they "predicted" parole: legal, structural 
or organizational factors (such as offence, sentence length, 
region and voting procedures); case characteristics (such as 
marital status); and estimates of the individual's risk of 
recidivating. All these should be included in the study, along 
with information on the offender!s behaviour and program 
participation in penitentiary, since these last two factors have 
not been extensively researched for their influence on parole. 
(NPB has in fact undertaken the planning of an extensive 
decision study, but since the methodology has yet to be worked 
out in detail, we cannot tell if it will meet these needs). 

The purpose of this Study would be twofold. First, it 
would determine the level of "unexplained variance" (disparities 
which cannot be accounted for) in parole decisions. Though 
clearly a certain amount of variation is to be expected and is 
of course (depending on its hature) desirable, it is necessary 
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to determine first what the level is of unexplained variation 
in order to allow decision-makers to come to grips with the ' 
policy implications of this variation. Second, the findings 
about what patterns of "explainable" variation are observable 
will allow policy-makers to make decisions about (1) how desir
able these influences are: (2) whether they should be changed: 
and (3) whether they should be formalized in order to guide 
future decisions in a more definitive way, in order to avoid 
future disparity. 

The above approach is akin to the so-called "guidelines" 
appro~ch (see Ch~pter on "Major Directions for Release") which 
has, ln some of ltS practical applications in the United States 
aroused strong reaction of both a negative and a positive na- ' 
ture. Much of this reaction has been caused by the partic~lars 
of one or two "guidelines" applications in specific states. We 
wi~h to make it clear that"by recommending a study of parole 
WhlCh could ,ev~n~ually lead to objective, specific guidelines 
for future declslons, we are not advocating anyone particular 
t~pe of approach. "Guidelines" are associated with a variety of 
dlfferent .;lpproaches, none of which NPB is compelled to adopt 
an~ none of which, indeed, NPB should adopt unless they are ' 
sUlted to our system and our formulation of objectives for 
release: We ~eel.it is essential, however, for NPB to specify 
bett~r ltS crlterla for parole: and, in order to do so, it is 
nece~sary th~t an improved understanding of actual practice be 
obtalnea. Flnally, concern about disparity can never be trans'
late~ into remedial action unless decision-makers become 
convlnced that there is in fact a disparity problem. 

Parole eligibility dates 

The past ten years have witnessed a tighteninq of many of 
the constraints placed on discretion to release under various 
forms. These constraints include minimum periods to be served 
prior to pligibility for full parole of 25 years for first 
degree murJer (reducible on application to the court after 15 
years) and 10-25 years for second degree murder (also reducible 
after 15 year~)~ ~e~endin~ on the sentencing judge. We find 
th:se ~o~g ellglblllty da~es for m~rder to be inhumane, 
un]ustlfled, and a potentlally serlOUS hazard to penitentiary 
ord~r, and recommend elsewhere that they be reducible by appli
catlo~ to the court at an earlier date, in order to bring them 
more ln conformity with eligibility provisions for other life 
sentences (see under "Special Offender Groups", Chapter IV). 

~dditionally, a provision has been introduced (Parole 
Reg;ulatlons, 8(1» which requires inmates identified as 
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"violent"* to serve one-half (rather than the usual one-third) 
of their sentence prior to full parole eligibility. Regardless 
of whether this extension is intended in a denunciatory or 
incapacitative way, we find it unacceptable. The vast majority 
of sentencing judges in Canada are unaware of this provision, 
and are sentencing persons susceptible to this measure as if 
they were eligible after seving one-third of the term. NPB is 
quite capable of making any necessary distinctions between these 
persons and other inmates without being bound to an inflexible 
rule of this sort. The tendency to complicate the already 
confusing eligibility system should be avoided. Finally, this 
provision seems very susceptible to regional variations. 

Most importan~ly, however, there is no longer any real 
provision for full parole of inmates prior to one-third of the 
sentence. "Parole by exception" was abolished in 1978 as part 
of the package of "peace and security~ reforms intended to ex
tend criminal justice powers (Bill C-5l). The former "parole by 
exception" permitted release at any time prior to the one-third 
mark in "special circumstances" (1976 Parole Reqy.lations, 
2(2)1). This power was not extensively used and, in our view, 
was not abused. Under an extremely limited form of parole by 
exception i~troduced in 1979 at the request of certain provin
ces, this power may now be used in cases of inmates who are 
terminally ill, who are subject to a deportation order, or whose 
continued incarceration would likely result in serious physical 
or mental harm. Very few cases of this new parole by exception 
have been granted in the two years since its creation, and most 
of them were for deportation. It is virtually inapplicable to 
cases other than deportable inmates. 

The Working Group recommends that the parole by exception 
power be restored to apply to any inmate whose sp,ecial circum
stances indicate that release prior to one-third would be in the 
interests of humaneness, equity or justice. Our discussion 
earlier of the sentence mitigation "by-products" of parole sug
gested how significant is parole's effect in correcting 
inequities and anomalies created by the law or its agencies. 
Further, one of the tenets of discretionary justice is that the 
law cannot possibly imagine, anticipate, or make allowances for 
all the incredible varieties of human behaviour, human 
circumstance, and criminal activity which will arise. Parole 

* In order to qualify as a "violent" offender for this purpose, 
the inmates must be so designated by NPB and must have a 
sentence of S years or more for a crime for which he fnight 
have been given 10 years or ,more, and must have committed an 
offence which seriously endangered or harmed an individual, or 
resulted in severe psychological damage to an individual. '!he 
offender must also have a previous record for such a crime, 
the term for which must have expired no more than ten years in 
the past. 
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by exception is a power which has been used in the past with 
restraint to compensate for some of the anomalies and injustices 
created by law and circumstances, and it should be restored. 

The need for or desirability of any parole eligibility 
dates at all is also an issue, discussed along with other 
eligibility issues in Chapter IV. 

Selection and training of NPB members 

Despite the dictates of law, organization, structure and 
precedent, any agency will also be, influenced to s<;>me degree,by 
the individuals who work in it; th1S was a theme, 1n the pen1-
tentiary context, of the MacGuiga~ sub-commit~ee (1977). In 
parole, it is probably even more 1mportan~, Slnce par~le, 
consists of a small number of people, act1ng largely 1n 1ndepen
dence from one another, making decisions of "absolute discre
tion" about the lives of large numbers of other people. 

There are no formal criteria whatsoever for Parole Board 
appointment in Canada. Parole Board membe:s are appoint:d,by 
the Governor-in-Council on the recommendat1on of theSol1c1tor 
General. To some extent, the lack of a requirement of formal 
qualifications for members springs from the philosophy that NPB 
should reflect the community generally, and not represent any 
one pariticular discipline, viewpoint or expertise (t~ough it 
could represent many disciplines in total). The Work1ng Group 
feels that it is not known what makes a "good" parole board 
member - at least in part because the objectives of parole, and 
what makes a "good decision" in parole, a~e not settle~., FO~ 
this reason, we would not venture to spec1fy what qual1f1cat1ons 
ought to be required in NPB members, nor would we suppor~ a 
mandatory system of drawing one or more members from var10US 
specified disciplines. 

However, the board members selected can affect the qual
ity of justice delivered, and just as importantly, th: app:a:
ance of justice. Some NPB appointments ~re of a quas1-pol1tlcal 
nature and this is undesirable because 1t serves to damage the 
credibility of the entire Board an~ i~ ~ay inhibi~ the B<;>ard's 
ability to control policy and the 1nd1v1dual exerC1se of 1t. 

The Working Group was unable to agree on a system which 
could strike a proper balance between independence of hiring and 
the need to maintain some (undefined) standard of qualifica
tions. We found some interesting ideas in other jurisdictions, 
however, which ought to be given more study than we wer: able to 
give them. One idea, used in a couple of u.S. st~tes, 1S to 
establish a screening body which would be respons1ble for 
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drafting a list of nominees for NPB appointmen~ for considera
tion by the Governor-in-Council. This screening body could be 
made up of persons, both within and outside ,government, who have 
recognized experience in and knowledge of the criminal justice 
system. A balance of public and private officials, as well as 
of prison-oriented and community-oriented persons, might serve 
to encourage balanced appointments. Some reservations were 
expressed about this model, however, in that the quality of 
nominations would be determined by the quality of the screening 
body itself - which in turn is not guaranteed. 

The second model we encountered, used in four u.S. 
states, is civil service merit hiring of parole board members. 
This model could be expected to reduce the level or frequency of 
inappropriate appointments, but it requires some decisions about 
formalizing the types of qualifications necessary for board mem
bers, it could lead to an over-use of professional correctional 
people, and it creates civil service tenure (after a probation
ary period), which may not be desirable in a field as changeable 
as corrections. 

There is also some suggestion that new NPB members are 
often sent into the field without sufficient understanding of 
the parole process. We are not in a position to specify what 
types of training are needed for board members (since, once 
again, there is no agreement on what makes a "good ~ecision"), 
but it is self-evident that sufficient time must be given to 
newly appointed members to learn policy, procedures and some
thing of how they work in practice. No new member should parti
cipate in case decisions until he has been familiarized with the 
system. 

Accountability issues 

The NPB has "exclusive jurisdiction and absolute discre"'" 
tion" to grant and refuse parole, meaning that the only external 
review permitted of its decisions is by the federal court on 
procedural grounds only. The substance bf,parole decisions can 
only be reviewed by NPB's own Internal Review Committee (IRC). 

E'or a number of reasons" the Internal Review Committee is 
not as strong a review mechanism as it should be, and we recom
mend that it be strengthened. First - and this relates to our 
continuing theme of the need for greater specificity of criteria 
- it is hampered by the lack of a specific policy context in 
which to situate and to evaluate the decisions appealed to it by 
inmates. Second, it has no special status within NPB, and 
members of the Internal Review Committee are also members of the 
Board generally, who may be reluctant to reverse their 
colleagues' 'decisions. Third, its criteria for being able to 
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reverse a decision or order a new one are extremely restric
tive. They require a finding that there was an error in fact or 
law, that significant information was not originally considered 
or available, or that the reasons given by the original panel do 
not support the decision. This means that the IRC can rarely 
reverse a decision, never substitute its judgement for that of 
the original panel, and only occasionally have an impact on 
policy or practice. Fourth, inmates may not be widely aware of 
the Internal Review process, and its low visibility and 
overlapping membership with other NPB panels hinder its 
credib"ili ty. 

Statistics on the workings of Internal Review suggest 
that it is in somewhat limited use; out of all NPB decisions on 
the refusal of parole or day parole, and the revocation of 
parole, day parole or MS, Internal Review receives complaints on 
about 600 a year. Of 141 decisions reviewed during the period 
July 1 to September 30, 1980, 117 resulted in an affirmation of 
the original decision, and only 10 resulted in a parole denial 
or a revocation being reversed. (It is impossible to say, 'of 
course, what would constitute a "proper" case reversal rate. 
Nevertheless, these figures, in combination with what is known 
about the mandate and process of Internal Review, suggest that 
some strengthening of parole review could be made.) 

We recommend that the Internal Revie\'l Comr.littee be 
created as a separate body within NPB, and not made up through 
overlapping membership with other NPB panel members. Internal 
Review should be empowered to reverse a decision when it dis
agrees with it substantively. It should hold hearings, esta
blish time limits for the scheduling of hearings and notifica
tion of decisions to an inmate, and should establish a procedure 
for written sharing with all NPB members of any significant pre
cedents or decisions. Consideration should be given to allowing 
CSC to appeal the grant of parole or day parole to Internal 
Review where it disagrees with its substance, but caution must 
be taken to ensure this does not delay final parole decisions -
for other than very brief periods. 

Once a more vigorous and effective Internal Review 
mechanism has been established, the Solicitor General should 
enter into discussions with the Correctional Investigator* in 
order to determine whether it would be feasible, given existing 
and potential resources, to have complaints about parole refer
red to the Correctional Investigator. This expansion of mandate 
has been raised in the past, and the decision not to pursue it 

* The Correctional Investigator is a kind of "penitentiary 
ombudsman" (though he reports to the solicitor General rather" 
than to Parliament) appointed under the Inquiries Act to 
investigate and make recommendations on inmate complaints. 
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e~~k~~:~.pa~!a~;~k~nma~ter of the enormity of the potential 
~aJ. ~ppe~l mechanisms g ma~o~il~~P:~m~h~~ ~~~e~gtheninfg the inter-
lmplled 1.n taking on I' ' , ears 0 workload 
exhaust their internaia~~m:d~::e~~fslnce offe~ders would have to 
tional Investigator. ore appeallng to the Correc-

Most of the members of the W k' 
is not sufficient to have only , t or ~ng Group believe that it 
the decisions mad b ln,erna means for re-examining 
be ~seful to haveeanY"~~~u~~~~~:~~~~~lo~~~~~:i and,ihab,t I it would 
reVlew cases (though it h Id b aval a e to 
~nvest~gator has no powe~ ~~ Cha~g~O~:d,t~at the Correctional 
lnvestlgate complaints and t' c::-slons, but ~nly to 
parties) Th' ,ry to negotlate a Solutlon among the 

• lS was not a unanimous Working G ' , 
ever, and for this reason we hav roup oplnlon, how-
sions be undertaken of this oPt,e rec~mmended only that discus-
members would 0 farth lone orne of the Horking Group 
appeal of paroIe decis~~~sh~~e:~r~u~~fd:o~~~y~upport substantive 

Two currently visible reforms of procedural f 
parole also touch on accountabilit N sa eguards in 
legally trained and other perso~s ~~ "a::i:~: begun allowing 
revocation hearings _ though not to " :t ful~ parole and 
n~tu~e,of the distinction between "as~~~~:~~~; a~~e,/nmate. The 
tlon lS not clear to us and must' representa-
Working Group supports this refor remaln to be seen, but the 
visibility, accountability and t~ as a step towards,greater 
second reform may be to i~e' e a~pear~n7e of falrness. The 
tion from their files whIch w~~~a~:s lndwrltln

g ~ertai~ informa-
decisions about them. It is not use, by ~P~ 1.n maklng 
lished just what information woul at thlS wrlt7ng, yet estab
form (summary or descriptive) T~ b~ m~~e avallable and in what 
as full as possible a disclos~r e ,or lng ~roup would support 
protection of third parties andec~ff:~for~atl~n, cons~stent with 
reform if pI' n 1 entlal lnformatlon. This 
files ~nd wi~~P~~r;i~m~~eme~t~d, would i}ilprove the accuracy of 
inmates and their repres~~t~~i~~~~d parole preparation by 

PAROLE SUPERVISION 

Under ~h~s heading, we will discuss all aspects of com
munity superV1Slon except those h' h f datory supervision (see below w lCi re er exclusively to man-
supervision" will usually be ~p·PII~:~~fOrte cthomments o~ ','parole 
cases. e 0 e supervlslon of MS 

Parole supervision has come under a lot of 
result of research which fails to demonstrate an 
on offender recidivism from community supervisio~ 

criticism as a 
overall effect 
(Axon, 1980). 
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Some of the difficulties with this research will be discussed 
below. Parole supervision has suffered in importance as a 
result, especially in an era of perceiveci i~1creasing conserva
tism and in the face of the demonstrable effectiveness of pri
sons at incapacitation: prisons keep criminals away fro~ their 
potential victims, and parole does not (or not as effect1vely). 

Nevertheless, prisons are a very expensive way to keep a 
crime from happening, or (as some would have it) to delay a 
crime for a few months. Prisons also, by their nature, have 
negative consequences in terms of debilitating inmates, embit
tering them, severing their connection with normal,society and 
the resources they will need to reintegrate, teach1ng them 
criminal skills and contempt for justice, and "labelling" them 
for the self-fulfilling prophecy of a continuing criminal life
style. Because of these factors, prisons also, in the Working 
Group view, have very little chance of "workin~'" in the sense of 
preventing crime or reducing its seriousness through other than 
incapacitative means. 

Parole, whatever its present effectiveness, does not suf
fer to nearly the same extent from the factors which effectively 
prevent prisons from "working". Though parole is usually seen 
by offenders as oppressive, punitive, arbitrary, and 
ineffective, it does occur in the community, where the offender 
interacts with the conditions which contribute to crime. Unlike 
prisons, it therefore has at least the potential to deal with 
the conditions which appear to generate crime in the natural 
setting in which they occur, and will continue to o:cur, 
regardless of how long the offender serve~ before h1~ event~dl 
release. Parole is also much less expens1ve than pr1sons: 1t 
costs about $2,000 to supervise one parolee for a year, and 
about $25,000 to keep him in prison for a year (average cost). 

Despite all this, the commitment to parole and improving 
its effectiveness has been far less apparent than has been the 
commitment to penitentiaries. Parole has been seen primarily in 
terms of its low cost in relation to pentientiaries, and the 
willingness or capacity to put more resources into parole to try 
to improve it has been limited. 

We will discuss issues in parole superv1s10n around four 
general headings: effectiveness, staff morale, conditions of 
parole, and suspension and revocation issues. 

Effectiveness 

During our consultations with parole field staff, we were 
Jtruck by the apparent loss of a feeling of "mission" among 
parole officers. To some extent, this has been caused by the 
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"nothing works" view of corrections. It has been exacerbated by 
the recent introduction of "minimum standards" of supervision, 
which specify the frequency of contact which parole officers 
must have with offenders, but gives virtually no indication of 
what the content of that contact should be (CSC Case Management 
Manual, 1980). Parole officers sometimes refer to this new 
emphasis as "quantity control". 

While the recent efforts to place more controls on parole 
officer activity and accounting were probably inev~table, they 
do beg the question of the quality, content or "mission" of 
parole. What is the parole officer trying to accomplish, and 
what should he not try to accomplish? 

There are, of course, no definitive answers at present to 
the question of what will be effective with parolees, under what 
conditions and to what degree. Parole officers do a great 
variety of things, as we have seen earlier: they provide prac
tical assistance to people recently released from penitentiary: 
they try to help them find jobs or get training, education or 
other assistance in the community: they counsel parolees: they 
check on their behaviour in the community. They do different 
things with different parolees. The research on parole effec
tiveness says a lot about what impact IPparole" (taken quite 
generally) has on recidivism, and what impact smaller caseloads 
have on recidivism: little measurable effect. However, very 
little research has broken down the specific services or activi
ties delivered by parole officers in an attempt to determine how 
successful we are at performing each type of function, and if 
successful, whether it has any impact on recidivism. Very 
little, too, is known about "differential intervention": what 
effect different parole officers will have in doing different 
things with different offenders. It is known that correctional 
intervention apparently makes some people "worse" and others 
"better", but is is not known how to tell which effect will take 
place with whom. 

The Working Group feels that part of the commitment to 
parole superv1s10n should include an interest in finding out 
more about what functions parole performs, and what effects 
these functions have individually on parolees. Parole, we 
believe, will probably be a part of corrections for a long time 
to come, and the justice system must build on its potential 
strengths instead of neglecting it for its obvious weaknesses. 

Since the Federal Corrections Agency Task Force (1977), 
there has been an increased emphasis on the "brokerage" model of 
parole, wherein the parole officer does not try to provide 
directly or duplicate services which are available in the 
community, but acts to, match up his parolees with those services 
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which they may need: employment agencies, counselling services, 
education or vocational training, and so on. 

This is a desirable model from many perspectives. It 
makes the most efficient use of correctional resources in an era 
where t.here will be increasing competition for the correctional 
dollar. It makes use of community services provided for the 
general public in dealing with offenders; rather than providing 
sep~rate programs just for them. It does not force parole 
off1cers to be "all things to all parolees". 

Two members of the Working Group made site visits to the 
probation service of the Ontario Ministry of Correctional Ser
vices in order to learn more about their approach to brokerage 
and team supervision of offenders. Ontario is heavily committed 
to a program of purchasing service for its probation clients 
~rom private and public agencies which specialize in job find-
1ng, drug abuse treatment, counselling, and other specific 
services. It is spending over seven million dollars in fiscal 
year 1980-81 on 86 contracts for such services and expects to 
spend about $10 million in fiscal year 1981-82. Provincial 
officials feel they have become more effective since moving 
towards this brokerage model, and away from standard caseloads. 

Under the team supervision model used by Ontario, the 
needs presented by individual probationers are assessed by a 
team of probation officers who have the discretion to decide 
wh~t frequency or type of contact is necessary with the client. 
The emphasis is, in fact, not on regular reporting or casework 
intervention with probationers, but on obtaining services needed 
through brokerage by members of the supervision team, each of 
Wh9ID specializes in obtaining a certain type of service for 
clients. 

About half the probation offices are organized in the 
team model, whereby case needs and case progress are discussed 
at weekly meetings involving all officers. Probation officers 
are in fact "evaluated" not in terms of conformity to standards 
of frequency of contact or other traditional methods, but large
ly by their peers during these team meetings, where each case 
will be discussed by all workers~ 

For most probationers, the team assesses the client as 
being in need of a "primary" service, and the case is assigned 
to the probation officer who specializes in obtaining that 
service •. Cases with multiple needs will, of course, be assisted 
also through the skills of the other probation officers. For 
those cases which are unreceptive to intervention or where 
surveillan?e and ?ontrol ar~ considered to be the primary need f 

the probat10ner w111 be ass1gned to a "surveillance officer" who 
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emphasizes frequeht reporting and control. This officer also 
serves as a kind of check on his fellow officers, who may wish 
to continue a case on probation while the rest of the team 
assesses the desirability of that action. 

The Working Group recommends that the federal Solicitor 
General look more closely into adapting this kind of team/ 
brokerage model to its operations. It has the potential for 
improving the chances of successful delivery of services to 
offenders, better liaison and cooperation with existing commun
ity resources, more extensive development of new community 
resources, more rationalized assessment of parole officer 
activities, and more cost-effective use of existing government 
personnel and funds. It may be that this model is not fully 
adaptable to federal corrections - we have more ,serious 
offenders and far fewer volunteer workers, for example - but we 
feel that it has enormous applicability to our system. 

Commitment to the brokerage model must be more active if 
it is to be effective, however. Cash funds should be made 
available to District Parole Directors for flexible use to pur
chase training, psychiatric help, work tools, marriage counsel
ing, or whatever services are felt to be needed in individual 
cases. Closer relations, on the level of senior management, 
need to be established with certain key agencies which provide 
services relevant to corrections. Standard arrangements for 
reserving seats in training courses need to be made. Serious 
attentiOn must be given to assisting parole officers, who are 
often trained in and selected for casework skills, in adapting 
to the different orientation that the brokerage model implies. 

More effective use also needs to be made also of the pri
vate aftercare agencies in Canada, agencies like the John Howard 
Society and Elizabeth Fry Society, which routinely provide 
supervision and aftercare to persons under correctional author
ity. The proportional role which these societies play in i 

federal parole supervision has been steadily decreasing over the 
last 13 years, from supervision of over 70% of cases to about 
15% of cases in 1979 (Jubinville, 1980). Whatever the other 
arguments about this trend (costs, application of supervision 
standards, etc.) it is alarming in view of the invaluable con
tribution which the private sector can make in providing 
diversity of services in the community. No government-run cor
rectional service can hope to operate all the programs which are 
needed to meet the very diverse needs of offender populations. 
These diverse 'programs can however be provided by other govern
ment departments and by the private sector. But the private 
sector in Canada is, partially as a result of decreasing refer
rals, nearing a crisis, both in terms of funding and in terms of 
keeping its base of committed, competent staff. The working 
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Group feels that a much more effective use can be made of the 
private sector through block funding of diversified and special
ized services for offenders. This does not imply that CSC 
should cease to use the private sector for regular parole super
vision; in fact CSC has made a commitment to increase private 
agency referrals by 10% a year for each of the next three 
years. However, we feel that one real strength of the private 
sector, its potential for diversification, is not being tapped 
properly; if anything, the trend is towards standardization of 
the private sector, similar to that in government. 

Other avenues also need to be pursued further. CSC man
year formulas should allow for parole officer activities which 
are directed towards the development of resources in the commun
ity, often the most time-consuming activity initially, but 
having valuable potential pay-offs. More exploration should be 
made of the use of volunteers in supervision. Volunteers can be 
effective with certain types of cases (CAVIC, 1979); they can be 
a cost-effective means of providing intensive supervision or 
help; and most importantly, they provide an opportunity for 
public participation in corrections. Setting ~p a proper volun
teer program can involve a large initial (and considerable con
tinuing) commitment of time, selection and training activities, 
and frustration, but it has been shown to be effective in cer
tain situations. CSC Headquarters should encourage volunteer 
supervision programs as part of its pOlicy on citizen involve
ment. 

Finally, effective parole supervision should also involve 
rational allocation of resources to those cases who most need 
it, and less so to those cases who need it less. More scope 
should be made for the relaxation of supervision "minimum stand
ards" for cases which are the better risks, and not cooperative 
to the idea of being supervised. 

I Staff morale 

It is almost a commonplace to say that morale is bad 
among field staff. During our consultations! the situation may 
have been exacerbated by recent bad press over violent inci
dents, as well as the emergence of a new emphasis on written 
reporting and meeting deadlines for written reports. A frequent 
complaint among parole officers is the excessive amount of 
paperwork required of them, to the detriment of casework; a 
frequent assessment was that parole officers spend at least half 
their time on paperwork. Our "guesstimate" of that figure is 
somewhat less, but the fact of frustration over paperwork is 
very real. Every effort should be made to reduce paperwork 
through the use of short-form reporting and reliance as much as 
possible on the p~role officer's log book rather than on reports 
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writte~ from it. In particular, quarterly supervision reports 
on act1ve cases could be reduced to a short form which would be 
supplemented with a descriptive report only on an as-needed 
basis. 

Parole officers also experience frustration from "serving 
two masters", CSC and NPB. While they are employed by CSC and 
subject to CSC administrative control, parole officers also must 
report to and to some extent take direction from NPB which as 
the releasing and revoking authority, takes an interest in'the 
conditions of parole, the level of supervision, and the offend
er~s adjustme~t. ,Parole officers have only recently (1978) been 
sh1fted organ1zat10nally from being under NPB to being within 
CSC, ~nd the strains of that move are still being felt, both in 
relat10ns between parole officers and NPB and in the new role 
(some say reduced role) assumed by parole officers in the total 
federal correctional system. Many parole officers feel that the 
"community end" of corrections has suffered and will continue to 
suffer as a re~ult ~f the penit~ntiary/parole service merger. 
The parole off1cer 1S now less 1nfluential in recommendations 
for parole, for example, because he is only one member of a 
"case management team". Many parole officers feel that case 
preparation has as a result become far more oriented towards 
~enitentiary programs than towards the community, and that 
1nadequate consideration is now given to community concerns. 
The new "ca:-eer 1?ath" model which will encourage direct trans
fers of pen1tent1ary case management personnel into parole 
officer positions is also a cause of some concern based on the 
qualifications and "penitentiary orientation" of fhese staff as 
opposed to parole officers. 

The Working Group finds these problems, and the frustra
tions they cause, to be of significant concern. We are reluc
tant to recommend any changes to such a recent, complex and con
troversial organizational change as the CPS-NPS merger, but we 
~ote the problems to ensure that they will be monitored closely 
1n future. The parole officer is one of most important and 
accountable front-line workers in corrections and has the 

, 1 ' potent1a for enormous influence over the post-release adjust-
ment of offe~ders. Proportionate attention needs to be paid to 
the frustrat10ns of parole officers. 

Conditions of parole 

Both parole officers and offenders in our consultation 
complained of the intrusive nature of some parole conditions. 
S~me paro~e conditions apply to all offenders ("standard" condi
t10ns) wh1le others are set only incases of perceived need 
("special" conditions). Many of the standard conditions do not 
refer directly to criminal activity, but are intended to prevent 
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the parolee from getting into certain situations (such as debt) 
which may contribute to an eventual return to crime. ,Other 
conditions are intended to ensure that the parole off1ce has ~ 
rough idea of the whereabouts of the parolee. 

Many of the standard conditions (and some of the special 
ones) are considered to be unenforceable and used only to 
"justify" a suspensi~n which is really motivated by other con
cerns. Conditions like obtaining permission to marry or to 
leave a small geographical area are not consonant with f~rmal 
correctional policies of minimal intervention and retent10n by 
offenders of the rights of ordinary citizens. Such conditions 
also create enormous resentment among parolees, regardless of 
their other problems. 

The Working Group believes the standard conditions of 
parole should be reduced to the following: 

to proceed directly to the area specified in the parole 
agreement and report upon arrival. (This condition 
ensures that the parole system does not "lose" the 
offender and that initial contact is made with the 
parole officer.) 

- to remain under the authority of the District Director 
or other designated representative. (This condition 
provides the requirement to report to the parole 
officer. ) 

- to remain in a designated area (individually determined 
and specified on each agreement) and not to leave this 
area without obtaining permission beforehand from the 
designated authority. (This condition also ensures 
that the parole system does not "lose" the offender. 
"Designated areas" must however be reviewed to en~ure 
that they do not, as one parole officer put it, reflect 
"horse and buggy" days. Some designated areas in 
effect forbid parolees to travel to another township 
within the same large city, and require obtaining of 
perrniss ion. ) 

to obtain permission from the designated representative 
to purchase or carry a firearm. (This condition 
represents a stricter standard than is required of the 
general population, for' whom complex gun laws are in 
effect. The discrimination is not considered exces
sive, however, and permission can be obtained for 
parolees who need firearms to hunt and live.) 

- to notify the designated representative of a change of 
address or employment status. (This condition is 
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intended to ensure the parole system does not "lose" 
the paroleeI' and also reflects a basic assumption abou.t. 
the importance of legitimate employment to successful 
adjustment in society~} 

All other conditions can be required as "special" condi
tions by NPB or "special instructions" of the parole officer if 
they ar~ necessary or appropriate. {Police reporting, for . 
example, is not a program of all police departments; abstinence 
from alcohol should be required only of parolees who get into 
trouble when they drink.} Special conditions are currently used 
with restraint, and this should continue. (Of a sample of 205 
full parole cases surveyed in Ottawa and Moncton during the 
Study, only 17 carried special conditions, most of them for 
alcohol abstinence.) 

Requirement of restitution to the victim or community as 
a condition of parole has been questioned as bei.ng ultra vires. 
Review of this policy, and its legality, should be made by NPB. 
Such a requirement should at any rate only be made in cases of 
clear ability to pay where the restitution requirement will not 
create undue pressure on the parolee. 

Suspension and revocation 

A number of concerns hav.e come to light as regards sus
pensions and revocations. The "r~volving door syndrome" of 
rapid re-releases of revoked offenders, is primarily a problem 
in MS, and will be discussed under that heading, below. 

There are still apparently problems with ensuring that 
parolees are given a full, descriptive account of the allega
tions which form the basis for the parole suspension. In some 
instances, notice consists only of an enumeration of the condi
tions violated, which sometimes, .according to criminal lawyers 
consulted, lists those violations which are "hardest to dis
prove" and omits the true (but less easily proven) reason for 
the suspension. Suspension notice should include all alleged 
violations, together with a descriptive account of the behaviour 
which constituted the violation. Revocation should, moreover, 
not be permitted on grounds of "prevention" of a breach of con
ditions. Parole officers will occasionally suspend an offender 
for a few hours or days if they observe that he is drinking too 
heavily or otherwise deteriorating so severely that.he is in 
need of a "short shock" or "time out" from his own lifestyle. 
While the Working. Group supports the need for this kind of briE~f 
suspensions (that is; suspensions done to prevent a future 
breach of conditions) we do not endorse the tr~nslation of these 
suspensions into revocat~ons under normal circQmstances, a prac
tice which is already apparently rather rare. 
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The brief received from the Criminal Lawyer's Association 
of Ontario also points out two interrelated sets of problems in 
the suspension and revocation process. The first is that 
parolees and MS cases may be held in custody beyond their war
rant expiry date because a strict interpretation is placed on 
Section 20(1) of the Parole Act, which requires an inmate, upon 
revocation of his parole, to be "recommitted to the place of 
confinement from which he was allowed to go and remain at large 
at the time parole was granted to him, or to the corresponding 
place of confinement for the territorial division within which 
he was apprehended". Suspended offenders are thus typically 
held for return to the penitentiary they were released from, and 
distances and limitations on the availability of suitable trans
portation and escorts may cause considerable delays, sometimes 
even past warrant expiry. Delays in scheduling the offender's 
appearance before NPB once the transfer has been effected will 
also prolong the situation. 

A compounded problem occurs - affecting some 200 persons 
a year in Toronto, according to the C.L.A. - when the offender 
is facing new criminal charges. There may be considerable 
reluctance on the part of the provincial bailiff to "ship the 
body" to the appropriate federal penitentiary in order for the 
revocation and possible re-release to occur: if bail has been 
set, the bailiff may wish to see the offender remain in the jur
isdiction in order to appear in court or report to the police~ 
and if bail has not been set, the warrant of remand will techni
cally require that the defendant be held until trial or the 
setting of bail. In the meantime, the criminal court may be 
awaiting the outcome of the suspension/revocation process before 
making a decision as to bail. Section 457 of the Criminal Code 
in fact is often interpreted as not permitting bailor a bail 
hearing for suspended parolees ("detained in custody in respect 
of any other matter"). 

The C.L.A. makes several recommendations for resolving 
these interlocking problems. The Working Group endorses them. 
First, Section 20 of the Parole Act should be amended so as not 
to require recommitment to the original releasing penitentiary. 
(Additionally, negotiations could be undertaken, and in fact 
were begun some years ago, to have local jails, parole offices 
and CCC's designated as "penitentiaries" for the purpose of 
recommitment and revocation decisions, especially in brief 
"turnaround" cases.) Second, parole officers should inform the 
suspended offender of his option (NPB policy and procedures, 
106-2 [1-2]) to consent to his revocation and thereby waive 
these proceedings, which he may wish to do if little time is 
remaining before his warrant expiry or mandatory re-release 
date. Third, the offender should be informed as soon as 
possible of his next mandatory release date. (Surprisingly 
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often, the parole officer is unable to obtain an accurate esti
mate of the old and new remission standing to the offender's 
credit, and because of this the parolee may serve time in 
custody past warrant expiry. Parole officers should have avail
able a standard way of obtaining an accurate estimate in these 
cases: the Working Group recommends that, as a possible method, 
greater care be given to the accuracy and details of entries on 
Penitentiary 208 [Release] forms, and that a copy of this form 
always be available for the parole officer to consult.) Final
ly, Section 457 of the Criminal Code should be amended to make 
it clear that suspended parolees have a right to a bail hearing. 

The Working Group also recommends that delays in sched
tlling revocation hearings and reaching a final decision as to 
revocation be reduced as much as possible. An examination of 
the "warrant register" noting all 91 suspensions (and 7 revoca
tions without a prior suspension) occurring from the Ottawa 
District parole office from January 1 to October 3, 1980, showed 
that the time lapsing between the date of suspension and the 
date of ultimate revocation may be quite lengthy. Of the 42 
applicable cases for which the dates were recorded at the time 
of the survey, 20 revocations occurred within a month, but 11 
took longer than two months. There is no required limit on the 
time to a post-suspension hearing. We recommend that the Parole 
Act be amended to require that the post-suspension hearing 'occur 
within two months of the parolee's request for it, and that 
"reserved decisions" as to revocation not prolong the ultimate 
decision beyond two months unless it is unavoidable. 

The Working Group was told by a number of inmates that 
suspenaed parolees often do not bother to request their post
suspension hearing, presumably because little benefit for them 
is perceived to occur from hearings. Ministry data sources do 
not provide information on what proportion of suspended parolees 
request their hearing, unfortunately*. Every effort should be 
made to correct any delays or defects which may contribute to 
a low rate of request for hearings, since it is essential that 
the appearance and reality of justice be maintained in a process 
which materially affects loss of remission, potential time to be 
served, and the presence of a revocation on the offender's 
record. In particular, revocation should not normally occur 
without a prior hearing if the offender requests it. such 
instances seem to be rather rare, but they may occur when there 
has been no suspension of parole: the Parole Regulations, 

* Workload statistics from the B.C. office of the NPB provide 
the closest thing to an estimate of the hearing rate. In 
1980, 504 suspension warrants were issued in the region, and 
161 post-suspension hearinqs were held, or about 32% of 504. 
From an Ontario region sample, Latta (1981) estimates the 
hearing request rate at 32-38%. ~: 
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20(2), require a hearing only in cases which have been suspended 
by the parole officer. Even where there has been no suspension, 
a hearing should normally occur at the offender's requ~st unless 
he has obsconded and is unavailable. 

Finally, many offenders complained during our consulta
tic.m of the "excessive" use of suspension and revocation in non
criminal cirtumstance$. Ministry data sources show that of the 
persons reles~ed on full parOle or MS in any given year, about 
half of the eventual revocations which occur are not accompanied 
by a new criminal conviction. "Technical" revocations of Manda
tory Supervision seem to be increasing. Of course, many of the 
"technical" revocations may mask a new crime which is suspected 
but not proven, and there is no real data on the actual circum
stances surrounding suspensions and revocations. Research is 
need in this area. 

EARNED REMISSION 

The perennial question in remission is, "Can it ever be 
made to be truly earned?" In Chapter II, we concluded that, 
gi~en the types of institutions involved and the level of re
sources which can realistically be expected in CSC, it is not 
possible to administer remission truly on the basis of evalua
ting inmates for,exceptional, average, and below-average 
performance. 

Reservations have also been expressed about the desir
ability of creating a "truly earned" remission system, in terms 
of the institutional tension it could generate, the confusion it 
would cause among sentencing judges, the implications for 
increasing penitentiary populations, the effect on parole deci
sions, the possibility of increasing disparities and unfairness, 
and the questionable overall benefit to be gained. . 

Efforts occur periodically to try to make remission 
"truly earned". At least three such efforts have occurred in 
the last few years: in 1974, in 1977, during the shift from 
sta~ut~ry and earned remission to an "all-earned" system, and 
agal.n l.n late 1978 ana 1979, after it had become clear that the 
new system worked largely along the same lines as the old. At 
pre~en~, st~dy is ong~ing o~ the possibility of integrating 
reml.SSl.on wl.th other l.ncentl.ves systems, such as work assign
ments, pay scales, temporary absences and parole. The Working 
Group is skeptical about the feasibility of these plans and, for 
the reasons noted above, has reservations about their desir
ability as well. Above all, remission should not determine the 
parole eligibility date, because of the tenuous or inconsistent 
connection between primary release considerations and the needs 
of penitentiary management and control. 

: . 

I 
t 

~ 

I II 
I 

- 85 -

Two remaining issues in remission'will be discussed below. 
Th~y are: disparities in application (including questions of 
review of failure-to-earn decisions), and loss of remission 
during parole revocation. 

Disparities in remission 

Because of the very high rates of earning of remission 
CSC! differences in rates of remission are sometimes over
looked. Nonetheless, there are differences (though usually 
small in absolute terms) in the amount of remission earned, 
depending on the region, the security level and the individual 
penitentiary involved. 

in 

Data for the first quarter of 1980 show that there are 
small regional differences in the remission rates for program 
participation, and somewhat larger differences in regional rates 
for disciplinary evaluation. The number of inmates per 100 
population who do not earn maximum remission for program parti~ 
cipation does not vary much (from a low of 5.0% of inmates in 
the Prairie region to a high of 7.3% of inmates in the Pacific 
region). Similarly, the actual number of days of remission not 
earned for prograill participation per 100 inmates per '£(.\onth 
varies from 31 to 36 in all regions but the Prairies, which has 
a much lower rate of 21 days lost per 100 inmates per month. 
However, the proportion of inmates losing remission for reasons 
of disciplinary conduct varies from 1% to 12% in the regions, 
and the regional rate of loss of actual days of remission based 
on conduct varies from 4 to 41 days per 100 inmates per year. 
Again, the Prairies and Pacific region provide the lowest and 
highest rates of lost remission (but curiously, the rate of 
issuance of disciplinary "caution slips" is about the same in 
those two regions, and higher than in the other three regions.) 

Clearly, there are marked regional differences in the 
relative proportions of inmates losing remission for disciplin
ary infractions, and in the actual number of days of remission 
involved. Differences in the number of caution slips issued, 
and in the type of staff typically involved in issuing them 
(custodial or program staff, for example) suggest differences in 
the administration of the system as well as the ultimate results 
in terms of days of remission (see Tables A-28 to A-3l). 

Other differences in remission earning are observable: 
compared to an overall average of 47 days of remission lost per 
100 inmates p~r month, minimum security inmates lose an average 
212 days, while medium and makimum security inmates lose an 
average 38 and 53 days, respectively. The fact that minimum 
security inmates, who are by definition considered less of a 
risk to society and to fellow inmates, lose over 5 times as much 
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remission as inmates in the next highest security level, may be 
troubling. On the one hand, inmates in minimum security may 
have more "opportunity" to get into trouble, but on the other 
hand, some of the differences may also be attributable to closer 
contact and observation between staff and inmates. 

Maximum security inmates, however, lose more remission on 
average than do medium security inmates, though they lose less 
for disciplinary reasons (10 days lost for conduct in maximum 
compared t.O 23 days lost for conduct in medium) and more for 
non-participation or poor participation in programs (43 days 
lost for programs in maximum, compared to 15 days lost for pro
grams in medium). These differences in earning rates according 
to security status are not easily attributable to anyone factor 
such as program availability, use of punitive dissociation 
(during which no "participation" remission can be earned), 
restrictions on the availability of other, punishments or privi
leges, the presence of "independent chairpersons" in disciplin
a~y procedures at maximum security penitentiaries or the types 
of staff involved in evaluating inmates and issuing caution 
slips. 

Data on the rate of earning of remission in individual 
penitentiaries show strong variation, suggesting that the manner 
of administration of the program in separate institutions may be 
the most important determinant of the outcome. Three medium 
security penitentiaries in the Pacific region show different 
lost remission rates of 12 days, 66 days and 81 days per 100 
inmates. Two maximum security penitentiaries in Quebec have 
rates of 71 and 111 days' remission lost per 100 inmates per 
month. The Prison for Women has the highest rate of lost remis
sion of any medium or maximum security penitentiary - 178 days 
lost per 100 inmates per month. . 

One footnote to this discussion of disparities in the 
awarding of remission is that some staff and inmates mentioned 
during our consultations that custodial staff who perceive the 
formal disciplinary process of punishing inmates as too diffi
cult or cumbersome and beyond their control, have (despite a~ 
case management d~rective forbidding it) been using "caution 
slips" as a means of accomplishing punishment without conviction 
in disciplinary court. The practice is a difficult one to pre
vent without mandating the use of disciplinary court prior to 
any loss of remission for bad conduct. This alternative could 
result in more inmates being charged for more minor types of 
misbehaviour, and posaibly losing more r€mission days as a 
result-an outcome which may not be desirable. (A multiplicity 
of charges can in turn affect parole chances.) 

On the whole, the Working Group feels that it would be 
preferable for remission to operate as a system which punishes 
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serious ~isconduct in penitentiary, and is not geared towards 
en:ourag1ng or eva~uating program participation. We feel that 
th1s would b7 a fa1rer and more equitable system than the pre
sent one, wh1ch th~ugh lar~ely,geared towards punishing miscon
d~ct, 7an be u~ed ~n c7rta1n C1rcumstances in ways which promote 
'd1spar1ty and 1nst1tut10nal tension. 

, H~wever, if,this recommendation to use remission only to 
pun1sh m1sconduct 1S rejected, we recommend that CSC institute a 
system of,f~r m~re specific criteria for the evaluation of pro
gra~ part1c1pat1~n" the use of caution slips, and the trans
lat10n of these 1nd1cators into a final determination of "number 
of days". In particular, guidelines are needed to help "inde
pendent" and CSC disciplinary chairpersons to d~cide when to 
take aw~y rem~ssion as a punishment and in what amount. How
ever, S1nce (1n terms of number of days) the largest differences 
appear to be in "participation" credits, guidelines for making 
thes 7 awards are just as important, although more difficult to 
spec1fy. 

The Wor~ing Group further recommends that federal inmates 
be ~iven the r1ght to ~ppeal the loss of remission to the 
Nat10nal Paro~e Board 1n Ottawa for an independent review of 
wh~the: the c~r:umstances of their loss of remission fit the 
c71ter1a ~pec1f17d by CSC. The reason an appeal mechanism out
s1~e CSC ~s :ons1dered necessary is because of the direct effect 
wh1ch rem1SS10n has on the time served by some inmates and 
b~caus~ ~f t~e nee~ for a centralized review to reduce'regional 
d:spar1t1es 1n,pol1cy and app~ication. NPB should not, however, 
have aI?-Y role 1n the formulat10n of remission policy. This 
power 1S, we feel, best left in the hands of an authority other 
than the parole authority. 

A final disparity worth mentioning is the one between the 
descriptive "earned" remission and the reality of h~w ~he pro
gram,operates. If remission does not operate as a "positive" 
e~r~1ng system, as we believe it never will (within credible 
11m1ts of resource availability and system coordination) it 
should not be called "earned" remisson.' Although this m~y 
~ppear to be only a semantic matter, it is extremely irksome to 
~nm?te~, eSP7cially ~n the context of mandatory supervision, and 
1t 1S ~nc0I?-slst:nt wlth goals of public accountability and clear 
commun1cat10n w7th oth7r agencies such as the courts. It is 
a~so,not conduc1ve to 1nternal consistency and accountability 
wlth1n CSC. 

Remission loss for parole revocation 

, The submission made to us by the Canadian Association of 
Ellzabeth Fry Societies points out an issue of inequity in the 
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present- remission program. Currently, an offender on parole or 
mandatory supervision loses the remission standing to his credit 
if he is revoked to penitientiary. The amount of remission he 
has accumulated (and will lose) is determined by the amount of 
time he served in penitentiary prior to release. The CAEFS sub
mission suggests that is is inequitable that two parolees 
revoked for the same violation of parole should lose different 
amounts of remission credit, dependent on the time previously 
served and not on the nature of the violation of parole. 

To amend this type of inequity is difficult because of 
the extremely narrow use made of the power of "recrediting" of 
remission in 1977. NPB procedures permit recrediting of remis
sion to an offender only in cases where "undue hardship" would 
otherwise result, and the €!xamples given in the Policy and Pro
cedures Manual make it clear that the circumstances where 
recrediting is allowed are to be very unusual indeed. This 
stringent policy appears to have been an over-reaction to the 
wholesale recrediting of remission by penitentiary staff that 
took place under the dual, statutory and earned remission 
systems of the past. The criteria for the recrediting of remis
sion (which we believe should remain with NPB) should be expand
ed to incluGe a principle of commensurate punishment for viola
tions committed while on palrole, and a more generous notion of 
fostering equitable outcomes for similar circumstances.* 

Other issues of remi.ssion 

From the discussion on objectives in Chapter II, it is 
clear that remission has many functions besides reinforcing the 
penitentiary employment and disciplinary system. These func
tions include: serving as a "safety valve" for NPB caution, by 
releasing non-paroled inmates at the approximate two-thirds 
date; ensuring the supervision of non-paroled inmates by 
requiring that remission credits be served under MS supervision 
in the community; and, through these functions, reducing time 
served and penitentiary populations. 

These functions are seen by some as dysfunctional, how
ever. Persons released through remission at the two-thirds date 
can commit new offences whi~~h would otherwise have been 
prevented or delayed (as our analysis of "Incapacitation" in 

* Both this view of the remission recrediting power and the 
proposed new power to review remission loss (above) by NPB 
require, to be properly and fairly carried out, a detailed and 
up-to-date system of information feedback to NPB of the 
amounts of re-:.dssion being awardea and lost for specific types 
of circumstances. This fjaedback system will be described in 
greater detail in the next chapter. 
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Chapter II showed, about a third of the persons released through 
remission are revoked before warrant expiry).. The creation of 
mandatory supervision through remission is an extremely conten
tious issue which is dealt with below. Early release (or reduc
tion of time served) is seen by some critics as undue mitigation 
of punishment or a usurpation of the sentencing power of judges 
(though not all judges agree themselves with this assessment). 
The automatic nature of the early release created by remission 
is seen by others to be inconsistent with the notion of having a 
single authority for all early releases. 

While ultimately the Working Group was not able to agree 
as to whether, on balance, it was better to retain remission 
(the pros and cons of the major alternatives are laid out in 
Chapter V), we did agree on a few notions and conclusions. The 
first was that, some popular notions to the contrary, there is 
nothing inherently invidious in the judge's sentence being 
effectively reduced or mitigated by remission. Remission has 
been in existence for 112 years and its effect upon the time 
served in penitentiary by non-paroled offenders is understood on 
a general level by sentencing judges, who allow for remission in 
their choice of sentence length. 

Our second finding was that if judges did not "compensate 
for" remission in setting sentence, and if the abolition of 
remission were to mean necessarily longer time served in prison 
by convicted offenders, this would not, on the whole, be desir
able. We agree with Ouimet (1969), Hugessen (1973) and the Law 
Reform Commission (1976) that, except fora very few individuals 
who are a physical threat to the community, offenders should 
spend as little time as possible in penitentiary. Imprisonment 
is expensive, can be harmful, and in many cases is dysfunctional 
to successful readjustment in the community. There would be 
considerable human and financial costs - but no measurable bene
fit - to extending the current "norm" of timeserved by the 
number of months or years which remission removes. 

Third, we are not as convinced of the need for a "single 
releasing authority" as were some previous studies (Hugessen, 
1973; Law Reform Commission, 1976). The notion of one coordin
ated system for all releases is theoretically sound from some 
perspectives, but carries (as we have seen with TA's) certain 
practical difficulties. Beyond practicalities, however, there 
can be said to be merit in maintaining instead a balance of 
powers in release between the judiciary, parole, and peniten
tiaries. By the same token as one may wish to preserve fixed 
parole eligibility dates (before which the inmate cannot normal
ly be released) as a "check" on Parole Board liberality, so one 
may wish to preserve remission as the complementary "check" on 
Parole Board conservatism. In any event, the "single release 
authority" notion is not necessarily an ideal. 
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MANDATORY SUPERVISION (MS) 

Mandatory Supervision (MS) is such a 90ntroversial pro
gram that it has recently been a subject of its own review 
(Solicitor General, 1981), which, at the time of writing, has 
not yet resulted in any formal recommendations. 

The controversial nature of MS is, in fact, one of its 
most interesting facets. It is controversial to NPB because the 
Board is constantly being blamed for the failures of offenders 
released on MS, although it has no hand in and cannot prevent* 
these releases, even if it believes the offender will be a 
physical threat when released. It is controversial to offenders 
because they consider remission as "time off" their sentence (as 
it was before 1970) and they resent having to serve the remitted 
portion under supervision, subject to revocation (especially for 
non-criminal behaviour), after their release. It is controver
sial to the police, who because they deal with MS violations in 
the form of arrests, regard the overall program a9 a failure. 
It is controversial to parole officers because of the resentment 
and hostility of offenders which make supervision difficult and 
unpleasant. Parole officers also have to deal with other pro
blems caused by or associated with MS, such as the paperwork and 
frustration involved in "revolving door" cases (see below), lack 
of release plans (Atack, 1978) and even, for some, a sense of 
personal risk from MS cases. Finally, it is controversial to 
penitentiary authorities who have to live with the "returns" 
from MS, revoked offenders wqo a~e otten bitter and difficult to 
deal with. 

Outside critics (Auditor General, 1978) and internal CSC 
authorities concerned about costs point to the contribution of 
MS to penitentiary populations (an estimated 319 to 433 inmate
years in 1978: Canfield and Hann, 1978) and to person-year 
requirements for parole officers and support staff. Civil 
libertarians complain of the arbitrary nature of many of the 
revocations from MS, the ineffectiveness and oppressive nature 
of supervision, and the removal, through MS, of much of the 
practical effect of remission. 

Not surprisingly, the above groups have widely varying 
views of what should be done about MS, each determined largely 
by the nature of their involvement with the program. Singly, 
none of these viewpoints would make MS so controversial, but 

* Other than by immediate suspension and subsequent revocation, 
on the day of MS release, of offenders thought to be danger
ous. NPB has used this technique on a trial basis in a few 
recent cases to test whether the federal court will uphold the 
practice, though as yet no appeals have been lodged against 
such action. 
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together, they make MS a very sensitive issue indeed. The 
police* and inmate groups agree (if on nothing else) that "MS" 
is the biggest single issue in conditional release~ It should 
be pointed out, however, that the police actually mean that 
remission, or the automatic release of non-paroled offenders 
prior to warrant expiry, is the biggest single issue in release, 
not the mandatory aspects of the supervision itself. 

The advantages and disadvantages of the major alterna
tives for modifying MS are discussed under "macro models". They 
include such options as abolishing MS while retaining remission, 
abolishing both MS and remission, making post-release assistance 
voluntary with the offender, and establishing "separate" super
vision terms (separate from the sentence) after release for all 
offenders. Some of the more operational issues or problems 
which have been raised with MS are discussed below. 

Effectiveness issues in MS 

MS was introduced as a "logical extension" of the 
community supervision process to cover all persons leaving 
penitentiary (not just parolees as had been the case). Some** 
police groups and the overwhelming majority of offenders feel 
that MS is ineffective in reducing recidivism. Not surprising
ly, parole officers tend to disagree. The literature on super
vision effectiveness generally is difficult to interpret defini
tively, as we have seen, and it is not known to what extent the 
limited optimism extractable from the literature might be 
further limited in cases of hostile or intractable offenders, as 
many persons on MS are said to be. 

However, it has been seen (Chapter II) that the rates of 
revocation from MS in a six-year follow-up of 1974 release are 
not extremely different from the rates of revocation from parole 
releases in the same year. (The rates of violent and other 
recidivism from all forms of release will be examined in more 
detail-in the next chapter). The alleged differences between 
parole and MS populations tend to be exaggerated. As many 
parole officers we consulted remarked, there are both intrac
table and amenable offenders to be found on both parole and MS, 
though MS offenders do present more overall needs for assistance 
and supervision than do parolees. 

* Or at least, those police groups represented by The National 
Joint Committee of Chief of Police and Federal Correctional 
Services, whose brief called for the abolition of both 
remission and MS. 

** But not all: some regional committees of the NJC of the 
CACP/FCS favour retention of the present system of MS (NJC 
Annual Report, 1979). 
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The Working Group was unable to agree on whether remis
sion credits should or should not be mandatorily served under 
supervision in the community. There was some feeling that the 
bitterness felt by offenders over having to serve remission 
under supervision made successful intervention possible only in 
a few cases, and that the success rates shown by MS cases occur 
regardless of, or in spite of, what we do to supervise people. 
On the other hand, there was also some feeling that the research 
on supervision effectiveness is inadequate for drawing conclu
sions about the specific impact of intervention on either amen
able or unamenable offenders. Further, removing the requirement 
of supervision for the "worst" offenders for the remitted por
tion of the sentence could cause serious public apprehension 
about the protections offered by corrections. Finally, those 
Working Group members who did not support MS abolition felt that 
in general it was better to work on improving and evaluating 
supervision as a whole, rather than to hack away piecemeal at 
its application to specific offender groups. 

One specific problem touching MS effectiveness is the 
"revolving door syndrome", a situation in which, because of the 
workings of the former remission system, a revoked offender must 
be almost immediately re-released from penitentiary*. This 
phenomenon has been explored as deeply as present automated data 
systems permit by the MS Committee, which concluded that the 
phenomenon is caused by a multiplicity of factors, including old 
earned remission, street-time credit, and the length of the 
average supervision (especially MS) period. One option given a 
great deal of consideration by the MS Committee is that, to 
lessen the revolving door syndrome, revoked MS offenders not be 
permitted to earn remission on the remainder of their sentence 
(or that part of it which does not overlap with any new sentence 
they may have received). As yet, however, no recommendations on 
the subject have been formalized. The working Group, for its 
part, was unable to agree on whether the costs of this option 
would outweigh the benefits. 

Fairness issues in MS 

There are two main fairness issues in MS: first, whether 
the program itself is fair, given the meaning in terms of 
sentence mitigation which it has taken from "earned remission", 
as well as the questions of its limited effectiveness and "re
pressive" nature; and second, whether MS offenders are ereated 
differently from parolees (by parole officers, NPB, police, or 
judges) in ways which are not justified by their behaviour. 

* The former system of earned and statutory remission called for 
full recrediting of the accumulated "earned" remission upon 
revocation. Some inmates still have some "old earned" 
remission to their credits. 
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, h W k' g Group finds the f the first quest1on, t e or 1n . 
As or f ' of MS to be perfectly 

inmate position o~ the un a1r~~~:el control-free situation 
understandable, g 1v7n th~ r~~C:1 of ~S However we could not 
which predated the 1ntro ~c,lonof sup~rvision to all offenders, 
agree on whether the prov 7s 10n is desirable at least until 
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judicial treatment, or 19 have been made: that parole 
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authorities tr:at MS case~ mor~o;athemi and that parole cases 
ours" and noth~ngl<?~n b~lyO~:cause parole authorities want "the 
are treated more 1 era f I as possible.) We have no 
statistics" to look ~s succe~s u t atment but some of the 
direct evidence of ~7ffe~e~~~~lth~:e type~ of discriminations do 
groupS consulted bed1~veb the Ministry should conduct 
occur. As recommen e a ov7', 'I din MS which would 
detailed research on superv1s~0~f ~~~t~er ~he treatment of MS 
allow ~t to m?ke anl?ssessm~~ture of surveillance activities, 
cases 1n serV1ce de 1very, , etc differs from the 
use of suspensions and revoc~t7~n:~ wh~ther the differences are 
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CHAPTER IV 
SYSTEM-WIDE CONCERNS 

Both during our consultations and our study of the 
individual elements of release, we were strQck by a number of 
particularly stong concerns which ran as a consistent thread 
through all release pr,ogr~. The most obvious and, some would 
say, most relevant concern is over violent and other criminal 
acts committed by persons released under federal authority. We 
will therefore address this concern at some length in this 
chapter. Other recurring concerns addressed below are sen
tencing, problems experienced by special offender groups 
(especially women, life-sentence inmates and native offenders), 
eligibility dates for release programs, services to and 
relations with provincial correctional systems, and the two
sided question of disclosure of information and protection of 
confidential information from disclosure. 

VIOLENCE AND OTHER CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS COMMITTED BY PERSONS 
UNDER RELEASE 

The Solicitor General's Committee on Mandatory Super
vision (1981) considers the commission of violent acts by 
persons on MS to be the single most powerful concern about the 
program. (Indeed, the submission made to the Study by the 
National Joint Committee of the Canadian Association of Chiefs 
of Police and Federal Correctional Services refers only to the 
problems created by the few "dangerous" persons on MS, whose 
movements and behaviour cannot be controlled by parole 
officers.) While concern over any type of criminal or even 
technical violations by released persons is prevalent, it is 
undoubtedly true that it is the violent acts committed which 
cause the greatest concern, fear and anger. In fact, one of 
the factors which contributed to the decision to undertake this 
Study was a series of violent acts committed in Edmonton by 
federal releases in 1979. 

In order to address the question of violence and other 
violations by released offenders, we drew on several sources of 
information. First, we used Ministry data sources to trace the 
outcomes of full parole and MS c,&ses over the last few years to 
determine the rate of violatio~ls, especially violent violations 
(data for criminal acts committed while on temporary absence or 
day parole are, unfortunately, not reliable and cannot be 
used). Second, we reviewed the case audits performed on a 
number of "spectacular incidents" committed by persons under 
conditional release. (A "spectacular incident" is a rather 
flexible term applied to an instance of especially disturbing 
criminal conduct by a federal offender under release, 
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esp~cially an act which receives "spectacular" coverage in the 
medla. NPB and, now, CSC perform a special investigation of 
all incidents which become designated as "spectacular".) And 
finally, we examined the literature on the prediction (clinical 
and statistical) of violence in order to determine whether any 
useful information could be drawn from it to improve our 
ability to anticipa'ce which offenders will be a physical threat 
when released. 

We first examined all cases of full parole or MS release 
occurring from 1970 to December 1978, in order to obtain an 
overall view of the outcomes of these cases. Table 6 presents 
these outcomes for 30,370 of the cases which were full-released 
in the period. About half the cases have successfully comple
ted their supervision period, though about ten percent of the 
parole cases and one percent of the MS cases have not yet 
reached warrant expiry and could ultimately represent either a 
success or a failure. About 30% of the parole cases and 38.5% 
of the MS cases were readmitted to penitentiary* or were 
returned to penitentiary during their supervision period 
either for a "technical" violation or one which involved'a new 
conviction for an indictable offence registered in the data 
base.** These figures include 20.0% of the paroles and 22.3% 
of the MS cases whose revocations involved a new criminal 
conviction. An additional four percent of the parolees and 11% 
of the MS cases successfully completed their supervision period 
but were later readmitted to penitentiary fora new crime. 

. The most typical outcome, therefore, of either parole or 
MS lS the successful completion of the supervision period 
without detected new crime or revocation for technical or' 
criminal reasons. Just over a fifth of all cases have so far 

* Some cases (148 MS cases and 8 parole cases) were readmitted 
to penitentiary on a new offence warrant but not recorded as 
"revoked". These may be cases of new convictions followed 
by an "interruption" of MS (not yet legally pOssible with 
parole)~ or, they could be aberrations in the data. 

** It mu~t be noted that a "technical" revocation may actually 
have lnvolved a new offence, but one which did not result in 
a conviction. Any undetected violations are also, of 
course, not recorded in these figures. There may also be 
some minor offences not reflected in the data (for which the 
offender merel¥ received ~ brief stay in a provincial jail), 
though, accordlng to Sectlon 659 of the Criminal Code, all 
persons cOAvicted of any new crime while still under a 
federal warrant must serve their prison sentence (if any) in 
a federal penitentiary. Finally, offences which have 
resulted in a revocation but not as yet in a conviction will 
not be reflected here as "new crime revocations". 

, / 
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TABLE 6 

OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980) OF RELEASES ON FULL PAROLE OR 
MANDATORY SUPERVISION, PERSONS 

RELEASED FROM JANUARY 1970 TO DECEMBER 1978 

FULL PAROLE MS 
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 

OUTCOME CASES % CASES 

Revocation without* 
new offence 1,575 10.8 2,574 

Revocation with new 
conviction for 
indictable offence 2,903 20.0 3,533 

New offence and 
penitentiary 
admission after 
successful 
completion of 
supervision 

3.9 1,731 period 563 

Successful completion 
of supervision 
period, and no 
subsequent 
readmissions 8,010 55.1 7,848 

Still under 
supervision 1,482 10.2 151 

-
TOTAL 14,533 15,837 

% 

16.2 

22.3 

10.9 

49.5 

1.0 

* While some of these cases may have involved·a new criminal 
act, no new conviction for an indictable offence is 
registered. 
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resulted in a conviction for a n~~'offence before warrant 
expiry. About a third of all cases have been returned for any 
reason, technical or crimina!'. 

Though it was impossible for us to obtain useful data* 
on the actual circumstances surrounding "revocations without 
new offence", we were able to obtain information about the 
types of offences for which offenders return on a "revocation 
with new conviction". Table 7 shows the breakdown of offence 
types for which full parole and MS cases were readmitted during 
~~eir supervision period from January 1975 to June 1980 (the 
years for which the most reliable data are available). In the 
five year period, 3,303 persons on full release, or about 560 a 
year, were revoked from supervision with a new offence or 
readmitted on a new warrant during supervision. Of these 
annual readmissions, well over half (59.3%) are for "pure" 
property crimes: crimes like break and enter, theft and fraud 
which r3rely involve personal contact between the offender and 
the victim. Another 16% of the readmissions were for robbery, 
a property crime which involves personal contact (and hence is 
often called a "crime against the person" though it does not 
always involve direct physical violence). 

About 12% of the readmissions (391 over the 5-year 
period) were for clearly violent crimes such as homicide**, 
kidnapping, assault, rape or other personal crimes: almost 
half of the offences against the person group were readmitted 
for non-sexual assault or wounding. A total of 72 homicides 
resulted in the readmission of federal releases to penitentiary 
during the period. About five percent of the readmissions were 
for narcotics offences. 

If this breakdown of annual readmissions can be taken as 
suggestive of the patterns of crimes for which a "cohort"*** 

* NPSIS contains some data on the types of reasons ticked off 
by parole officers on a checklist form filled out after 
certain suspensions. We did not examine this information 
because it would not tell us much about the-actual circum
stances of the suspension i and would be confounded by 
questions about whether parole officers were giving the 
"official grounds" or the "real reason" for the suspension. 

** Including murder, manslaughter and criminal negligence 
causing death. 

*** A "cohort" is used here to mean a group of offenders all 
released during the same time period. Note that Table 7 
actually refers to offenders readmitted only up to June 
1980 who had been released between 1975 and 1979, and thus 
may provide an inaccurate representation of the "ultimate" 
results for that cohort. , 
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of offenders are ultimately revoked or readmitted while still 
under warrant, it suggests that about a fifth (from Table 6) of 
all full-released offenders are eventually revoked with a new 
conviction, and of those, about a quarter (27.6%) commit (or 
are detected in) an assault, robbery, homicide, rape, or other 
"personal" crime. We have no way of knowing how many of the 
"technical" revocations may "mask" a violent new crime which 
could not be proven or for which the charges were dropped 
because of the revocation; presumably, in cases of violence, 
the latter circumstances would be rare. 

In any event, these figures suggest that the "violence" 
of parolees and MS cases is often exaggerated or appears, 
because of the visibility of failure cases, to be higher for 
the overall group than it actually is. This is not in any way 
to detract from the unquestionable heinousness of the violent 
crimes which have occurred. It is also not to say that 560 
new-crime readmissions (not necessarily violent) by federal 
releases annually is "acceptable" in any absolute sense: what 
number is "acceptable" in the circumstances is impossible to 
say as an absolute. For some, of course, any new crime 
committed by a person still under sentence for a previous crime 
is unacceptable, and if it is impossible to predict with 
certainty who will not commit a new crime if released early, 
then no early releases at all should occur. 

A more moderate view, however, is that early release 
provides some (p8rhaps major) benefits such as humaneness, 
assisting the reintegration of the offender, and controlling 
penitentiary populations and costs. Some also argue that only 
early release helps to prevent. further involvement in criminal 
activity. The majority of offenders do not appear to become 
involved in new criminal activity during the period for which 
they are at conditional'partial liberty in the community before 
~he expiry of their sentence. (It should be noted that in the 
years in which these 3,303 incidents occurred, approximately 
7,000 persons were released onto full parole and 13,000 onto 
MS.) To hold in prison the approximately 5,000 persons out 
under community supervision on any given day, in order to 
prevent the 560 annual new-crime revocations seems, in this 
view and in the view of the Working Group, excessive. It would 
be desirable, certainly, to be able to distinguish better those 
who will be violators, especially the violent ones, in order to 
detain them, but as will be seen below, the prediction of 
violence is as yet not within our capability, although a great 
deal of further study needs to be invested in the subject. 
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READMISSION OFFENCE 
(NEW CONVICTION) 

CRIMES AGAINST THE PERSON 
Murder 
Manslaughter 
Attempted murder 
Rape and attempted rape 
Sexual assault 
Other assaults, wounding 
Kidnapping, forcible 

confinement 
Criminal negligence 

causing death 
Other crimes against 

the person 

Sub-Total 

ROBBERY 

Sub-Total 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 
Break and enter 
Theft, possession of 

stolen goods 
Frauds 

Sub-Total 

NARCOTICS 
Possession of narcotics 
Trafficking and importing 

Sub-Total 

MISCELLANEbus 
Miscellaneous Criminal 

Code 
Miscellaneous Federal 

and provincial 
statutes 

Escape and unlawfully 
at large 

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

PERSONS PERSONS PERCENTAGE 
REVOKED REVOKED OF TOTAL 

FROM PAROLE FROM MS TOTAL OFFENCES 

9 31 40 
9 21 30 
0 11 11 

10 25 35 
4 23 27 

17 153 170 

6 15 21 

2 0 2 

10 45 55 
--

391 (11.8%) 

127 394 521 
--

521 (15.8%) 

192 737 929 

148 615 763 
53 214 267 

---
1,959 (59.3%) 

7 26 33 
42 72 114 

--
1<17 (4.4%) 

58 179 237 

2 4 6 

9 33 42 I -- j 
285 (B 0 6%)J 

705 2,598 3,303 (Grand 
Total) " 
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We conclude, therefore, that the prevailing impression 
of a high incidence of violent recidivism by federal releases, 
especially MS cases, is a distorted one, and the actual rates 
of successful completion, and of non-violent but unsucCessful 
completion of supervision, are often overlooked. 

A perennial question remains, however, of whether 
anything could have been done in specific cases to predict 
violent incidents or do something to control or prevent them. 
We reviewed the reports of two audits of a series of serious 
release failures. The first audit, conducted by esc and NPB, 
is an analysis of 8 "spectacular incidents" committed by 
offenders on parole, MS and TA over a two-month period in 
Edmonton in 1979. The second is an NPB audit of all 49 MS 
cases involved in "spectacular incidents" from January, 1979 to 
March 31, 1980. Both studies were based on a reading of case 
files, but the first involved also a series of interviews with 
Edm~nton area police, penitentiary and parole staff, and 
private aftercare workers. 

(It should be noted, of course, that only a partial 
picture of violent failure or releases is given from looking at 
"spectacular incident" reports. As the internal review of the 
~97~ Edm~n~Qn i~cidents.note~, the definition of a "spectacular 
1nc1dent 1S qU1te flex1ble 1n both NPB Policy Procedures and 
esc Divisional Instructions. Some types of cases seem to 
attract the label more than others, and not all cases of a 
violent nature will necessarily be designated as 
"spectacular". The incidents should not be taken as a random 
sample or population representative of "release violence".) 

The internal audit done of the 1979 Edmonton incidents 
included the study of eight cases, though at the time some of 
the Edmonton press and public were referring to a "parolee 
crime wave" of 100 or more incidents (the others, which became 
lumped together with the eight federal release cases, involved 
provtncial cases, bail cases and other offenders not on a 
federal release). These eight cases involved one person on an 
unescorted TA, tnree on day parole, two on full parole and two 
on mandatory supervision. 
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The most striking finding of this audit was that there 
appeared to be little which could have been done to prevent 
these eight incidents. Though the audit made a number of 
recommendations for procedural changes that would improve the 
overall system, the report states that it is likely that the 
outcome would have been the same even had these procedural 
refinements been in place. Our analysis of these incidents 
supports 'these conclusions to some extent, with reservations 
noted in the next parpagraph. Four of the eight offenders had 
no previous violence registered in their criminal records 
(though one of these had apparently been involved in brutal 
victimizations of his fellow inmates in penitentiary) and of 
these four, one had no prior criminal or juvenile record at 
all. Six out of eight had an acceptable or reasonably 
acceptable record in penitentiary. Four had received partial 
reieases before the final one and had succeeded on them; one 
other had been on a TA program, which was cancelled for 
possession of contraband. Of the three out of eight incidents 
which were of a particuH,r.ly bizarre or disturbing nature, only 
one allegedly involved an offender whose record of behaviour 
suggested mental disorder or brutal disregard for human life 
(the inmate who apparently victimized his fellows). 

On the other hand, one of the eight cases had, prior to 
the "spectacular incident", been involved in violence while 
under supervision. This one parolee had abused his wife, 
threatened to kill her and had apparently fired a loaded 
shotgun in their home during an argument. This incident 
resulted in a suspension, but NPB did not u~timately revoke the 
parole as recommended by the parole officer. The latter 
incident, occurring during the release period, might arguably 
have resulted in revocation, and thus prevention of the 
ultimate violence committed by the offender while still on 
parole. (It can always be argued, of course, that it would 
have been committed later if not sooner.) In another case, the 
parolee was severely beaten in "some type of ruckus" at a 
friend's home, an incident which did not result in a suspension 
by the parole officer. For the most part, however, the 
post-release behaviour of these eight persons (in the short 
time there was to observe it: four cases blew up in less than a 
month after release) was ambiguous enough to suggest problems' 
but not impending violence or is found in a sufficiently high 
number of cases as to be unreliable as a predictor; or 
incide,nts which might have been taken as "warning signs" were 
simply not detectable by the parole officer in the normal 
course of his duties. 

The study by NPB of 49 "spectacular incidents" committed 
on KS in a 15-month period concludes that there were some cases 
under study in which suspension and revocation could have been 
more seriously considered by esc and NPB officials. Some of 
the behaviour of the offenders, if considered in light of a 
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violent previous record, could have suggested impending 
problems. The tendency not to revoke or not to "suspend was 
found to be more frequent among "revolving door cases where a 
revocation would inevitably result in a relatively early 
re-release. It will be recalled from Chapter III that our 
consultation revealed some of the same rel~ctance to su~pend or 
revoke in "revolving door" (or "turnaround') cases, varlously 
blamed on parole officers or parole board members. Wh~tever 
factors are most to blame for the phenomenon! the W~~kln~ G~oup 
is in agreement that the appearance and ~eallty 7f Justlce 
demands that the time left to serve should not dlctate 
suspension or revocation practices in serio~s cases, ~nd that 
violence especially should normally result ln revocatlon even 
in "turnaround" cases. 

The MS audit also found that violence or violent 
"indicators" (not necessarily violent incidents, but might 
include things such as threats or carry~ng a,weapon) c~uld be 
found in the prior criminal record, penlten~lary b7havlour or 
supervision adjustment of,a~l 49 cases,studled, ~hlCh the 
auditors felt were insufflclently consldered durlng problem 
periods under supervision. Various other problems were, 
identified: inadequate documentation; frequent changes l~ the 
parole officer assigned to an offender; an,ex~remely ~trlng:nt 
NPB practice of not placing on files certaln,lnformat70n WhlCh 
is pertinent but might ultimately be seen (wlth neg~tlv: 
consequences) by the offender who request~ to see hlS flle 
under the Canadian Human Rights Act; and lnstanc:s of poor 
communication between CSC and NPB about the quallt,y ~f the 
community adjustment and the content of the supervlslon 
offered. 

The Edmonton and MS "audits" resulted in a total of 24 
specific recommendations. For brevity's sake, we discuss these 
below under four sUbstantive headings. Many of the most 
important of these recommendations have resulted in an 
identifiable change, and these are noted below. Other 
L"ecommendations have been rejected by CSC, ,NP~ or ~oth, or are 
still under consideration. In any event, lt lS stlll too early 
to tell whether any concrete results have been felt ~rom these 
changes or what the effect of their implementation wlll be. 

... 

1. Information needs 

A number of the recommendations were primarily intended 
to ensure that more information is available to be , 
considered in making decisions about release, suspenslon 
and revocation. Some of these recommendations were 
specifically intended to ensure the transmission of 
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certain information by CSC to NPB, in order that NPB can 
provide another caution "check" on cases. 

The fo.llowing recommendations have been accepted by CSC 
and NPB or were already policy at the time of the 
incidents: that there be a nationally coordinated system 
for preparing and processing audits of "spectacular 
incidents"; that information on an inmate's visits and 
correspondence be contained in parole documentation; 
that all new charges laid by police against federal 
releases be automatically reported to NPB; that there be 
an automatic update of CSC and NPB files when any new 
charges against a released offender are adjudicated; and 
that supervision reports (seen by NPB) specifically 
state the level of supervision* maintained on the 
offender. In instances where the procedures were 
already policy, mechanisms have been put in place to try 
to ensure more effective implementation of them. 

A recommendation that NPB and CSC develop a more 
specific, common definition of a "spectacular incident" 
and process for carrying out the required audit, is 
still under discussion by CSC and NPB. 

No specific action has been taken on the remaining re
commendations in this group because one or both agencies 
d~sagree with them, cannot reach an agreement on how to 
address them, or are not in agreement that there is a 
problem: that more information should appear on written 
files rather than being suppressed or transmitted 
verbally, for fear of disclosure to the offender under 
the Canadian Human Rights Act (Bill C-25, 1977: see 
below); that parole officers should have more frequent 
contact with persons and agencies in the community with 
information about the released offender's adjustment; 
and that CSC send supervision reports to NPB every month 
for the first eight months after release (rejected by 
both agencies); that supervision reports contain more 
qualitative information about the nature of the 
supervision undertaken and of the offender's adjustment. 

2. Accountability needs 

Three recommendations were intended to ensure that 
"quality control" by NPB and CSC be implemented. They 

* The level of supervision ("minimum standard") will determine 
the minimum required frequency of contact between the parole 
officer and the offender: every two weeks, every four weeks, 
or every quarter. (CSC Case Management Policy and Procedures 
Manual, 1980) 
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all require further written documentation by one or the 
other agency. Besides being intended to contribute to 
"quality control", they also seem intended to provide 
more information on practices to any future audit 
teams. NPB has agreed to supply more extensive comments 
on decisions to cancel a suspension (not to revoke) and 
to provide ese staff with specific instructions about 
any new release plans set for these cases, and the 
information needed for a fresh "community assessment" 
report on the validity or feasibility of the re-release 
plans. 

Two other "accountability" recommendations have not 
resulted in any action: that qualified NPB staff note 
in writing that they have read all supervision reports 
transmitted by ese, and where possible make written 
comments on the case progress; and that there be more 
extensive written documentation of the actions taken by 
parole District Office Directors to ensure the quality 
of supervision by their parole officers. 

3. "Tighten up" recommendations 

A large group of recommendations are, or seem to be, 
ultimately directed towards a certain amount of 
"tightening up" of the system. This can take such forms 
as more contact between the system and the offender, the 
obtaining of more information on the offender, and a 
greater use of sanctions for wrongdoing. 

The following recommendations have been accepted and 
most have monitoring systems in place to ensure their 
implementation: that stricter adherence be paid to 
notifying NPB of the proposed use of a private aftercare 
agency for supervision, and to ensuring that private 
agencies conform to certain standards for supervision 
and reporting required of ese; that no release decision 
be made to be effective more than 2 months in the 
future, in order to ensure that up-to-date relevant 
information is considered; that NPB and ese consider 
imposing more "13pecial conditions" on eec and eRe 
residents who may be in need of a stricter curfew or 
other conditions than are other residents of the halfway 
facility; that over-reliance on telephone contact 
between the parole officer and offender should not be 
tolerated; that the (brief) time left to serve by an 
offender under community supervision should not affect 
the decision to revoke the offender, especially in cases 
of serious criminal conduct where justice must be seen 
to be done; that any special conditions of a day parole 
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prior to MS be automatically carried over into MS unless 
otherwise indicated; and that NPB or, at NPB's request, 
ese notify local police of the impending arrival of 
"high risk" MS cases, and of any specific concerns which 
there are about these cases. 

The following recommendations of the "tightening up" 
variety have not resulted in action: that all released 
offenders be under "intensive supervision" for at least 
the first eight months after release (present ese pro
cedures state that intensive supervision should normally 
last four to six months~; and that NPB give more 
consideration to special conditions and other possible 
"preventive measures" for persons considered particular
ly dangerous who are about to be released on MS. 

Still under consideration is a final, rather vaguely 
worded recommendation that NPB consider the misconduct 
of a suspended parolee before considering possible new 
release plans, which was possibly intended to suggest 
that NPB should more consistently revoke released 
offenders who commit serious violations. 

4. Justice and humaneness needs 

A recommendation that NPB be more complete and candid in 
stating their reasons for revoking a release has been 
accepted on grounds of fairness, openness and account
ability. A second recommendation, that the granting or 
denial of bail on a new criminal charge not be 
considered in the decision to revoke a current release 
has not met with a formal response. ' 

There has been another recent spin-off from the spate of 
"spectacular incidents" in the last two years - a number of 
parole District Offices have established more consistent and 
closer liaison with police departments in their area to ensure 
the sharing of relevant information and better communication 
between the agencies. This liaison, sometimes in the form of a 
designated parole officer as "police liaison officer", appears 
to have some valuable benefits in increasing understanding 
between police and parole, aiding efficient handling of arrest 
~arra~t.and.notification procedures, and ensuring that ' 
ldentlflcatlon and other relevant information on persons 
rel~ased to th~ area is available to police through the parole 
offlcers and Vlce versa. Regular meetings between parole and 
police officers seem productive for most offices; the 
designation of a specific parole service member as the usual 
liaison and information channel with police may be adaptable 
only for large city offices. 
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The Working Group tends to the op~n~on favoured by the 
Edmonton audit team, that it is unlikely that many of the spec
tacular incidents would be prevented through the implementation 
of the recommendations reviewed above. However, most are sound 
proposals from the case management viewpoint, and close evalua
tion of the implementation of those accepted should be conduc
ted. In particular, a single coordinating body is needed to 
monitor the recommendations. The Working Group recommends that 
a CSC/NPB committee be established to review all the proposals 
made in these audits, evaluate their soundness, ensure that 
those which are valid but not yet accepted are implemented, and 
monitor the implementation and results of all those which are 
approved. This Committee should report to the CSC/NPB 
Interlinkages Committee on the progress of this implementation 
one year hence. 

Prediction of violence 

From an analysis only of violent failures on release, it 
may seem appropriate to conclude that violence is easily pre
dicted. The MS audit reported that violence "indicators" were 
found in the records of all the offenders studied~ it sometimes 
appeqrs that past violence predicts future violence. 

Past violence does indeed often appear in the T0cords of 
persons who commit "spectacular incidents". But not all 
offenders with records of past violence will commit any viola
tion, let alone a violent one, after release. Further, persons 
involved~in violence do not always have a violent past. Past 
v~olence is not, t~e7efore, a,reliable sign of approaching 
v~olence on superv~s~on, nor ~s the lack of a violent past a 
reliable sign that one will be non-violent in the future. How
ever, greater incidence of violence in the past is associated 
with higher probabilities of violence in future, though the 
certainty or virtual certainty of violence in future is never 
assured. 

There is no very accurate system for predicing violence 
which has yet been developed. Walker (1978:40) notes that "no
body has so far reliably defined ••• a group of violent males 
with a probability of further violence approaching even 50 per
cent. In other words, we have not yet succeeded in providing 
criteria which would ensure that a prediction of future 
violence would be right more often than it would be wrong. 
With present criteria, it would more often be wrong." For rea
sons which can be demonstrated through complex mathematics, the 
more rare an event is, compared to the total number of persons 
or circumstances considered as possible "causes" of the event 
the more difficult the event is to predict. And, regardless ~f 
how it may sometimes appear in the media and through other per
ceptions, violent recidivism among federal offenders is, as we 
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have seen, not frequent enough to permit accurate prediction of 
violence (i.e., pinpointing of all or even most of the future 
violent recidivists). Furthermore, even the available predic
tion systems which pinpoint some-of the future violence do so 
while mistakenly "identifying" as future violent recidivists 
several hundred percent more individuals who will not, in fact, 
turn out to be violent. (Kozol, 1975~ Molof, 1965; Steadman 
and Cocozza, 1974; Steadman and Braff, 1975~ Stirrup, 1968; 
Wenk, Robison and Smith, 1972; Quinsey, 1977.) 

An example may prove helpful. This example is drawn 
from real data on federal offenders released in 1970, 1971 and 
1972 and "followed up" for three years after release, in an 
attempt to develop statistical aids to assist NPB in the 
prediction of recidivism (Nuffield, 1977). Because NPB was 
also interested in trying to predict violent recidivism, the 
researcher isolated only those instances of recidivism which 
involved actual or implied or threatened violence, in an 
attempt to "predict" these instances. A very broad criterion 
was thus selected, which included not only direct violence 
(homicide, assault, sexual assault, kidnapping, forcible 
confinement), but also all robberies, which do not necessarily 
involve violence. This broad criterion was selected in order 
to increase the "failure rate" and thus the possibility of 
achieving an accurate prediction: even at that, the failure 
rate over a three-year period (which woulq extend past the 
warrant expiry date of many of the offenders) was only 13 
percent. 

A numerical scoring system was developed, which (in the 
construction sample of 1,238 cases) resulted in the following 
prediction categories: 

CATEGORY 1. (471 cases) 
had a .05 failure rate (24 failures out of 471) 

CATEGORY 2. (396 cases) 
had a .10 failure rate (40 failures out of 396) 

CATEGORY 3. (231 cases) 
had a .20 failure rate (46 failures out of 231) 

CATEGORY 4. (140 cases) 
had a .33 failure rate (46 failures out of 140) 

The first thing to note is that the most "dangerous" group 
whiCh the system was able to isolate had a violent recidivism 
rate of less than 50 percent (33 percent, in fact: two 
successes out of every three in Category 4). 
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Thus if we return to our discussion of Chapter II on 
incapacitatIon decisions and the two types of "~rrors" which 
can be made, detaining everyone in Category 4 ~111 prev7nt 46 
failures (correct decisions) but will result 1n approx1mately 
twice as'many "type two errors" (identifying as violent, 
recidivists 94 other persons who will not actually comm1t 
violence when released). Perhaps more importantly, if our 
decision-maker were to release everyone in Categories 1 through 
3, he would be making 110 "type one errors": in the remaining 
three categories, 110 persons who would not have been 
pinpointed will commit a violent a~t when 7eleased. Thus, a, 
decision rule to release everyone 1n the f1rst three categor1es 
and detain everyone in the fourth category would only "catch" 
about a third of all the future violent reciaivists (46 out of 
a total 155). At the same time, 94 persons would have been 
detained mistakenly from Category 4: an approximate 200% 
"overprediction". 

Applying the same calculations to a more cautious or 
conservative decision rule would "catch" more of the future 
violent recidivists, but would mistakenly identify more persons 
as future violent recidivists. That is, detaining all 371 
persons in Categories 3 and 4 would ~catch" 92 o~t of the total 
155 ·future violent recidivists (or about three-f1fths of them), 
but would mistakenly identify 279 other persons: an 
approximate 300% "overprediction". 

Of course, it can be argued that "type one errors" are, 
far more serious than "type two errors": it is worse t~ perm1t 
a violent crime to happen (at least while the offender,1s under 
sentence) than to hold 200% or even 300% too many conv1cted 
offenders in penitentiary. The 200 or 300% "overprediction" of 
violence and robbery in the above system would, in fact, be 
seen as quite acceptable to many critics, as a price to pay for 
correctly identifying a third or three-fifths of the future 
violent recidivists in the population. 

The Working Group feels that, even with its rather broad 
criterion (including robbery) and its rather lengthy follow-up 
period (three years, or past warrant e~pi:y date for,many 
federal offenders), this violence pred1ct10n system 1S worthy 
of greater attention than it was received to date in the 
Ministry. We were struck, ,as has the,Ministr~ ~ommittee on MS, 
by the paucity of systemat1c efforts 1n the M1n1stry to study 
violence and develop more consistent, objectifiable systems for 
predicting possible future violent offences. ~e recommend that 
the above statistical prediction system be rev1ewed and 
re-validated on more recent data. It should also, following 
that process, be calculated for each ~ederal offender at the 
time of admission, should be made ava11able to CSC and NPB 
decision-makers on every case file, and should be placed, along 
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with statistical scores for general recidivism, on the Ministr~ 
data system (see below, under our seventh "system-wide 
concern") • 

CONFLICTS WITH SENTENCING 

The second major system-wide concern we encountered was 
regarding the coordination of the release processes with the 
sentencing processes on which they are essentially based. We 
have already observed some of the problems which can occur in 
the interface between courts and release: difficulties in 
obtaining bail for persons suspended from a conditional 
release, for example. 

However, problems of sentencing/release coordination go 
far deeper than these relatively minor problems. The major 
difficulties are that, by and large, sentencing judges are 
not well informed about release, that different judges behave 
differently in their sentencing vis-a-vis release programs, and 
that some judges in some instances deliberately set their 
sentences in such a way as to thwart the possibility of release 
before a certain date. (The latter difficulty would not be so 
much of a problem if the former difficulty did not exist, but 
different judges have individual approaches to dealing with the 
existence of release, based on different, and often highly 
imperfect, understandings of how release works.) 

Probably all judges know that full parole eligibility 
normally occurs at the one-third mark in the sentence and that 
the last third of the sentence is, in the federal system, 
subject to remission. Beyond these basics, however, a 
considerable knowledge gap exists in the understanding of many 
judges. Many do not properly understand the differences 
between the federal and provincial systems of release, and when 
imposing a federal term sometimes do so in the mistaken belief 
that the offender will be immediately eligible for a liberal 
early release program, as he is in many provincial systems. 
Many judges are unaware that the federal system (unlike those 
of the provinces) requires all offenders to be supervised in 
the community for the. remitted portion of the sentence 
(mandatory supervision: MS). Some judges, like the public, 'do 
not fully understand the difference between parole and MS. 
Some judges assume that anyone released before warrant expiry 
(federally or provinciallyY must be on "parole". Some judges 
believe that full remission is earned by almost all inmates 
while others have different estimates concerning remission. 
Few judges can correctly estimate the current parole rate or 
the possibility that a given defendant will receive parole. 
Some judges profess a belief - far beyond that now expressed by 
correctional authorities - in the rehabilifative value of . \ 
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prison treatment programs, and may therefore sentence offenders 
on the mistaken assumption that a certain type of treatment 
(typically psychiatric )r trade training) will be provided. 
Few judges understand properly the difference between temporary 
absence, day parole, full parole and parole by exception. 
Judges do not always ensure that they know what portion of his 
remanet an offender facing a new sentence on a new change will 
serve in prison after revocation. 

In fairness, of course it must be said that some 
judicial confusion is a product of the complexity, confusion, 
low visibility, and conflicting objectives created by 
corrections itself. But we believe that, to some extent, the 
confusion has often proved functional to judges. Though there 
are some highly vocal exceptions (Bewley, 1977), it would 
appear that most judges strongly support the existence of both 
parole and remission. In fact, and understandably, several 
take the formal position that what happens after their 
pronouncement of sentence is not their concern, but falls 
within the purview of those correctional authorities who have 
the expertise to make the necessary decision.* A frequent 
judicial means of phrasing this official view is that "we 
cannot predict how the offender will work out in prison". 
This, rather, is for correctional officials to observe and, if 
appropriate, make release decisions upon. 

There maybe other, less formal, reasons that judges 
support temporary absence, parole and remission. Perhaps, 
principally, these processes relieve judges of the burden of 
deciding precisely how long offenders should stay in prison, 
though their sentences will constrain the upper and lower 
limits of how much time is to be served. Rather, correctional 
authorities are given, with a majority of judges' support, the 
responsibility of determining the release date - and of 
accepting any inevitable criticism for failures committed by 
offenders while still under warrant. In addition, the present 
system relieves judges of the burden of making precise 
judgments about punishment, and allows them to pronounce a 
sentence which "sounds tougher" than it actually is, and than 
they really intend it to be. 

Despite their support for conditional release, however, 
some judges set prison sentences in such a way as to ensure (so 
far as they understand it) that the offender will not be 
conditionally released until a minimum period of imprisonment 

*,This was the consensus view given us during our consultation 
with the provincial Chief Justices in ottawa in November 
1980. 
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has,been ~erved.* In,mo:e candid moments, some judges will 
adm1t t~ 1n eff:ct tr1p11ng ~he sentence in order to provide 
for a f1xed pe:1~d, o~ "denun1catory'.' i~prisonment (priOl" to 
full parole e11g1b1l1ty), for a rem1SS10n period and for a 
"parole" or "r~habil~tation" period. Hogarth (1~71), in his 
study C?f ?ntar10 mag1strates, found that 59.2% of the judges 
were w1ll1ng to acknowledge takinq into account the possibility 
of mitigating action by the parole board. Mandel (1975) in 
fact makes an interesting case for the view that the 
~ntroduct~on of parole in Canada has resulted in an overall 
1ncrease 1n sentence length a~d in time served in prison. 

,This ~tripling" effect is not, in itself, particularly 
troub11ng: Judges ought to be aware and in control of what 
c~n~traint~ th~ir sentence will place on the upper and lower 
l1m1ts of 1mpr1sonment and release discretion. However, as has 
been suggested, some judges do not understand these constraints 
~ell, and they create anomalies in release. Further, not all 
J~dges,a~low fo: release in the same ways, and this can create 
d1~par1t1es. F1nally, of course, though it is at present 
fa1rly accurate to assume that all federal offenders will earn 
close to the maximum one-third remission, it is not warranted 
to assume that all federal offenders will be paroled and hence 
~he r~u~ine "tripling" of the minimum period may cre~te 
1nequ1t1es. The further result is that some offenders serve 
more time (or sometimes less time) in prison than the 
sentencing judge intends. 

It must be acknowledged, on the other side that 
correctional authorities have not always behaved in ways which 
would,reduce conflicts with the judiciary or which would 
contr1bute tc? better understanding and coordination. Perhaps 
the mos~ 0~V10US example is the official contention that parole 
and rem~SS1on do not alter the sentence of the court. All this 
means, in practical terms, is that they do not alter the date 
of warrant :xp~ry. But all concerned understand (though some 
understan~ 1t 1mperfectly) that both parole and remission have 
a,marked 1mpact on the nature of the sentence: how much of it 
w1ll be served in prison, and how much in the community and 
under what,conditions. Th: complexity of eligibility r~les has 
also contr1buted to confus10n among judges about what a 
sentence "means". Further, some judges may feel that release 
~as been used, and may still be used, to violate the spirit or 
1ntent of the sentence. 

* A~ain, however, not all judges understand how their sentences 
w1ll,affect releas~ eligibility; the Work':ng Group heard a 
p~r~1cularly al~rm1ng story of an Ontario magistrate, on a 
V1S1~ to the Pr1son for Women, assuring a prisoner that 
desp1te her recent 25-year-to-life sentence, ways and means 
cou~d,be found for her to be released shortly by corrections 
off1c1als. 
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Additionally, despite increasingly mod7st claims for 
rehabilitative effectiveness (Federal Correct10ns Agen?y Task 
Force, 1977), penitentiary of~i?ia1s have,n~t systemat1ca11y 
kept judges informed of the 11m1ted capac1t~es of ~hose , , 
programs (mostly psychiatr~c t:eatment and 1ndustr1~1 tra1n1ng) 
which ju1ges piace most fa1th 1n and ofte~ assume ~1~1 be 
readily available to the defendant. The 1nt~oduct10~ of 
"earned" remission in 1977 and the accompanY1ng statements 
about how it would operate in a manner which,tru1y 
distinguished among poor, average and exc~pt10na1 p~rf~rmances 
has not contributed to a clear understand1ng of rem1SS10n by 
sentencing judges. Finally, NPB has not, and currently cannot, 
better inform Judges of the more specific criteria,in use and 
how these will affect individual c~ses. such that Judges would 
have a sound understanding of which defendants would be more 
and less likely to receive parole. 

CSC and NPB must not only make concerted efforts to 
better inform judges of th7 formal me?hani~ms of release 
programs (and the e1igibi11ty constra1nt~ 1mposed ~y law a~d 
procedure upon them), but must also prov1de them w1th deta11s 
as to the actual operation of the various release and 
imprisonment programs. We would suggest that an annual 
publication be prepared and mailed to all c:imina1 court 
judges, explaining not only the formal wo:k1ngs,of the system, 
but summarizing (in far more detail than 1s,a~a11ab1e, for 
example, in current Annual RepC?rts of the Mu:nstry) the numbers 
of eligible persons who did and did not rec~1v~ an early 
release in the year (including rates of rem1SS10n loss), the 
average amount of time served prior to release and the average 
percentage of the sentence served, the length of the release 
(particuiar1y for TA's and day paroles), some of the 
characteristics of those released and not released, and the 
outcomes of the most recent available "cohorts" of 'i':'e1eases. 
(This type of publication requires a better data feedback 
capability then is presently enjoyed by the Ministry. Later in 
this chapter we describe the data system needed.) 

Also to be included in this pub1ication,wou1d,be the 
more specific criteria for release and revocat10n w~1ch we 
earlier recommended be developed by NPB and CSC. F1na11y, a 
brief factual description should be inc1uded,of the types of, 
programs available in every federal penitent1ary, together w1~h 
a statement of the number of inmates who can be accommodate~ 1n 
these 'programs. This should very definitely not be a "pub11c 
relations" exercise, but a precise statement of w~at are very 
real and very tight limits upon the resour?es avaL~ab1e for 
such programs as psychiatric and psy?ho10g1?a1 ass1s~ance 
(typically for example. one pysch().log 1st ava11ab1e fOl: e~ery 100 
to 200 inmates) and industrial ernp10yment programs (tYP1ca11y 
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able to employ less than fifteen percent of all inmates working 
at a job within penitentiary). 

Written pUblications of the type described could form 
the basis for improved communication and coordination, but 
ought to be supplemented by seminars or q0nferences attended by 
judges and parole officials on a regular basis. Though 
attempts to organize these kinds of semLnars have been made 
with limited success in the past, efforts should continue to 
try to arrange meetings. 

Finally, there is one source of conflict and anomalous 
decisions which is of major concern both in itself and for its 
implications for penitentiaries and parole, namely sentence 
disparity. Well documented by Hogarth (1971), and the National 
Task Force on the Administration of Justice (1977-78) there is 
enormous unexplained variation in sentences given to similar 
offenders from region to region, city to city, and individual 
judg~ to, individual, judge. Se~.tence disparity is a tangible' 
rea11ty 1n places 11ke Saskatchewan Penitentiary, where 
offenders who come principally from the three Prairie provinces 
arrive with very different sentence patterns. 

To some extent, as we have seen, parole has the effect 
of:evening out some disparities, particularly in longer 
sentences, and above we support measures which would enable it 
to do a better job at this (such as an improved data system to 
help identify anomalous sentences, and an expanded power of 
p~r~le by exception).* But there are obvious and very strict 
11m1ts on what can be done by a post-sentence release authority 
about a sentencing problem. We would therefore urge that the 
Canadian judiciary recognize and take action to reduce 
unexplained and unwarranted inequities in sentences, including 
the initial decision whether or not to imprison the defendant. 
While the Working Group has neither the mandate nor ability to 
reco~mend the best method for controlling sentences, we are 
conv1nced that methods such as requiring judges to give reasons 
for decisions, listing the aggravating and mitigating factors 
whi?h can be ~aken into a~count, and introducin~ procedural 
ref1nements w111 not be of much help. Appellate courts while 
tney play in Canada a more active role in guiding sente~ces 
than in many other countries, do not provide the kind of 
specific direction we consider necessary, and different 
appe~late courts behave in different ways from province to 
prov1nce. We do recommend that, as part of the federal 
government's Criminal Law Review exercise, serious study be 
made of numerical sentencing guidelines projects {Gottfredson 

* Ironically, the existence of parole and remission may, by 
removing from judges the burden of determining the exact 
duration of imprisonment, contribute to judges' failure to 
come to grips with sentence disparity. , 
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et al., 1979) and presumptive sentencing in California and 
other U.S. States, though these innovations appear to be too 
new as yet to be well understood for their effects on sentence 
disparity (See Chapter V). 

ELIGIBILITY DATES 

The discussion under this topic is, of course, closely 
tied to the above discussion of conflicts with sentencing. One 
of the reasons eligibility dates are of concern to correctional 
authori ties is that they are, for· .the most part, fixed (through 
Regulation) by the determination of the sentence. A nine-year 
sentence will mean full parole eligibility at three years; a 
three-year sentence will mean full parole eligibility at one 
year. Thus, sentence disparity translates directly into 
disparity in release eligibility. Short sentences translate 
into rapid mandatory release dates. Long sentences translate 
into long minimum stays in penitentiary. Some offences, such 

-as narcotics importing, even carry a legislative provision 
removing judicial discretion to set the sentence below a 
certain number of years. 

Requiring minimum periods to be served prior to release 
eligibility is principally intended to ensure that a certain 
denunciatory (or deterrent) period is served by all inmates, 
and allows the correctional system to reassure the public that 
sentenced offenders cannot be let out before a certain date 
(though both the public and, to a lesser extent, the jUdiciary 
'still have a highly imperfect perception of eligibility 
dates). Minimum periods prior to release eligibility are often 
supported by parole and political authorities, both in order to 
allow them to give these assurances to the public, and to 
provide them with a barometer, or standard of punishment or 
judicial intent, after which they are free to make release 
decisions based on more traditionally "correctional" criteria, 
such as risk and treatment. 

There are numerous disadvantages to or arguments against 
minimum periods, however. First, like any fixed mandatory 
provision, they are orten a source of frustration to 
penitentiary and parole authorities. They are, by definition, 
both arbitrary and inflexible, and do not permit decision
makers to make those distinctions among unique individuals and 
unique circumstances which are the hallmark of "discretionary 
justice". Opponents of minimum periods argue that no such 
legislatively-fixed provision is appropriate in 3 system (such 
as most North American justice systems) which places such a 
high priority on responding to the unimaginable variety in 
human behaviour and circumstance. The strength of the b~lief 
in discretionary justice, in fact, is what appaLently causes 
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such phemomena as prosecutors refusing to lay charges which 
carry stiff minimum penalties, juries refusing to convict on 
cha7ges ~hich they ~n?w would r~sult in the death penalty, and 
pen1~ent1ary author1t1es resortLng to extended gradual release 
for 1n~ates who do not "~elong" in prison. The parole by 
except10n power i before 1t was cut back to its present state 
was undoubtedly intended to serve as a legal safety valve fo: 
the kinds of cases in whioh fixed minimum periods simply seemed 
too harsh. 

Second, minimum periods prior to release eligibility 
~eriods are, ~e have,seen, imperfectly understood by sentencing 
Judges, espec1ally w1th the recent blurring of the distinctions 
~mong temporary absences, day paroles and full paroles. Many 
Judqes believe that offenders are eligible for close to full 
rel~ase much earlier than is the case, and they accordingly fix 
the1r sentence (and thus the real eligibility date) higher than 
what they really intend, and higher than a judge who understood 
t~e,provisi?ns better would do in the same case. Opponents of 
m1n1mum per10ds argue that these kinds of disparities and 
u~i~tended ~onsequ~nces would be removed through removal of 
m1n1mum per10ds, S1nce though the maximum sentence would still 
serve as some kind of indicator of judicial intent, the parole 
~oar~ would not be con~trained to observe a minimum period of 
1mpr1sonment before be1ng able to consider release. 

Third, minimum periods create confusion amoltlg offenders 
an~ case preparation staff as to when to apply for releases 
wh1ch do not carry an automatic review date. This can be 
especially confusing, and can create institutionai tensi6n in 
instances where the eligibility date has been changed ' 
non-retroactively, and two different inmates convicted of the 
same offence at different times and receiving the same sentence 
length may have different eligibility dates. 

Finally, minimum periods are not always seen by parole 
~oards as t~e ~bove-mentioned "standard" of punishment. That 
1S, though 1t 1S not stated NPB policy, parole board members 
may, in some individual cases try to estimate what the J'udge 
" t" b f' ft : mean y a 1 een-year sentence: d1d he "mean" the inmate 
should serve five ye:1CS (full parole eligibility date) or did 
he "mean" that the imilate should serve ten years (mand~tory 
:elease date), o~ did he,mean that NPB should choose any term 
1n between that 1t saw f1t? Parole boards are sometimes so 
~eery of,appe~rin~ to countermand judicial intent that they may 
1ndulge 1n th1s k1nd of second-guessing, thus injecting yet 
another level of disparity into the equation. (NPB may in 
these c~se~ atte~Pt to contact t~e sentencing judge to inquire 
as to h1s 1ntent10ns, or to obta1n a transcript of the judge's 
remarks at the time of sentencing.) 
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Beyond initial arguments about the ~r6priet¥ of 
eligibility dates, per ~, there are, of course, ~l.sputes about 
the levels at which these dates are set. Our bas~c, (~nd rather 
typically North American) sentence structurE~ of dl.v~dl.ng the 
sentence into thirds - rather than for example settl.ng the 
parole eligibility date at one-quarter or on~-half the 
sentence, or the mandatory release date at nl.~e-~en~hs of the 
sentence - lends symmetry to our system. but l.S l.n~l.sputably 
arbitary. Requiring that inmates serve at,lea~t s~x months 
prior to eligibility for an unescorted TA l.S ll.k7w~se an 
arbitary function (though not to say a non-functl.onal one). 

The Working Group was unable to ag,r'0e categorically on 
either the level or the overall validity of eligibi~ity ~ates. 
On the one hand they do clearly create problems whl.ch el.ther 
must be lived with, or circumvented in ways ~hich are mostly 
cumber.some and inappropriate, such as executl.ve clemency or 
parole by exception. On the other hand, we do have sympathy 
for th6 "balance of powers" argument, which seeks to ~lace part 
of the decision power with judges (in setting the maXl.mum term 
and thus the minimum period of imprisonment to be ser~ed), part 
with the penitentiary authorities (in the a~m~nist:atl.on of 
remission), and part with the par~le authorl.tl.es (l.n the 
discretion over the middle one-thl.rd of the sentence). 

It is clear, however, that there are problems of clarity 
and confusion caused by minium periods. We feel better, 
communication with the judiciary in this area is essentl.al, ~nd 
recommend that in future, every effort should be made to avol.d 
adding any further complexity to eligibility rules. 

SPECIAL OFFENDER GROUPS 

A number of concerns have been brought to our attention 
regardinq identifiable groups of offenders who have, or appear 
to have, a particular problem or set of problems with the 
release p~ocess. We were not able to explore these problems in 
depth, but we note the following concerns and issues for 
follow-up by future policy groups. 

Female offenders are in a unique position federall¥ 
because there is only one federal penitentiary for women l.n 
Canada, the Prison for Women in Kingston. This means t~at! 
unless she can obtain a transfer under the' federal-~rovl.ncl.~l 
Exchange of Service Agreements, the federal female l.nmate wl.ll 
serve her sentence in an area which can be thousands of 
kilometers from her home.~dditionally, she wil~ serve her 
sentence in maximum security regardless of her Cl.rcumstances. 
The number and quality of prison programs available for her 
have also traditionally been less than those afforded to men, 
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though recent years may have witnessed some improvement in 
p~ogram availability. However, the distance from home, the 
security status involved, and the difference in the types of 
programs available combine to make individual program planning 
and release planning more difficult and less meaningful for 
women. Temporary absences to home are a virtual financial 
impossibility for some women, and given present rules about the 
non-exceptional inclusion of travel time in TA time limits may 
be a logistical problem as well*. ' 

In their submission to the Study, the Canadian 
Association of Elizabeth Fry Societies makes a number of 
recommendations for improving the lot of the female offender 
vis7~-vis release. O~ these, we think three are of particular 
merlt and should be glven more study. First, more liberal use 
should be made of parole by exception (and, we might suggest, 
of early day paroles) to enable women to be moved closer to 
th~ir"home comm~nit~e~ un~er federal correctional supervision; 
thlS reverse dlSCrl.mlnatlon" may be justified on the 
humaneness grounds that government policy about jails for women 
creates an additional deprivation (separation from home and 
family) not suffered in such high proportions and so 
automatically by men. Second, funds should be made available 
to finance conditional releases, particularly TAls, for 
pre-release planning in areas distant from Kingston. Third, 
f~nds should be made ava~lable for the Ministry to hire (either 
dlrectly or through a prlvate agency) a special caseworker who 
would be assigned full-time to participate in the case 
management team, to liaise with private aftercare and community 
service agencies who may be dealing with the female offender 
befo:e or after release, and generally to ensure more 
meanlngful release and pre-release planning for women~ This 
last suggestion is intended to reflect the apparent fact that 
the present complement of classification officers is 
insufficient to deal adequately with the special problems and 
needs presented by the inmates at the Prison for Women. It is 
self-evident, finally, that vocational, educational and othe~ 
programs for women should be brought to a standard which at 
least matches that available to a comparable male population. 

Native offenders have a lower full parole release rate 
and a higher revocation rate than the population as a whole 
(Demers, 1978). This is not an indi~ator of racism in 
~orr~ctions, but i~ many cases reflects a lack of release plans 
consldered approprlate by r~leasing authorities. Native 
offenders sometimes consider this judgment of their release 

* NPB may, in "exceptional" circumstances, add an additional 48 
hours to a TA permit to allow for long-distnce travel. 
Elsewhere, we have recommended that travel time not be 
included in the time limits set for TAls (see Chapter III). 
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will be and the years they w1b aVextremelY difficult reallty 
are eligible for ~elease c~~en~ea1s yet available to 
to adjust to. Whlle nO,evl s become involved in more 
demonstrate that these ~nma~e other inmates, some officials at 
disciplinary problemslt agla~ed lifers for an indirect 
Dorchester, for examp e, tly experienced there. 
influence on problems recen 

'l roblems in making release 
Lifers experience p~r~lc~ ~~u~ periods they have to 

plans because of,the~:~~~~n~ c~~~es some degree of 
serve. L~ngthr lmpr~; 'h makes it difficult for the inmate 
"institutl0na~lzat~on w~~~ in terms of release plans. The 
to conceptual1ze hlS fut . 'cally severed most of his 
years he has served have,alS~n~Yl~paired his ability to make, 
contacts with the communlty , difficult to know when to beg1n 
realistic release plans. It 1S 
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release planning, and the gradual release process itself may be 
a long, tortuous procedure. 

In 1969, Ouimet remarked on the excessive length which a 
ten-year minimum prior to parole eligibility represented. The 
Working Group is of the view that long-term inmates may 
represent a significant problem for penitentiaries (including 
for populations in the mid-term and long-term future), and that 
long minimum periods seriously impair the chances of realistic 
planning of and success on parole. More importantly perhaps, 
these lengthy minimum periods violate our own sense of 
humaneness. Though Ouimet deplored minimum terms of ten years 
or more, and we are inclined to agree, we feel that it is not 
realistic at this time to propose that, for example, .all life 
sentences carry a seven-year minimum. We accordingly recommend 
that all minimum terms be subject to judicial review and 
possible reduction after ten years in prison, under the 
procedures established for the present provision for review of 
cases of first- and second-degree murder after 15 years 
(Criminal Code, Section 762). 

ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

Some, though not all, of the field staff we consulted 
said that they were experiencing problems as a result of those 
provisions of the Canadian Human Rights Act (1977) which permit 
citizens to have access to information kept about them in 
federal information banks. The problems reported were of two 
complementary types: either offenders were gaining access to 
information which was placing justice officials or third 
parties in potential danger; or officials, for fear of 
offenders' gaining access to certain information, were not 
placing that information on files, some of which could be 
critical to important decision-making, especially by NPB. A 
third and related worry is that police, provincial officials, 
and other persons will refuse to transmit to federal officials 
important information which they fear may be disclosed.* 

Section 54 of the Human Rights Act outlines a series of 
allowable exemptions to disclosure requirements. These include 
exemptions for "national security", investigations of crime, 
impediments to the functioning of a quasi-judicial board, 
possible physical or other harm to any person, and information 
obtained on an express or implied promise of confidentiality. 
Nevertheless, some field staff do report problems in protecting 

* Police officials in Edmonton, for example, partially in 
consideration of this issue, refused to share certain 
information with esc and NPB staff for a time. The addition 
of a police-parole liaison officer has alleviated this 
problem, however. I 
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certain information from disclosure and have expressed concern 
about this matter. Many NPB members al~o report concern over 
this question. Some police have complalned o~ the fact that 
their reports do not enjoy a "blanket" exempt~on (only 
documents which contain police opinion or advlce are exempted). 

However, generally speaking, ther7 has been, little 
noticeable decrease in information SUppll~d by pollce to the 
Ministry since implementation of the AC~ ln earlY,1978. If 
field staff identify information on a,flle as,ha~lng been , 
obtained on a promise of confidentiallty, or lndlcate that l~S 
disclosure could harm an individual, a request,for an exemptlon 
is virtually always made and successfully obtalned., Part of 
the problem in the past appears to have been that fl~ld st~ff 
have not always elaborated their requests for exemptlons w7th 
specific and supportable information. Ho~ev~r, the ~e~ gUlde
lines for exemptions recently developed wlthln ~h7 Mlnlstr¥, 
together with a possible need for refresher tralnlng for fleld 
staff may serve to alleviate many of the problems re~orted. 
The Ministry will be closely monitoring this program ln future. 

SERVICES TO AND RELATIONS WITH PROVINCIAL AUTHORITIES 

NPB has responsibility not,on~y for ma~ing decisio~s 
about persons in federal,penitentl~rles, but l~ s~me provlnces 
also exercises the parollng authorlty for provlnclal " 
prisoners.* In fact, prior to 1977, NPB handl~d ~ll provlnclal 
paroles except in B.C. and Ontario, wher~ provlncl~l,boards had 
jurisdiction over the indeterminate portlon o~ deflnlte- , 
indeterminate sentences. Since the introductlon,of enabllng 
legislation in 1977 (Parole Act 5.,1)~ th:ee,pr~vlz:ces have 
chosen to create provincial boards,wlth Jurlsdlctlon over all 
provincial prisoners: B.C., Ontarlo and Quebec. 

The reasons for the creation of these provincial 
authorities have been various, but are l~rgely related to a 
desire and a perceived need for the prov7nce to ~av7 co~p~ete 
control over decisions made about the prlsoners ln ltS Jalls. 
A provincial board is thought to increase t~e :hances of ~ 
coordinated, coherent corr~ctional system wlth~n the provlnce. 
Additionally, NPB has been unable, ~ec~use,of ltS work~oad, to 
give adequate consideration to provlnc:al ln~ates servlng very 
brief terms: in many instances the prlsoner s manda~ory 
release date will be reached at virtually the same tlme as case 

* The parole power is actually, by virtue of the Parole Act, 
entirely a federal power, which may be delegated to 
provincial authorities through Section 5.1. 
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preparation for parole has been completed'.* Resource limita
tions have also not enabled NPB to grant hearings to provincial 
prisoners, as it does to federal inmates, and this has caused 
human rights and equity concerns. Resource problems have in 
addition caused a lengthier turnover time than some provincial 
au~horities are prepared to accommodate, given pressures to get 
prlsoners out as soon as possible. Overcrowding in some 
provincial jails, combined with a current parole rate which is 
historically rather low, has also caused these provinces to 
feel that a provincial board could be more responsive to their 
needs. Since many provincial systems are heavily oriented to
wards community-based corrections, having a provincial release 
authority can enable them to make more internally consistent 
decisions about who should and should not be participating in 
community programs. 

Those provinces which have not yet opted for their own 
parole authority have been influenced in that decision by a 
number of factors. In some of the smaller provinces, funding 
of an indigenous board may be a problem, including the antici
pated consequent increases in related staff. Additionally, the 
negative publicity attendant on the inevitable parole failures 
is not an aspect of control which is entirely welcomed, and 
some authorities may fear a negative impact on their entire 
community-based correctional system from these kinds of 
failures. 

Nevertheless, there is still the possibility of greater 
provincial entry into the parole deciSion-making and super
vision areas. There have been some discussions around the 
creation of an Atlantic regional board, the costs of which 
would be shared by all the provinces involved. -The possibility 
has also been raised of a "joint" federal-provincial parole 
board for decisions made about inmates residing in Alberta. 

These types of negotiations will doubtless continue 
while concerns remain about the service available through NPB 
and CSC for parole deCision-making and supervision. A 
federal-provincial association of persons involved in parole, 
the Canadian Association of Paroling Authorities, has been 
formed recently to provide a forum for discussion of topics of 
mutua~ interest and concern. NPB is also currently 
studYlng proposals to have NPB notify appropriate provincial 
prisoners of their eligibility dates, to institute automatic 
parole review rather than review only upon application by a 
provincial prisoner, greater attention to short-sentence 
prisoners, an accelerated decision and case preparation 

* Though in some instances, those prisoners serving short terms 
(under 6 months, ,for example) are not automatically con
sidered for parole under the new provincial authority either. 
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process, the conduct of hearings for provincial prisoners on 
whom NPB makes decisions, increased local participation in 
parole decisions, involvement of provincial staff in case 
preparation for parole decisions, and supervision of provincial 
parolees by provincial authorities. 

CAPA is a promising vehicle for increased cooperation 
and discussion among parole authorities of their mutual con
cerns, and its progress should be considered by the Ministry as 
a priority concern. A particular concern should be coordin
ation of standards, procedures and programs for temporary 
absence and day parole in the federal and provincial jurisdic
tions, and the question of federal offenders on mandatory 
supervision being supervised, through exchange of service 
agreements, by provincial authorities. Additionally, an on
going project of NPB to study proposals for improving services 
to the provinces should continue to be given strong support. 

DATA FEEDBACK SYSTEM 

One of the principal concerns not only of the persons we 
consulted, but of the Working Group itself, is the complete 
lack of a viable, useful data feedback system which would 
enable decision-makers to have detailed, up-to-date information 
on the numbers and types of persons being granted and refused 
the various release forms each month. By this we do not neceS
sarily mean to criticize the Ministry's management information 
systems, which have never been designed or intended to provide 
the kind of extremely current feepback which we feel is essen
tial. Instead, we r('~';ommend that all parole board members and 
regional executive officers, wardens, classification officers, 
parole officers and regional CSC Offender Programs managers be 
automatically provided with a standard-format description of 
the decisions made about conditional releases in their own and 
all other regions every month.* Most of the information needed 
for this monthly feedback, with the exception of statistical 
risk prediction scores, is already available in the Ministry 
data sources, but the data system is not geared or formatted 
for the feedback needed. 

This feedback publication should include the following 
information on all releases granted and refused, indicating the 
number of cases falling within various groupings of this 
information: 

* NPB is already exploring the possibilities of setting up 
computer terminals at regional and national headquarters to 
permit some kinds of feedback. Whatever the regional 
activities, the feedback we describe here should be a minimum 
requirement coordinated through national headquarters. 
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- release type 
- sentence length 

time served in penitentiary 
- proportion of sentence served 
- statistical estimation of risk and of violent risk 
- type of admission 
- major offence 
- releasing institution and security status 
- age 
- number of prev~ous imprisonments 
- number of preV10US convictions for indictable offences 
- marital status 
- special conditions (specify) 

Additionally, for TA's, the following information should 
be supplied: 

- escort status 
- group or single 
- purpose of release (in greater detail than 

"rehabilitative/medical/humanitarian") 
length of release 

- part of approved series/not part of series 
- releasing authority 

For day paroles, the following information should also 
be required: 

- length of approved release, and actual length of 
release as implemented 
receiving institution (if any) 

- reporting requirements 
purpose of release (in detail) 

This regular, up-to-date feedback will help 
decision-makers to "see" their policies and the differences 
between their policies and those of other regions and other 
penitentiaries, enabling more control (if desired) or 
manipulation of pOlicies in a systematic fashion. 

Additionally, on a quarterly basis, all concerned 
officials should receive information on the outcomes of 
releases '3ranted either in that quarter (in the case of TA's) 
or in the equivalent quarter of the previous year, to permit a 
one-year follow-up of each quarterly "cohort". This outcome 
information should show the results for the total group, as 
well as for each category of case information used in the 
monthly publication (e.g., outcomes for persons released on 
break and enter). The outcomes should be grouped as follows: 

, 
, 
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still under superv~s~on 
suspended, not revoked 

- suspended, suspension cancelled 
- revoked for technical reasons (specify) 
- revoked with new criminal charge (specify 
- other 

charge) 

(3 
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CHAPTER V 
MAJOR DIRECTIONS FOR RELEASE 

Part of our mandate to examine release "from fir~t 
principles" was to study various major directions which release 
might conceivably take which would redefine the objectives of 
release (or reorder the priorities i:ittached to them), which 
could make us more effective' at achieving our objectives, or 
which would in some way represent a new philosophy. 

We have seen in the preceding chapters that the release 
processes need to come to grips with various questions of 
objectives. Some of release's most important objectives or 
functions are not explicitly or formally recognized, and thus 
probably not very systematically or effectively achieved. 
Other objectives which are stated as the key "formal" objec
tives are at issue because they either present great difficulty 
in implementation, or because we do not have the specific know
ledge of how to achieve them with any measurable degree of 
success. Finally, of course, there is disagreement from 
various quarters about whether release ought to be pursuing the 
objectives or having the effects which are observed. 

In this chapter, we will discuss a few "models" for 
sentencing and release systems which will exemplify certain 
distinct approaches to objectives. They will serve to repre
sent certain "ideal" or "extreme" views of what release is 
intended, or primarily -,i.h1:ended, to do. Some of these 
"models", for example, emphasize goals of incapacitation and 
punishment above other goals. Some of them would allow for 
great flexibility in the choice of some kinds of goals, but are 
directed primarily at other kinds of goals such as rE~straint or 
natural justice. Finally, some of these models can encompass 
diverse and even conflicting views of objectiv~s, depending on 
the form they take and the individuals espousing them. 

It is important to note that, though the "status quo" is 
not discussed below as a "model", we are not thereby implying 
that is not a viable alternative. Rather, the purpose of this 
Chapter is to examine major innovative proposals and what can 
be drawn from them. 

The "models" we will discuss are: 

"Flat sentencing". All forms of early release (prior 
to warrant expiry) are abolished. This model reflects 
concern primarily for objectives of equity, 
proportionality between offence and punishment, 
accountability, and clarity and certainty of 

, 
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punishment. Among its proponents there are, however, 
strong disagreements about the degree of puni~hment 
(and by necessity, incapacitation) to be exacted. 

_ Single release authority. By contrast to the first 
model, early releases from prison are retained¥ and 
are under the authority of a single correctional body 
separate from the penitentiary authority (remission is 
abolished). This model emphasizes goals of incapaci
tation risk reduction coordination of decision-making, 
and simplification. 

Institutional authorityo Under this model, all early 
release decisions are made by penitentiary autho
rities~ It emphasizes goals of incapacitation, risk 
reduction, coordination of decision-making, and 
control and management of offenders. 

_ Appellate models. These models would preserve various 
forms of release, which would or could be administered 
initially by penitentiary authorities, but would be 
subject to review by an independent body concerned 
with coordinating policy, reducing disparity, and 
preserving the appearance and reality of fairness. 
The available "appellate" models differ from our 
present system in ways both large and small. 

_ Minimalist models. These models would allow for and 
encourage release as early as possible, and wQuld 
employ the minimal form of intervention possible in 
the circumstances. They are premised on objectives of 
restraint, cost-effectiveness, risk reduction, and the 
human rights principle of minimal interference in 
citizens' lives. 

_ Guidelines. These models preserve administrative 
discretion as to release, but create explicit, 
objectifiable decision rules for guiding the exercise 
of that discretion. They can reflect various types of 
approaches, but are based primarily on goals of 
equity, accountability, and clarity. 

PLAT SENTENCING 

The recent popularity of "flat sentencing" - the aboli
tion of early release, or at least of parole - has been a pro
duct of numerous developments and numerous viewpoints from both 
conservative and liberal philosophies in criminal justice. 
(Law Reform Commission, 1976~ Mandel, 1975~ Bewley, 1978.) 
Recent research (Gottfredsen et al., 1975~ Cosgrove et al., -- --
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197~},has be~n interpreted to mean that though the parole 
dec1s10n-mak1ng process appears to be very complex it can be 
"explained" (to ~he e~tent it is exp~ainable) thro~gh a very 
few factors or d1mens1ons (such as r1~k, or the seriousness of 
the crime). This "demystification" of parole has been accom
~anied by further indications that the factors which are most 
1mP9rtant to the parole decision process are factors which are 
kn~w~ at the time of judicial sentencing. This has led some 
cr1t1cs to argue that sentencing judges, who supposedly 
sentence offenders under conditions of greater visibility and 
protection for human rights, ought to take back the sentencing 
power from the parole boards. 

El~mination of parole would, in the view of some advo
cates, b~1ng greater certainty and equity to correctional 
te~m~, S1nce the disparities evident in parole would be 
e11m1nated. These critics claim that parole judgments are 
marre~ by considerations which perhaps ought not to influence 
the t1me to be served: considerations of who the offender is 
(h~\" good ~r bad he, seems) rather than what the offender did on 
th1s occaS1on~ cons1derations of his correctional treatment 
(which critics argue is a bankrupt ideal since there is no 
a~paren~ evidenc~ of rehabilitative effectiveness)~ and con
s2de~at10ns of h~s fut~re risk (which is not particularly well 
pred1ct~d, espec1ally 1n the case of violence). Some flat 
sen~enc1ng proponents argue that it is fundamentally unfair to 
pun1sh offe~d~rs on the basis of something they might do in 
future. ,Cr1t1cs of parole also point to its susceptibility to 
~luctuat10~s depende~t on sensational parole failures reported 
1n t~e,med1a, o~ pen1t~ntiary pressures and concerns, and on 
the 1d10syncras1es of 1ndividual decision-makers. Parole is 
thought ,to b~~inherent~y inhumane because of the uncertainty 
and anx~ety l\..··causes 1nmates. Finally, there are those who 
would ~1~e to see parole eliminated b~cause they would like to 
see cr1m1nals ser!e longer in penitentiary~ there are ~lso 
those who would l1ke to see parole eliminated at the same time 
as,s~ntencing reforms are instituted in order to ensure that 
cr1m1nals serve shorter terms in penitentiary, and indeed that 
fewer people go to jail in the first instance. 

.. ,The "flat sentencing" model is premised not just on 
cr1~1c1sms of parole, but on belief in a system of equal 
pun1shments meted out for offences of equal severity. This 
"c<?mme~surate deserts" notion is thougl}t by some to fulfill 
ob]ect1ves not only of equity, accountability and fairness, but 
also of general d~terrence: If "two years means two years", it 
may have throuqh 1tS c~rta1nty a greater impac.t on potential 
offende~s. The author1ty (and hence the effectiveness) of the 
~~ntenc1ng court w?uld be enh~nced by flat sentencing, claim 
1ts supporters. F1nally, punlshment of the particular offence 
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is thought by some to be the only relevant con~ideration in 
sentencing, a function for which only a judge 1S needed. 

Twelve U.S. states* have now passed legislation elimina
ting the traditional parole ~uthorit¥ i~ favour of flat 
sentencing. (r'Iost hav~ reta1ned rel'nl.SS10n, however, on grounds 
of prison'disciplinary consideration~, and,som~ have ev:~ 
increased its effect.) They have done so 1~ ~ldely var~lng 

s In Maine for example, parole was el1m1nated dur1ng a 
~:rminal code r~view, and through maximum term~ ~ere reduced 
somewhat from their former levels, no real add1t1o~al controls 
were placed on judicial discretion within th7se st1~1 lengthy 
permissible maximums. In California, an e~tlre~y ~l~ferent 
~entence structure which drastically cur~a11ed Jud1~la!* 
sentence discretion was set up (presumpt1ve sentenc1~g ) at 
the same time as parole was eliminated, and presumpt1ve terms 
were set with deliberate consideration for the average a~ounts 
of time ser'\1ed in prison which had been the nc;>rm for v~r1ous 
offence types in the state. In Indiana, the 1ntroduct1on ?f a 
new system of five "classes" of felony sentences resu~te~ ~n 
both parole abolition and few additional ,?ontrols on,Jud1c1al 
sentencing di:'Jcretion, since the presumpt1ve and max1mum

1
, h 

sentence under each class of felony offences,was set so Jig 
and the allowable range around each presumpt1ve term was set so 
wid-e. 

It is still largely too early to tell what t~e effects 
of these parole abolition experiences ~n th; U.s. will b7. "The 
early evidence suggests that~ in pract1ce! flat sen~enc1ng 
reforms may have (or not have) the followang effects. 

The; "certainty" of flat sentenc~ng (in t~e sense of a 
certain type of offence being 11kely to in~oke a 
certain predictable sentence) may ~e more illusory 
than real, for various reasons. ,F1rst, unless 
ju6icial discretion is circumscribed concurrently, 
then certainty of sentence is no more assured under 

* These are: Alaska, California, Col~rado, Illinois, Indiana, 
Maine Minnesota, Missou~i, New Mexico ~ New Jersey, Nort,~ 
carolina, Tennessee. In addition Arizona and Pennsylva~ia 
have pa$sed determinate sentencing laws, but these reta1n 
traditional parole authority release. 

** In presumptive sentencing, the legislativ7 d7fine~ a range 
off punishment (e.g. "2, 3, or 4 years") w1thin WhiCh the 
j~dges sets the sentence, which for the most cases would 
"presumptively" be the middle term (in o,:r example, 3 
vears) • Canadian and most other ':,entencing :,tructures 
aefine in law only the maximum WhiCh can be imposed (not the 
"norm" ) • 
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the "flat sentence" model than it is at present, which 
is to say very little. In fact, variation in the 
punishments served for similar offences may increase 
under this model because of the absence of the 
sentence equalization "by-products" of parole which as 
was seen of NPB (Chapter II), is a very significant 
effe~t. Second, even under flat sentencing reforms 
designed to curtail sentencing disparities, there are 
rarely any controls placed on prosecutorial authority 
to which much of the sentence discretion may "flow". 
And third, a great deal of discretion is typically 
left to the judge to choose a non-carceral 
alternative, to sec consecutive or concurrent 
sentences, to add to or substract from the sentence 
for aggravating or mitigating circumstances, and eo 
on, such that more judicial discretion than is 
immediately apparent still remains left in many flat 
sentence reforms. 

- A second type of certainty, that experienced by the 
prisoner in knowing precisely how long he will se~ve, 
may be achieved by flat sentencing, though in some 
jurisdictions an increase in remission may bring the 
potential for continued uncertainty, and in other 
jurisdictioris, some form of discretionary authority 
(though perhaps not called a parole board) may be 
preserved which can affect the time served in prison 
after sentence has been set, particularly through 
revocation during the supervision period that is often 
determined ~y remission. 

- Especially if no additional controls have been placed 
on sentencing discretion, flat sentencing may (it is 
still too early to tell) cause increases in prison 
populations. Increased use of prison terms (more 
people sent to prieon) may be an effect of flat 
sentencing in that it focuses so much attention on 
prison as a sentencing option. Increased time served 
in prison may be an effect if sentences increase or 
s~ay substantially the same, though compensatory 
increases in remission can ease the effect. To 
counteract this, some of the newer bills introduced in 
the,U.S. to implement flat sentencing have in fact 
explicitly directed the body charged with setting new 
sentence ranges to consider prison populations and the 
former norm for time served in setting presumptive 
sentences*. Some flat sentencing laws, in an attempt 

~ Basing future senten~es on past averages has also been 
criticized as a system Ttlhich institutionalizes past practices 
which have been excessive. , 
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to keep prison populations down, have also directed 
that a community-ba~ed sentence be presumptive, as in 
Illinois. 

- A flat sentencing system may be more susceptible to 
sensational failures and public and political pressure 
than the system it replaces. More of the responsi
bility for sentencing rests with the judge, who is 
more visible and possibly more open to the pressure of 
bad press and the immediate demands, of the situation. 
The original or originally drafted sentence lengths 
for flat sentencing bills are certainly susceptible to 
being increased during legislative debate, and after 
passage, thrqugh piecemeal amendments during times of 
"crisis". 

- A flat sentencing system may have negative effects on 
the prison system. It can markedly increase the 
discretion exercised by prison authorities (through 
remission) and if inappropriately administered, could 
increase inmate anxiety and prison tensions. It could 
affect program participation and the williness of 
correctional au,thorities to maintain a range of 
programs and activities which is so important to 
management of penitentiaries, if not to rehabilita
tion. If the abolition of p~role were seen to be an 
insufficient reform, finally, it could lead to 
abolition of remission as well - with the attendant 
effects on prison populations. However, there is as 
yet no evidence of these negative effects occurring on 
tbe prison system in the flat sentencing states the 
U.S. 

Comments on flat sentencing 

Flat sentencing has a "common sense" appeal because it 
is premised on principles of fairness (you should be punished 
for what you did, rather than who you are or what you may do), 
equity (people committing similar crimes sho'illd receive similar 
punishments), humaneness (it eliminates some forms of coercion, 
manipulation and dishonesty towards prisoners, and it is easier 
to be in prison knowing when your release date will be ~han, 
wondering if you will be paroled). It also embodies the theory 
that general deterrence will be enhanced by the disappearance 
of at least one of the sources of subsequent mitigation of the 
sentence • 

But we have seen, there are reasons to be cautious in 
expecting that flat sentencing will in fact result in a system 
of greater equity, fairness, humaneness, or certainty. Parole 
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abolition may also result in increased priso~ pop~latio~s and 
increased time spent in prison. As our earll.er dl.scussl.ons 
have indicated, the Working Group does not feel that an 
increase in imprisonment would be desirable, from the stand
point of cost-effectiveness, humaneness, or risk reduction. 
For the for.eseeable future in Canada, moreover, there are only 
very slight possibilities that effective ~ontrols on judicia~ 
sentencing discretion can be devised and l.mplemented, and whl.le 
that remains the case, flat sentencing presents a danger of 
increases, rather than decreases, in lnequities and harshness 
of punishment. 

Nevertheless, we feel certain t.hat this model will 
continue to be attractive to many, because of its pot~ntial 
benefits and its simplicity. Below we present some of the 
infvrmation which would be needed and cautions which would need 
attention for this model to be actively considered in Canada. 

- A better understanding is necessary of the effects 
which various changes in sentence lengths and result
ant time served in prison would have on penitentiary 
populations and inmate behaviour. In particular, com
missions or other bodies established to propose new 
penalty schemes should h~ve avai~able sta~istical 
advice on current penaltl.es and l.nformed Judgments 
about possible effects on judicial sentence behaviour 
which could occur as a result of a new sentencing 
scheme. 

- Some of the u.S. states which created sentencing com
missions (e.g. Minnesota) to develop new penalty 
schemes specified that these schemes were to reflect 
principles of restraint as well as the re~lities.of 
current institutional capacity and normatl.ve punl.sh
ment levels. Sentencing commissions which are set up 
by, but independent of, the legislature may be some
what less susceptible to pressures to propose high 
presumptive and maximum terms and severe additional 
punishments which can be imposed under aggravating 
circumstances. 

Thought should be given to placing concomitant con
trols on prosecutorial discretion. The elimination of 
one discretionary body (the parole board) enhances the 
power and influence left to the other discretionary 
authorities, the judge and prosecuto~. Under a scheme 
where judicial discretion is also narrowed, the pro
,secutor's decisions as to how to charge the defendant 
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, , 'h t * to invoke will become 
and what add~t~onal pun~s ~en s " I result in much 
even more significant. Th~s m~y,s~mp Y ~'d' g with 
of the system's disparity rema~n~ng, but rel~ ~n d 
the prosecutor instead of the judge or paro ~ ~~~n~l 
Prosecutors may not be the best group, organ~za -
ly professionally and philosophically, ~o hold ~~ast 
mu~h of the sentencing,discretion

l
• ,At tu~d:~~~es for' 

a~tention should be pa~d to deve op~n~ g , 
the exercise of prosecutorial discret~on (as ~n 
Washington s~ate), ,to restricting ~h~or:~~~r~~ ~~f~~~ 
which this d~scret~on m~y,have, a~ th state of 
to eliminate plea barga~n~ng (as ~n e 
Alaska). 

'. y difficult to find the proper balance~ ~nd 
- f;v~~s v~~ placing controls o.r guidelines on d~c~s~on: 

about how to charge offenders, about whether 0 ~se th 
custodial or non-custodial sentett~ce, about what eng 

f ison sentence to choose, and whether or not,to 
~nv~~e additional punishments for out-of-t~e-~rd~nary 
offences or offenders. While,m~nda~OrY'ff:x~, , I 
sentences (i.e., the total el~m~nat~on 0 ,Ju ~c~a 
sentence discretion) are undesirable and ~n ~ff~ctf 

chievable ** it is unlikely that much con r~ ~ 
~~~tencing w~uld result from preserving ~he ex~st~ng 
levels of permissible sentences and rely~ng up~n 
voluntary self-control by judges. The ranfe 0 should 
discretion available to judges and,pros~cu ors 
therefore be narrowed (to reduce d~spar~ty), ~~tdnot 
to a point where it encour~ge~ th~ system to ~n 
oth'eX' ways of making the d~st~nct~ons ~mong 
individuals which decision-makers cons~d~r, and will 
under any system consider, to be both fa~r and, d 
ess~ntial to the smooth operations of the plead~ng an 
sentencing processes. 

* Under many presumptive sentencing sche~e~, t~ere is some 

specification of thes~~~~~v~;~~~k:~di~~~~~~~~~~t in sett~ng 
circ~mstanceS,Wh!:hthe threat of invoking these aggravat1ng 
;~~ ml~~~~~l~~o~a~tors ~nto additional pun~shments (such as 
a possible additional s~x months for c~r:y~ng a wea~~n 
during the crime) is part of the barga~n~ng power 0 en 
given to the prosecutor under the schemes. 

** Mandatory penalties cannot allow, in our view, for all,the 

reaso~a~~ew~;~t~~c;~~~~ e~~~yi~I:~v~~~~Yt~fb~f~~~~;r~~~c~n 
~~:c~~~e by the low-visibility exercise of d~scret~on 
elsewhere in the system. 
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SINGLE RELEASE AUTHORITY 

M:: the other extreme from the "flat sentencing" model is 
the notion of having a single discretionary authority to make a 
wide variety of release decisions after the initial pronounce
ment of sentence.* In its extreme form, this model would give 
the release author,i ty power to release at any point during the 
sentence (no minimum times would have to be served prior to 
parole elibility) and nothing would require release prior to 
the expiry of the warrant. In Canada, no recent major reports 
have recommended such an extreme system, though the National 
Joint Committee of the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police 
and Federal Correctional Services (NJC) have recommended (1980) 
that NPB be given full control of the last portion of the 
sentence (from parole eligibility until warrant expiry; remis
sion would be abolished and with it, mandatory supervision). A 
similar suggestion was made by the Criminal Lawyers' Associa
tion in Toronto, which also recommended that to encourage 
release of most offenders by the two-thirds (former MS) date, 
the onus should shift at the two-thirds date to NPB to 
demonstrate why the inmate should not be released. Any inmate 
could be kept until warrant expiry, however. 

In its extreme form, the single release authority model 
is associated primarily with ideals of incapacitation, and 
often also with risk reduction: incapacitation because it 
increases or is intended by some of its advocates to increase 
the length of time for which risky offenders can be detained, 
and risk reduction, because it is concerned with allowing the 
parole board maximum discretion to make decisions based on 
clinical judgment of an inmate's readiness, including by means 
of "testing" him on gradual release br ensuring that he 
completes a "decompression" cycle or some other prison program 
before he is fully released. The single release authority 
model does not have to be premised on a ,strong treatment ideal, 
but it does place a high premium on wider discretion to make 
rational, coord~ri~ted release decisions without "artificial" 
constraints (s~bh as eliqibility dates and MS dates). The 
precise orientation or policy of the releasing authority, 
hm",ever, can vary markedly from simple risk assessment 
(incapacitation), to emphasis on gradual release (as for the 
Law Reform Commission's "separation" sentence' cases), or even 
to a commensurate deserts philosophy. Before California's 
introduction of flat sentencing, in fact, its parole board 
based its release guidelines on a relative scale of offence 
severity, with minor variations for prior record: both these 

* 
'/ 

Under this model, we will discuss only those simple release 
authorities constituted like a traditional parole board: 
organizationally separate from the prison authority, but 
within a corrections department. 
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factors, were seen purely in terms of just retribution for the 
nature of the offence, with prior offenders simply "deserving" 
to serve more time. 

In Canada at present, however, the "single release 
authority" model seems to be proposed from three different 
perspectives. The first is a concern about the ineffectiveness 
of MS, which is inextricably coupled to the second concern, 
about "automatic" release of risky offenders prior to warrant 
expiry date through remission. Some police are particularly 
prone to seeing MS as ineffective in controlling recidivism, 
because they are often in close contact with the more visible 
cases of failure on MS. They also share some of the frustra
tions experienced by parole officers over "revolving door" 
cases who are taken off the street for unacceptable behaviour, 
but who reappear from penitentiary shortly afterwards. 
Frustration with MS is often translated into the proposal that 
all non-paroled offenders should stay in penitentiary until 
warrant expiry. For NPB, it is frustrating to be continually 
blamed for having "paroled" MS cases, and to be unable to 
prevent the "automatic" release of some potentially violent 
persons prior to warrant expiry. According to advocates of 
this model, NPB should be given wider discretion to make risk 
assessments and incapacitative decisions throughout the 
sentence - or at least for the last two-thirds of it. 

The third, and perhaps less pressing, concern which 
lends weight to the single releasing authority model is concern 
for coordination under a single authority of all decisions 
which lead up to or result in a "release". Such an authority 
can develop systematic release plans, facilitate opportunities 
for participation in partial release, and make decisions based 
on release-relevant concerns. The gradual release model has 
taken on increased significance since Hugessen (1973) and the 
growth of day parole and temporary absences as a "test" for 
full parole or a preparation for MS. Rational release 
decisions should not be constrained (goes the argument) by 
considerations of denunciation (as in parole eligibility date.s) 
or by the application of a virtually "automatic" system of time 
credits for "just keeping your nose clean". 

Various objections have been raised to the single 
release authority model. Perhaps most importantly, there is 
more reluctance today than, for example, five or 10 years ago 
to vest any single agency with control over all or even most of 
the sentence, within limits set by warrant expiry. Mistrust 
expressed by the Chief Justice about NPB's "unfettered power 
••• without precedent among administrative agencies empowered 
to deal with a person's liberty" (Mitchell v. Regina, (1976) 25 
Cr. 570) would probably become more of a concern under the 
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single release authority model, simply because the release 
authority would have more power to use or abuse. Recent and 
incoming procedural protections may allay some of this concern, 
however. 

The lack of empirical proofs of some of the rationales 
underlying parole's discretionary decision-making has also 
caused some drawing back from this model. Parole as an aid to 
the "reform and rehabilitation" of the offender is, as we have 
seen, as yet an unproven effect. The limited efficiency of 
current clinical and statistical prediction of recidivism, 
calls into question the practicability of risk selection as an 
objective. The "testing" of offenders through gradual release 
is open to question as a means of either reducing risk or im
proving risk prediction, though some research (e.g. in 
Massachusetts) has pointed to some eviderL~e of a risk reduction 
effect. 

Practical considerations also raise queries about the 
single release authority. If judicial sentences do not 
decrease enough to compensate for the abolition of remission, 
penitentiary populations may rise, a concern to which NPB is 
officially and actually rather unresponsive. Critics claim 
that the additional time served by non-paroled inmates would 
represent greater punishment and incapacitation, but would be 
of little ultimate benefit, and would have demonstrable costs 
in human and financial terms, and perhaps also in terms of risk 
reduction. NPB would almost certainly incapacitate (not par
ole) a large number of persons on grounds of their dangerous
ness, who would not later commit an act of violence: violence 
is so infrequent when compared to the total number of offenders ... ~ . 
under consideration that overprediction and over-incapacitation 
on grounds of presumed dangerousness is almost, as has been 
seen, a mathematical certainty. Critics argue that it is un
just, counterproductive, and too costly to detain until warrant 
expiry all non-paroled offenders in order to prevent the 
serious crimes which will be committed by the few. From this 
viewpoint, mandatory release at two-thirds is a good "safety 
valve" for the conservative decisions of the parole board. 

';, 

Another objection raised to this model is that offenders 
released at warrant expiry, pre~umbly the "worst" offenders, 
would not be subject to supervt::lion after release. The Working 
Group supports the availability of post-release assistance to 
all offenders, though not necessarily on a compulsory basis. 
However, the "single release authority" model does not 
necessarily mean an end to the supervision of prisoners 
released after warrant expiry: this model can include the 
provision of: a "separate supervision term" after release , which 
is unrelated to the initial "imprisonment term,~'. Various 
arrangements are possible whereby a released prisoner who 
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re-offends while under this superv~s~on term may be returned to 
prison to ser~e either the remainder of the period in prison, 
or to serve some period of it up to a maximum limit. 
Curiously, the "separate supervision term" concept has been 
applied so far only in the flat sentencing states*, but there 
is no reason that it could not be applied in models which 
retain discretionary parole release. 

Comments on the single release authority model 

A~ in the previous model, a great deal more will need to 
be known about the probable effects on sentencing and time 
served of the model. In addition, the effects on inmate 
anxiety, penit~ntiary population, community supervision, and 
prison discipline (by the abolition of remission) would have to 
be considered. 

Most importantly, however, if parole board authority is 
to be increased there is arguably a more pressing need for more 
structuring of, or controls on, their discretion. 
Philosophically, there would be a need for the release 
authority to specify its orientation more precisely than at 
present. Given current concerns about disparity, lack of 
"mission" and unclear objectives in parole, it does not seem 
reasonable to increase NPB authority before a r.eview of 
objectives and specification of decision criteria has been 
carried out. For example, if parole were to define its role 
simply as ensuring equal punishment for inmates who committed 
similar crimes, government would be in a better position to 
evaluate whether it would make sense to retain minimum 
eligibility limits and "automatic" early release 1ates. 

RELEASE BY PENITENTIARY AUTHORITY 

The arguments for placing all releases in the hands of 
the penitentiary service are essentially similar to those for 
placing all releases in the hands of the parole authority. 
This model would, like the other, allow for coordination of all 
decision-making by a single authority, without "artificial" 
constraints from eligibility dates or mandatory early release 
dates. Often, though not necessarily, implied in the model is 
the expectation or hope that decisions made will affect the 
inmate's ultimate risk of re-offending after release. To these 
arguments are added those that the penitentiary service knows 
the inmate best and can judge what is best for him at what 
time. Currently, there is some feeling that if CSC were 

* In Colorado, for example, flat presumptive sentences are 
accompanied by separate supervision periods of 1 year served 
by all state prisoners after release, and revocations lead to 
a 6 month return to prison. 
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responsible for all releases, there would be more releases, arid 
more "cascading" as a result of greater concern for efficient 
use of resources within CSC. 

The "extreme" of this model has not been proposed in 
Canadian official reports for years, though Hugessen reflected 
it by recommending "local" review boards on which wardens were 
represented. Sympathy for this model was found among some of 
the CSC staff we consulted, however. This model usually takes 
less extreme forms, such as proposals that NPB commit itself 
early "in principle" to a release plan for the inmate which is 
prepared by CSC case management staff as part of the inmate's 
"individual program plan" (IPP). Another proposal is that 
remission play a more important role in the release process by 
becoming "truly earned" and deductible not only from the 
maximum but also from the parole eligibility date, or in some 
other way determining when NPB will consider the inmate for 
release. 

Criticisms of this model are the same as those of the 
single parole authority model, except that fears of placing too 
much authority in the hands of' one body may actually be greater 
under this model. The possibilities for improper Use of 
release power, or use of release power on the basis of the 
wrong factors, are considered in this model greater in this 
m0del, because of the pressures of the penitentiary environment 
to constantly control inmates through rewards and punishments. 
Pressure from inm~tes on authorities to grant releases is also 
greater under this model, since the authorities are in closer 
contact with inmates. The primarily "penitentiary" orientation 
of authorities under this model is also thought by its critics 
to be less desirable because of the possibility of too much 
weight being given to penitentiary adjustment and not enough to 
community concerns. Adjustment to penitentiary is not 
generally considered a good predictor of post-release success 
or failure. 

Comments on release by penitentiary authority 

The lack of recent support for this model (outside CSC 
itself) reflects fear about placing the release power in the 
hands of authorities who already have almost full control over 
virtually all other aspects of an inmate's life, and by 
authorities whose prime orientation and constant struggle is to 
find ways to keep the "lid on" and otherwise encourage 
appropriate behaviour on the part of both staff and inmates. 

In the inmates' rights area generally, and in the 
release area particularly, the long-term trend has been away 
from control by individual penitentiary authorities and towards 
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review by independent authorities suct as the Correctional 
Investigator, the Federal Court, and ~~PB. This reflects the 
prevalent view that effective remedie~ are needed from 
penitentiary authority decisions. When the,person~s release to 
the free world is at stake, concern for reVlew by lndependent 
authorities becomes even more important. This is at the base 
of the current "balance of powers" model, ,or s~aring of r~lease 
power among the judiciary, parole and penlte~tlary authorl
ties. It can be expected to continue for th~ foresee~ble 
future, and until more is known about effectlve remedl~s fr~m 
penitentiary decisions, shifts of release power to penltentlary 
authorities should not be done wholesale. The next model we 
examine is in fact concerned entir~ly with creatin~ the,final 
release authority as a more effectlve check on pen1tentlary 
discretion. 

APPELLATE MODELS 

Various models for release have proposed that the ulti
mate releasing authority should assume f~r more,of a role,i~ 
setting clear policy and ensurin~ effect1ve re~lew,of ~eclslons 
or recommendations made at the flrst level by lnstltutlonal 
staff. The Law Reform Commission model would allow appeal to 
the original sentencing court at any time d~ring a "denuncia
tion" sentence in order to effect a change 1n the length or 
manner of service of the sentence. For separation sentences, 
however the LRC creates a "Sentence Supervision Board" (SSS) 
which o~ersees decisions made at the outset by penitentiary 
staff about releasing inmates on various gradual early rele~ses 
which ate intended to test readiness for full release. The1r 
rationale is that an "independent and impartial" body like a 
Sentence Supervision Board, whose independence would b~ further 
reinforced by being "subject to the general control and super
vision of the superior courts", is needed to ensure that 
deserving inmates are not "lost" in the opportunity system, 
that criteria, standards and procedures are followed in 
individual cases, and that an effective appeal mechanism is 
made available. 

Critics of this model (which in many ways bears 
similarities to the current system) claim that it is 
essentially indistinguishable, or would be in practice, from 
the current system, which does not presently serve as an 
adequate check on penitentiary decisions. The Sentence 
Supervision Board is not described in great detai~ b~ th~ LR~, 
but what details are given of the scheme do not dlst1ngulsh lt 
in significant organizational or professional respects ~r~m the 
current NPB. The LRC does call for the Sentence Supervlslon 
Board to produce "express criteria for decision-making", but 
gives little indication of what these criteria might be other 
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than that they would encompass a series of presumptive 
decisions about "testing" and "decompressing" the offender on 
gradual release. Critics claim that if these criteria are not 
in fact expressly and objectifiably articulated~ there will be 
no effective policy guidance and'no meaningful review of 
release decisions by the SSB. These same objections touch on 
another criticism, which is that, in the absence of express 
criteria, disparity will actually increase because release 
"poliay" will be made by dozens of different case management 
staff across the country, and review of negative decisions will 
not b~ an effective check on this multiple disparity source. 
The high concordance rates between NPB and case preparation 
staff show that an NPB/SSB may not operate with much independ
ence from case preparation staff. Finally, the effectiveness 
of the SSBwould be determined, to some extent, by inmate 
willingness to appeal decisions which they are dissatisfied 
with. It can often be extremely difficult for an inmate to 
pursue an appeal through esc staff 'who made the original 
negative decision which is under review. Reliance on inmate 
appeals is a rather tenuous basis for effective, "independent" 
review. 

To some extent, the second major "appellate" model 
addresses some of these concerns about independence and 
effective review. With variations, we were given numerous 
suggestions to change the parole board into a body (or 
individual) which operates in a judicial manner. According to 
some of our consultation participants, the board should be a 
separate body within the federal court, staffed by persons 
trained in law and operating in a judicial manner. For others, 
the power to amend sentences or modify the manner of their 
service should be shared on a rotating basis by all sentencing 
judges in a given area, as a periodic duty which would 
supposedly enhance all judges' understanding of sentence 
discretion and the post-sentencing process. A final appellate 
model is the juge de l'application des peines, a "sentence 
administration judge" in France who makes decisions about early 
release from other judges' initial sentences. 

The chief attraction of the more legalistic "appellate" 
models is, of course, that they are legalistic: they would 
presumably operate to provide greater procedural protections 
for inmat,es, would allow open discussion of the factors to be 
considered, and would allow formal argumentation of the 
inmate's (and possibly also the state's) case for release or 
continued detention. Advocates of these,notions are 
principally concerned about the low visibility of parole, the 
lack of s~~~ification of rules of evidence or criteria for 
decision-making, and the lack of legal training among board 
members which might serve to encourage uniform, fair 
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decisions. It remains to be seen, however, whether these 
models would in fact provide a greater protection for inmates 
or would result in "better" decisions, however defined. Some 
critics would also argue that releasing authorities need to be 
better informed about the realities of corrections than judges, 
even judges who are appointed as "corrections/sentence 
administration" judges, could be expected to be. 

It is worth describing the juge de l'application des 
peines in some greater detail, if only to highlight some of the 
problems which were encountered with this particular method in 
France. There is one or more juge de I 'application des peines 
for each district, and by the law of 1958-59, these judges were 
created in order to effect the participation of judges in the 
protection of offender rights, and to bring about the 
individualization of treatment during an era of faith in the 
rehabilitative ideal. The JAP was created to effect releases 
of all kinds (TA's, day paroles, full paroles) as well as to 
affect the conditions and obligations of sentence. There 
quickly developed strong conflicts between the JAP (who had the 
decision power) and the prison administration (who had control 
over resources and the execution of the decisions). A 
requirements to visit the prisons once a month, together with 
the enormous number and range of decisions to be made, soon 
placed a strain on the capacities of the JAP to effect his 
mandate. Perhaps as a result of these conflicts, in 1972 the 
JAP was brought more into the stream of corrections by the 
creation of a Commission de l'application des peines (CAP), a 
body composed of officials from the local penitentiary who 
advised the JAP. 

Accusations of various types surrounded the JAP, 
especially following the modifications of 1972, including that 
releases had become a means of maintaining good order and 
discipline, rather than promoting rehabilitation. However, 
tension between the JAP and the prison authorities increased to 
such an extent that in 1978, the law was amended to introduce 
minimum periods prior to release eligibility, and to require 
the agreement of the CAP to all temporary absences on terms 
over three ears. These reforms were in part occasioned by 
adverse reaction to the over-liberal granting of TA's and 
re~i~s~on by the J~P., ~he 1978 amendments have been severely 
crltlclzed by the Judlclary as a move towards making the JAP an 
administrative, not a judicial authority, away from the role of 
protecting offender rights, and in the direction of placing the 
JAP under the effective authority of the correctional 
bureaucracy. (Outheillet-Lamonthezie, 1974; Aydalot, 1973-
Plawski, 1979; Note, 1976). ' 
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The French experience seems to suggest that there will 
be enormous resource difficulties for a JAP set up along these 
lines such that the JAP may soon come, de facto if not de 
jure, 'under the domination of the correctional officials who 
are advising him. Whether the JAP could be protected from 
these influences through organizationa~ or professional , 
orientation remains to be seen. Certalnly, however, there lS 
some reason for caution in drawing conclusions about the JAP as 

l 't f"' t' " a means of protecting the appearance or rea 1 y 0 JUs lce • 

Comments on appellate models 

Appellate models depend heavily on ~he ~i?d of interest 
in and resource committment to "express crlterla and strong 
safeguards advocated by the Law Reform Commis~i~n. N~ 
effective review or "watchdogginq" of the adm1nlstratlon ?f 
release by case management authorities appears to be posslble 
without a clear basis for initial decisions, appeal and 
review. Further exploration of appellate model~ must fu~her, 
take into account the need for "independence" wlthout nalvete 
about corrections, or independence may soon be:ome,illusory (or 
be eliminated in order to promote better coordlnat10n). 

MINIMALIST MODELS 

Minimalist models need not be premised on any particular 
philosophy of release other than that i~ should, represent, the 
least intervention possible consonant wlth publlC protectl0n. 
Minimalist approaches are based on cost-eff~ctiveness,and . 
restraint notions, but also on notions of rlsk reductl0n, Slnce 
there is thought to be a connection between the cheapest and 
most humane measures, and those measures which are most 
effective (or least harmful) to the readaptation of the 
offender to society. 

Minimal intervention begins before decisions about 
release, of course, and can extend to attempts to prevent 
offenders from entering prison in the first place. For the 
federal release system, a minimalist model would, involve , 
presumptive release of all offenders,at the ear~lest posslble 
date, supervision for as short a perl0d as posslbleu~d~r 
minimal restrictions (if not under a voluntary supervlslon 
scheme) and return to penitentiary only for new criminal 
offence~_ In terms of the current system, this would probably 
mean release of most offenders at parole eligibility (or 
sooner), parole supervision not to endure past the mandatory 
release date, and the abolition of MS for offenders not 
paroled. One example of ~ modi~ied minimal~st model was 
created for NPB in 1977, 1nvolvlng presumptlve release for the 
all offenders who score well on a statistical score for 
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predicing violent (as opposed to any criminal or technical) 
recidivism. The remainder of offenders would be "tested" and 
"decompressed" through gradual, partial releases later in the 
sentence (Nuffield, 1979). 

Minimalist models argue that in the absence of specific 
evidence about "what works", it is best (and the best use of 
shrinking resources) to make the least intervention which can 
still serve important criminal justice aims such as preserva
tion of the denunciatory portion of the sentence. Minimalists 
argue that the current luxury of relatively abundant resources 
will b~ short-lived, and it will become necessary to allocate 
resources to those offenders who truly need or want them. Some 
research suggests that the greater the penetration of an 
individual into criminal justice control systems, the less his 
chances of succeeding eventually. Minimal interventions are 
thus thought by some to "work" at least as well as more exten
sive or vigorous programs in corrections. Finally, minimalist 
systems are typically cheaper and more humane. 

The Working Group is sympathetic to the minimalist view, 
but recognizes that it may not be the most politically realis
tic approach at this time, though it may suit anticipated 
budgetary restraints in the 1980's. In particular, it is far 
more difficult from the standpoint of public acceptance for a 
government to remove or relax controls once they have been 
imposed, than it is to increase or maintain controls: this is 
probably one of the major "realistic" factors behind the con
tinuation of MS. One minimalist view is clearly worth 
pursuing, however, and that is the search for better means of 
identifying which offenders are most worthy of being control
led, in order to allow us to exercise minimal control over the 
remainder (Ouimet, 1969). 

GUIDELINE MODELS 

Guideline models for release arose in the 1960's and 
1970' s as a result of empirical research on decision-making :and 
criminal recidivism, and as part of a human rights concern for 
greater accountability, visibility, objectivity and equity in 
criminal justice decision-making. 

Possibily the first formal guideline application in 
criminal justice was to pretrial release decisions in New York 
City (Vera Institute, 1962). Courts were facing increasing 
workload pressures which made the inc~easing number of 
decisions to be made as to whom to release prior to trial a 
major problem. Because the major consideration in pretrial 
release is concern over appearance for trial, evaluation of how 
to assess the likelihood of appearance was undertaken. 
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Resea:chers examining the problem found that 
numer1cal checklist, it was possible to mak using a simple 
ments of how l'k 1 ' e accurate assess-
trial if relea~e~ ~nv:~~~~so~~f~ndant~ would be to appear for 
could be initially made and veri~7o~n~zan~e. These assessments 
(subject to approval b th' 1e y s aff of the Court 
for other matters. pe~ha: Judge)~ t~~~ freeing judges' time 
showed that the introductionm~~et~1gn1r1c~ntlY, evaluations 
allowed more persons to be relea ~ nu~er1cal a~sessment system 
cash bailor sureties) while act~:llpr~o: t~ tr1al (and without 
reduction in the percenta e y r1ng1ng about a 
later for trial. The rea~o °i pers~ns who failed to appear 
numerical system was a n or th1s phenomenon was that the 
at predicting who wOUlaP:~~lnttloY more accurate than were judges 

appear. 

As parole was increasingly th b' 
research, applications of the V eQsu Ject of empirical 
appear. Research on arole dec7r~ sy~te~ to parole began to 
et al., 1973) seemed ~o contrad~~~o~~:a~1~? ~e.g. Gottfr~dson 
made by parole boards that the 1 e,~7 a~d assert10n 
basis,of an extremely wide vari~~ro e dec1s10n 1S made on the 
case 1S considered in a unique f Yh~f fact~rs"an~ ~hat each 
merits R th as 10n on 1tS 1nd1v1dual 
which ~venapa~~i.er~~::~~hers found that a "hidden policy", of 
"explain" a great deal Ofw~~: una~are, 7xi~te~ ~hich could 
deqisions. Among parole bOardva(1an~e 1n 1nd1v1dual ca~es 
Parole Commission and in Min s suc ~s the fe~eral,U.S. 
and were not in many instanc~~s~ta)twh~ch ha9 w1de d1scretion 
per~ods to be served prior' to on~ ra1~e~ ~y,long minimum 
dec1sions were found to be paro e e11g1b1l1ty, parole 
ba~ic factors: the severit:a~~e~K ac~~unted .for b~ only two 
pr1Soner was serving time and th e ~ e~ce for wh1ch the 
would commit another crim~ if rele l1~e~1~ood that the prisoner 
Among p~role boards (such as Nort~a~:rol~1Sk) °hf,recidivism). 
constra1ned by minimum e ' .1na w 1ch were 
eligibility, parol~ decisr~~~s to be served prior to release 
a product of the risk of recid~e~e found ~o be almost entirely 
less &ignificantly the instit~~~sm'land 1n some instances, but 

, 10na conduct of the prisoner. 

From this apparent findin th t th ' 
decisions is more apparent tl g la e complex1ty of parole 
proceeded to formalize the ,,~~n rea , ~o~e ~.S: states 
research in order to increash1d~e~ ~o~1c1es d1scovered through 
and ~o d~crease the chances ~fv~~~b;~f~a and a7co~nta~ility, 
app11ed 1n somewhat diff ' en po11cy be1ng 
Accordingly in thos~ , e:1n~ w~ys to different prisoners. 
o~fence was' not "takenJ~r1Sd1c;10ns where the severity of the 
minimum eligibility date

are o~ ~hroUgh the "barometer" of the 
was developed, into whfc~ :a~han ~rd sC~le of offence severity 
be categorized. Simil~rly dP:1so~er s current offence could 

, an 1n V1ew of the finding that 
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numerical or statistical systems for prediction of risk are 
more accurate than professional clinical judgment (e.g. Meehl, 
1954~ Gottfredson, 1973~ Heinz et al., 197~), ~everahl u.s. f 
jurisdictions "translated" concern abou~ ~1sk 1nto t ~ use 0 a 
statistical scoring system. Theformal1z1ng of the r1sk and 
crime-seriousness dimensions into standarized scales was 
intended to ensure the best possible overall prediction. and to 
decrease the chances of individual board members' applY1ng 
these dimensions in different ways to different cases. (unless 
special circumstances suggested the need to step outs1~e the 
guidelines). These dimensions then became tra~sl~t~d 1nto 
"presumptive" lengths of time to be served by 1nd1V1duai 
prisoners in non-exceptional circumstances. 

"Guidelines" models are thus premised on notions of 
clarifying and objectifying policy, conscious decisions not to 
allow other factors to intrude unless there is good reason to 
do so, and attempting to apply policy as equitably as possible 
to individual cases. Guidelines are also premised on the 
notion that it is more humane to inform prisoners in a fairly 
precise fashion of what they will be "judged" on and how much 
time they can expect to serve unless their case presents an 
exception from the general rule. 

Criticism of "guidelines" models is of several types., 
In the first instance, many parole boards and corrections 
personnel question whether parole decisions are. in fact as 
"simple" as res~arch suggest~ that.they are. s~n<?e research 
cannot "explain" all the var1ance 1n parole dec1s10ns, these 
critics argue that other complex and individual factors make up 
the balance of the variance in parole decisions - not, as the 
researchers suggest, that the unexplained variance in decisions 
is simply disparity caused by vague formal and informal 
policies and differences in approaches taken by different 
parole board members or panels. Second, critics may ~bject to 
only a few basic dimensions being used as t~e.f~und~t10n for 
parole decisions, arguing that greater flex1b111ty 1S needed to 
consider any number of things, including underworld connec- .. 
tions special humaneness considerations such as family crises, , . h or the presence of other outstanding warrants 1n ot er 
jurisdictions. (Supporters of "guidelines" models argue that 
these factors can simply be used, as necessary, as reasons to 
step outside guidelines in individual cases. Factors which are 
really intended to address questions of risk, however, would 
not be seen as allowable exemptions from guidelines: attempt
ing to inject "clinical" factors, such as family ties, to . 
improve statistical risk assessments would only reduce the1r 
efficiency, according to the guidelines model.) 
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It is also argued that "guidelines" are less, not more, 
humane than traditional case-by-case approaches because they 
try to fit most cases into a Procrustean structure which does 
not allow for sufficient discretion to take into account unique 
behaviours and circumstances. The use of a numerical system is 
also seen as somehow "inhuman" and inappropriate to traditional 
approaches of discretionary justice. It is claimed that 
prisoners would prefer a human face on justice, r.ather than 
having to "fight the computer". As was seen earlier, however, 
some research suggests that prisoners prefer to know their 
probable release date as soon as possible, and to the extent 
that guidelines systems are consistent with decision 
predict~bility and traditional approaches are not, the latter 
system may from the prisoner's perspective be less humane. 

It is also argued, against guidelines systems, that they 
tend to formalize or "freeze" existing policies rather than 
seeking improved approaches. They may also prevent future 
innovation for the same reason •. (Guidelines supporters argue, 
per contra, that it is also impossible to improve and innovate 
unless once can "see" current policy, which the empirical 
approach at least allows the decisions-makers to do.) 
Guidelines critics argue, finally, that disparity is not 
greatly reduced by these systems in certain practical 
applications, since the decision-maker's power to step outside 
his guidelines for defensible rea~ons still allows him 
discretion which can be rather broad. It is extremely 
difficult to assess whether this may be true, since follow-up 
evaluations of the kind needed are not always available. 

Comments on guidelines models 

The Working Group has recommended earlier (Chapter III) 
that an extensive study be made of the factors which enter i.nto 
NPB decisions, both to shed more light on the complexity or 
simplicity of "hidden policy" and to determine how much 
unwarranted disparity is present in NPB decisions.* To this 
extent, we recognize the validity of the empirical approach to 
the "demystificationl! of parole, and support greater visibilitv 
and objectivity in decision criteria. We were unable to agree: 
however, on whether the "Guidelines" approach should be carried 
to the more formal types of implementation observed in some 
jurisdictions. 

In future study of this approach, it is important to 
recognize the critical nature of the amount of discretion which 

* The Executive Committee of NPB in November 1980 endorsed the 
notion of such an in-depth study of the factors involvsd in 
parole decision-making, but were not prepared to endorse the 
development of a guideli.ne system at that time • , 
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is to be preserved in the guidelines and the amount of "man
datoriness': which is to be used. If' the amount of discreti~n 
preserved,~s e~trem~ly broad, the system will run the danger of 
not ~educ~~g d~~par~ty at all. If too many controls are placed 
on ~~~cret~on,,~t,can lead to inappropriate and inflexible 
~ec~s~ons. Th~s ~s,a very difficult,balance to strike, though 
~~ should be r7c~gn~zed that a certa~n amount of dissatisfac
t~on among dec~s~on-makers over the breadth of discretion' and 
the mand~tory controls mayor can be a sign that the guidelines 
are work~ng properly. 

, ,Future st~d~ ~f this approach in Canada should also bear 
~n m~nd the poss~b~l~ty of using an innovative policy for 
pa~ole rather than of "freezing" any current "hidden policy" 
wh~ch may, emerge. , If decision-makers are not content with a 
syst:m,wh~ch cons~ders only risk, for example, there is no 
requ~s~te reason not to make a policy decision to include other 
facto~s (~uch a~ sentence equalization or "institutional 
bepav~our ), wh~ch w~uld,still fit the guidelines approach so 
long as the~ were obJect~vely and consistently applied. Our 
recommendat~on above (Chapter II) that the Ministry take a hard 
look ~t what ~bjectives it wishes release to serve should be 
read ~n the l~ght of this approach. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Release Study was an internal inquiry into all forms 
of conditional release, ordered by the Solicitor General in 
1980. Its mandate was threefold: to examine the incidence of 
violent and other violations of conditional release, to examine 
the problems, issues and concerns with the current system, and 
to examine release from "first principles": what is it trying to 
accomplish, and how realistic are its objectives? 

The Study first reviewed the objectives of release in the 
broad context of the purposes of imprisonment. It was found 
that release has many goals and functions, some of which are not 
recognized or even intended as "objectives", but whose effects 
are clearly present. The formal or "official" objectives of re
lease, especially those stated in the three statutory criteria 
for parole, were found to be either too vague (selection of "un
due risks") or based on assumptions which are open to serious 
question (ensuring that the inmate has received the "maximum 
benefit" from incarceration, and that parole will aid his "re
form and rehabilitation"). The unintended functions and effects 
of release may be at least as important to the sentencing and 
correctional systems as the official goals, but their informal 
status does not permit them to be pursued in an effective or 
consistent fashion. Some of these unintended functions and 
effects include the reduction or control of penitentiary popula
tions, the mitigation of punishment, the evening out of sentence 
disparity, the control and management of penitentiary inmates 
and programs, and cost savings. Many of the functioning which 
are important to one agency are not a priority with the other, 
and vice versa. 

The initial finding and recommendation of the Working 
Group was therefore that the objectives of release need to be 
addressed in workshops held on a Ministry level* in order to try 
to achieve more agreement on what we are trying to accomplish, 
whether any of the traditional objectives should be rejected as 
unrealistic or inconsistent with modern correctional thinking, 
whether any of the unintended functions should be recognized and 
pursued more systematically, how any new objectives set might be 
articulated in a more specific operational fashion in order to 
reduce vagueness, and whether changes could be instituted to 
make the release system more effective at pursuing its goals. 
Connected to this initial finding and ref~ommendation, the Work
ing Group found an insufficient level of systematic self-

* By "on a Ministry level" we mean in an exercise involving all 
three major sectors of the Solicitor General involved in 
correcti.onal (NPB, CSC and the Ministry Secretariat). 
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monitor.ing and self-evaluation throughout the imprisonment and 
release processes, a deficiency which seriously affects the 
system's ability to address questions of the realism of its 
objectives and the effectiveness with which they are achieved. 

The Study next proceeded to an examination of more 
operational issues and problems, taking each release program in 
turn: temporary absence, day parole, full parole, earned 
remission and mandatory supervision. Some of the findings, of 
course, relate to the integration of two or more of these 
processes, and many of the recommendations are similar for 
various p~ograms: we recommend, for example, the development of 
more specific, operational criteria for the administration of 
all release programs, and the availability of more current, 
detailed feedback to decision-makers on the decisions being made 
and their outcomes. 

Temporary absence has been an extremely successful 
program of some 50,000 releases annually, of which fewer than 
one percent are declared unlawfully at large, detained by the 
police, or terminated for misbehaviour. There have been serious 
concerns among penitentiary personnel, however, about the recent 
decreases in the numbers of UTA's, apparently due largely to 
restrictions imposed in 1977 on the number of hours an inmate 
may be absent from penitentiary in a given quarter. To remedy 
this, and to allow for more flexible use of TA's to relieve 
institutional tension and to reward deserving inmates, we 
recommend that there be a three-day humanitarian UTA available, 
at the Warden's discretion, which need not be reserved for 
extraordinary circumstances such as a family death, but could be 
used for more broadly "humane" purposes. In addition, we 
recommend that the limit on rehabilitative UTA's be extended 
from 72 hours per quarter to 72 hours per month. Cases 
presently not "delegated" by NPB would, however, remain under 
NPB authority. 

To reduce costs and to make more effective use of 
community resources, civilian volunteers should be permitted to 
serve as TA escorts or supenrisors. Travel time should not be 
included in the duration limits imposed on TA's. Every effort 
should be made to reduce any unnecessary use of community 
assessments and supervision for TA's. Study should be made of 
the practicability (given resource limitations) of automatic 
reviews of inmates for UTA at the date of eligibility. UTA 
decisions delegated to CSC may be granted at tha~ time, but all 
UTA denials (if appealed by the inmate), and all TA's 
administered by NPB, would require NPB involvement at that time. 

Day parole was found to be a program which is growing but 
whose objectives are still unclear and under active debate by 
decisiuns-makers and practitioners. We found that there was a 
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strong current of op1n10n among Ministry staff and private 
agencies that day parole is over-used both as a "test" for full 
release and as a rehabilitative or supportive technique. This 
may account, in part, for its high success rate of about 80%. 
We recommend it be used only in cases of clear need or un
certainty about serious risk to the public, and not for the less 
serious or "risky" offenders. Day parole with a requirement of 
residence in a halfway facility should not normally be used, 
merely as a means of achieving release prior to full parole 
eligibility~ an expanded power of parole by exception should be 
used in these types of cases. The fee paid to private agencies 
for use of their halfway facilities was found to be too low as 
it seriously affects th,{~ir ability to provide adequate program, 
security and wages tb their staff, and the fee should be re
negotiated by a Ministry committee. Block funding should be 
considered as a payment mechan.ism ~r{hich would provide more 
program stability for such facilities. Negotiations should be 
undertaken with the provinc'es to remove obstacles to providing 
all released inmates and day parolees in CCC's and CRC's with 
health insurance coverage from the date of release. More sites 
should be designated as "penitentiaries" for the purpose of 
effecting the administrative release of day parole offenders 
onto full parole or MS. Better communication is needed to give 
inmates a more accurate picture of what is expected from CCC or 
CRe residence. There sould be more formal recognition of the 
need not ~o put heavy pressure on recently released inmates in 
halfway facilities for the first brief period of shock and 
difficult adjustment to normal society. A hearing prior to day 
parole termination should be mandatory unless the offender 
waives it. Study should be made of the practicability of 
automatic review of all inmates for day parole at the time of 
eligibility .. 

Full earole selection suffers from vague and questionable 
statutory cr1teria, and needs to be reviewed as part of the 
above-noted Ministry workshops on correctional objectives. 
Disparities in selection for full parole were found to be a 
major concern, and we r'ecommend an extensive empirical study of 
full parole decisions, to determine how much variance can be 
explained through various legal, organizational, and individual 
case factors. Parole by exception should be made less 
"exceptional" through expansion of the current, virtually 
prohibitive, criteria. There should be more controls on the 
process for selection and training of new NPB members. Study 
should be made of the use of screening bodies for potential 
appointments, and of civil service merit hiring, to protect NPB 
from the appearance and reality of political appointment. The 
NPB Internal Review Committee should be strengthened by having a 
separate membership, and by being permitted to reverse appealed 
decisions on their sUbstantive merits, to hold hearings, and to 
establish procedures for the written sharing of information and 
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reasoning on significant IRC decisions. Once the IRC proces has 
been stt"@ongthened, discussions should be und'ertaken with the 
Correctional Investigator to determine the practicability of his 
reviewing parole decisions after the exhaustion of internal 
reviews. Finally, there is some feeling across the country that 
the parole rate may be too low; MS cases succeed on supervision 
at a rate only about 10-15% lower than the success rates of 
paroled offenders. Overall, about 70% of parolees are not 
revoked during their supe,rvision period. 

Parole supervision has been subject to a great deal of 
criticism based on research which suggests that offender 
recidivism is determined much more by factors such as previous 
criminal involvement than by interventions by government 
officials. However, the Working Group found this research to be 
less than definitive, and finds that community supervision has 
fewer negative effects than imprisonment, and represents a 
cheaper and more humane program. However, a great deal more 
research is needed into the actual delivery of specific services 
to offenders by parole officers, and the effects of these 
services individually on different types of offenders. There 
has not been within CSC the needed commitment to community 
superV1S1on in terms of the provision of resources, training, 
innovation and evaluation. 

The Working Group found a great deal of practical 
experience and research which leads us to recommend that the 
"team" and "brokerage" models of parole supervision be more 
actively pursued and supported through start-up funds and 
training from national headquarters. The private aftercare 
agencies are not being used as effectively as they might be, 
namely in the provision of more diverse and specialized services 
to offenders than government agencies can provide. More 
exploration should be done of block funding to encourage and 
support innovative private agency programs. CSC parole officer 
man-year formulas should provide for time spent in community 
resource development. Greater use of volunteers in parole 
supervision should be encouraged through start-up projects 
supported at national headquarters. More consideration should 
be given to the option of relaxing minimum standards for 
supervision in lower-risk cases in order to permit more 
effective allocation of existing resources to more pressing 
cases. 

The present conditions of p~role are, in some cases, 
onerous, unrealistic, and unenforceable. The Wo'cking Group 
recommends that they be narrowed to require reporting to the 
parole office and remaining under the authority of the CSC, 
remaining in a designated area not bounded by unnatural 
geographical or municipal borders, obtaining permission to 
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purchase or carry a firearm, and notifying the parole officer of 
a change of address Or employment status. All other require
ments,should be ~es~gnated ~s "~pecial conditions" by NPB. The 
pract1ce of spec1fY1ng rest1tut1on to the victim as a condition 
of,parole should be reviewed to determine its legal status and 
fa1rness. Reasons given for the suspension of parole or MS 
should be supplied to the offender in writing and with as much 
detail ~s possible o~ the circumstances surrounding the 
suspens7on. Revocat1on sho~l~ not be permitted on grounds of 
prevent1ng a breach' of cond1t1ons. Research is needed into the 
ground of actual suspensions and revocations, to address 
complaints that revocation is over-used in non-criminal 
circumstances. 

Supervised persons often experience difficulties in 
obtaining bailor a bail hearing when they are under suspension 
for parole or MS breaches. Possible changes to the Criminal 
Code should be explored to deal with this, and negotiations 
sho~d be undertaken to allow provincial facilities and parole 
off1ces to be designated as "penitentiaries" for the purpose of 
revocations in "turnaround" cases. Post-suspension hearing to 
discuss possible revocation of parole or MS should always be 
held unless the Offender waives the right. Hearings should 
occ,:!r as soon as possible, and normally within two months of 
notlce of request for a hearing~ 

Finally, the Working Group noted that parole supervision 
staff morale is low, though we could make few specific 
recommendations to improve it. The problem seems to be tied to 
~ lo~s of a sense of "mission" in community corrections, which 
1S t1ed to the above-noted apparent lack of commitment to the 
commu~ity end of,esC. Other contributory factors appear to be a 
percel,ved emphas1s on "quantity control", minimum standards 
paperwork, and having to serve both CSC and NPB "masters". ' 
These problems should be carefully monitored to determine 
whether they can be remedied in future. 

" "Ea;ned :emission was found to offer little promise as a 
pos1t1ve mot1vator of exceptional or industrious inmate 

behav~our. However, ,it may serve to punish and deter Qegative 
behav1our, and ~ay d1scourage voluntary inmate unemployment. We 
recommend that 1t be used as a punishment for unacceptable 
cond~c~, a~d not be used for evaluation of an inmate's "program 
part1clpat1on". More specific oriteria for its removal should 
be used to prevent apparent disparities and loss of remission 
should be reviewable, on appeal by the inmate to NPB. The term 
"earned",sh?uld be e~iminated. Though there ~as some feeling 
that remlSS10n has llttle effect on inmate behaviour either 
·11 t '" " " " ' , ·nega 1ve or pos1t1ve, ltS retention as a control on 
pAnitentiary population size was found to be desirable, given 
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uncertainties about whether sufficient reductions in judicial 
sentences would accompany its abolition. Finally, criteria for 
the recrediting of remission should be relaxed to allow for the 
consideration of a principle of commensurate desserts after 
parole or MS revocation, since the amount of remission lost for 
parole or MS revocation is presently determined, not by the 
nature of the behaviour which caused the revocation, but by the 
amount of time served in penitentiary prior to release. 

Mandator¥ su?ervision is a highly controversial program r 
more controvers1al 1n fact than one would expect from a simple 
examination on its merits, but the diversity of different groups 
concerned about it (NPB, police, offenders, parole officers) 
have increased its visibility as an issue. The working Group 
was of the view that it is desirable that all persons released 
from penitentiary have available some form of post-release 
assistance (as MS provides), but some felt that this should be 
available on a voluntary basis for non-paroled offenders. 
Research is needed to determine whether, as some claim, MS 
offenders are treated differently from parolees simply because 
they are MS offenders. In particular, the use of technical 
revocations (as opposed to new-conviction revocations) in MS 
cases (as indeed in parole cases) should be examined. 

Other concerns were reviewed by the Study. The first and 
most significant of these is recidivism on release, €/specially 
violent recidivism. We found the failure rates on various forms 
of release to be exaggerated, especially for MS, and in some 
instances, such as TA, to be so low as to suggest that too 
conservative a sel~ction process may be in place. We examined 
recidivism from full parole and MS in some detail, and found 
that fewer than a fifth of all cases return to penitentiary with 
a new conviction prior to warrant expiry (though some 
"technical" revocations may mask a new crime which is suspected 
but unproven). Of these new-crime revocations, 15% involved a 
clearly violent crime such as assault, homicide or kidnapping, 
and another 13% were for robbery, which may involve actual 
violence. This is not to detract from the seriousness and 
reprehensability of the violent recidivism which does occur, but 
popular notions of the frequency of violence appear to be out of 
proportion to its actual incidence. 

The Working Group found little systematic attention 
devoted to either predicting violence or providing treatment for 
potentially violent offenders in penitentiary. This may be 
partially a product of the relative lack of scientific knowledge 
of how to predict rare events and how to intervene successfully 
in people's lives, let alone in potentially violent situations. 
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The second system-wide concern encountered was the lack 
of coordination and understanding between sentencing authorities 
and releasing authorities. Release is not particularly well 
understood by some judges, who may increase their sentence to 
"allow for" an anticipated early release which may not occur, or 
may occur much later than expected. Many judges also appear to 
have much more confidence in the effectiveness of imprisonment 
and of correctional programs than do correctional officials. We 
recommend an annual publication to judg~s, providing more 
operational information about the actual practice of release, 
and emphasizing the limited nature of prison treatment. 

The Working Group also noted the particular difficulties 
experienced, or apparently experienced, by certain special 
offender groups such as Natives, life-sentence inmate~ and 
women. It was not possible to explore the Native question in 
detail, and we recommend that the Minister's special committee 
on Natives examine difficulties experienced by Natives in 
preparing release plans which will be acceptable and 
functional. Lifers can experience a very tortuous preparation 
and gradual release process, and. the lengthy periods of "dead 
time" which they serve prior to eligibility can be both 
dlsfunctional and inhumane. In particular, we recommend that 
all lifers serving minimum periods of longer than 10 years be 
able to apply to a court for reduction of that period after the 
service of 10 years. Women, being normally able to serve a 
federal sentence only in the maximum-security Prison for Women, 
expe.rience particular difficulties in planning, obtaining and 
paying travel expenses for release. We recommend that study be 
made of three possible changes. First, more liberal use could 
be made of parole be exception and day parole to move women 
closer to their home communities under correctional super
vision. Second, government funds could be made available to 
finance releases to areas distant from PW. Third, there may be 
a need for a special caseworker at PW to help deal with the 
special release planning and coordination problems experienced 
by women. 

We also reviewed ~he difficulties reported by some staff 
in protecting confidential information from disclosure under the 
Canadian Human Rights Act. New procedures put in place to guide 
the protection of information which could harm an individual or 
which would disclose case opinions made on an understanding of 
confidentiality appear to be adequate, but should be closely 
monitored by the Ministry. Services to provinces with no parole 
board of their own are also a concern, since some provinces have 
complained of lengthy delays in case preparation and of diffi
culties in NPB's exercise of paroling authority over provincial 
prisoners. Resolution of these possibly through federal
provincial discussions should be considered a Ministry 
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priority. Finally, the Working Group considers essential the 
creation of a management information system which will provide 
timely monthly feedback to key personnel on the persons being 
granted and denied various forms of rele~se in their own and 
other regions. 

Lastly, the Study reviewed the major available "models" 
for release which have been proposed in Canada and elsewhere for 
defining the proper philosophy which should guide release and 
the manner in which release should be administered. Many of 
these models contain elements or reflect approaches which may be 
meaningful and useful to release in Canada. As "macro" systems, 
however, which would involve a major re-ordering of release 
discretion, or its elimination in certain forms, these models 
may create system imbalances of major significance, about which 
little is as yet known. 

Based on the limited available knowledge about these new 
models, the Working Group cannot recommend the adoption of any 
of them as an alternative to the status quo. The available 
"macro models" for reform should, however, continue to be 
studied and monitored, especially in the light of any 
re-ordering of priorities and objectives which may occur as a 
result of the Study's first recommendation. 

, , . 
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APPENDIX A 

STATISTICAL INFORMATION 

The following data were obtained through the use of a combined 
data base developed for the Release Study, incorporating into a single 
offender-based file all the information available on release programs" in 
the Inmate Record System, National Parole Service Information System, and 
Temporary Absence data base. These tables were compiled by Release Study' 
staff, not by the management information staff of esc or NPB. The 
figures contained in this Appendix may differ from those which appear in 
other Ministry publications, but in most cases the differences are 
slight. We believe that the figures contained herein are at least as 
accurate as those found in other sources. 

Though these programs were in operation much earlier, individual 
case data are available on temporary absence only from July 1976, and on 
day parole only from 1974. 

A few tables are included from other data source surveys. If so, 
the source is noted • 
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TABLE A-I 

AVERAGE (MEAN) AGGREGATE SENTENCE FOR PERSONS RELEASED FROM FEDERAL 
PENITENTIARY IN 1978 AND 1979, BY OFFENCE GROUP AND RELEASE 'lYPE 

Aggregate Sentence (months) 

All Releases Parole Releases 

No. of Average Standard No. of Average Standard No. of 
Admission Offence Group Cases Sentence Deviation Cases Sentence Deviation Cases 

, 
CRIMES AGAINST THE PERSON \ 
Murder 70 life * 70 life * 0 
Manslaughter 323 71 46 182 81 52 141 
Attempted murder 69 89 61 34 III 69 35 
Rape and attempted rape 354 52 30 157 54 26 197 
Sexual assault 103 34 19 16 45 23 87 
Other assaults, wounding 359 34 22 80 42 20 279 
Kidnapping, forcible confinement 76 54 44 31 76 58 45 
Criminal negligence causing death 24 33 19 13 36 16 9 
Other crimes against the person 267 37 24 103 42 22 164 

ROBBERY 2,353 50 39 968 62 49 1,385 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 
Break and enter 1,922 31 19 463 38 22 1,459 
Theft, possession of stolen goods 844 28 18 177 37 19 667 
Frauds 489 33 24 132 41 24 357 

NARCOTICS 
Possession of narcotics 54 28 16 25 35 10 29 
Trafficking and importing 1,048 52 33 702 55 3':' 346 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Miscellaneous Criminal Code 316 35 23 99 47 26 217 
Miscellaneous Federal and 

provincial statutes 11 50 35 3 66 62 8 
Escape and unlawfully at large 72 20 15 5 38 14 67 

* Life imprisonment is mandatory for murder. 

M.S. Releases 

Average Standard 
Sentence Deviation 

N/A N/A 
59 33 
67 42 
50 32 
31 18 
32 23 
38 20 
29 23 
33 24 

42 29 

29 17 
25 17 
30 23 

21 17 
45 30 

30 20 

44 23 
19 14 
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Year and 
Quarter 

1976-3 
1976-4 

1977-1 
1977-2 
1977-3 
1977-4 

1978-1 
1978-2 
1978-3 
1978-4 

1979-1 
1979-2 
1979-3 
1979-4 

1980-1 
1980-2 
1980-3 

Total 

% of Grand 
Total 

'" . 
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TABLE A-2 

NUMBER OF ETA' S AND UTA' S GRANTED EACH QUARTER, 
JULY 1976 TO SEPTEMBER 1980, BY REGION 

Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies Pacific 

951 2,248 3,459 1,742 3,342 
911 2,136 2,417 2,037 3,180 

", 

928 2,167 5,317 2,453 3,412 
729 2,528 2,734 2,588 3,761 
917 2,522 4,066 2,560 3,715 
949 2,989 3,145 2,254 3,800 

1,065 2,802 3,070 2,226 3,08,7 
1,143 3,048 2,886 2,013 3,937 
1,115 3,179 2,539 1,872 3,655 
1,015 3,921 2,995 1,665 3,273 

1,163 3,225 2,712 1,869 3,206 
1,457 3,221 2,818 1,598 3,979 
1,425 3,551 2,580 1,870 4,660 
1,372 3,577 2,773 1,553 4,341 

1,477 3,559 2,866 1,636 4,390 
1,753 3,410 2,456 1,695 4,644 
1,026 2,367 1,812 1,233 3,131 

19,399 50,473 50,651 32,868 63,533 

8.9 23.3 23.4 15.1 29.3 

1 
,\ 
, \ 

\ 

J 
I 

Total 

1 

I 
fJ I 

11,742 
10 ,681 

14,277 
12,340 

1 

I 
13,780 
13,137 

12,250 
13 ,027 
12,360 
12,869 

12,175 
13~073 
14,086 
13,616 

13,929 
13,958 
9,569 

216,924 

GRAND 
TOTAL 

] 
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TABLE A-3 

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNESCORTED AND ESCORTED TEMPORARY 
ABSENCES FROM JULY 1976 ro SEPTEMBER 1989, 

BY YEAR AND QUARTER AND BY ESCORT STATUS 

Number (and Percentage) of TA's Granted 
Year and 
Quarter Escorted Unescorted 

1976-3 7,088 (60.4) 4,654 (39.6) 
1976-4 6,599 (61.8) 4,082 (38.2) 

1977-1 9,293 (65.1) 4,984 (34.9) 
1977-2 7,328 (59.4) 5,012 (40.6) 
1977-3 8,884 (64.5) 4,896 (35.5) 
1977-4 9,009 (68.6) 4,128 (31.4) 

1978-1 9,110 (74.4) 3,140 (25.6) 
1978-2 10,868 (83.4) 2,159 (16.6) 
1978-3 10,369 (83.9) 1,991 (16.1) 
1978-4 10,372 (80.6) 2,497 (19.4) 

1979-1 10,383 (85.3) 1,792 (14.7) 
1979-2 11 , 147 (85.3) 1,926 (14.7) 
1979-3 12 ~ 189 (86.5) 1,897 (13.5) 
1979-4 11,417 (83.8) 2,199 (16.2) 

1980-1 12,069 (86.6) 1,860 (13.4) 
1980-2 11,955 (85.6) 2,003 (14.4) 
1980-3 8,128 (84.9) 1,441 (15.1) 

TABLE A-4 

PURPOSE OF ETA'S AND TA'S 
GRANTED FROM JULY 1976 TO SEPTEMBER 1980 

Purpose of TA Number of TA's Percentage of TA's 

REHABILITATIVE 
Sports 38,099 17.6 
Social Project 21,130 ' 9.7 
Visit family 18,084 8.3 
Transition to Community 15,617 7;2 
Work Release 13,038 6.0 
Visit wife 7,689 3.5 
Visit friend 6,761 3.1 
Education 1,858 1.1 
Job seeking 1,225 0.6 
Other 40,037 18.5 

SUB-TOTAL 75.6 
---

MEDICAL 
Medical 42,299 19.5 
Dental 4,067 1.9 
Psychiatric 1,079 0.5 

SUB-TOTAL 21.9 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
PRE-RELEASE 3,267 1.5 

HUMANITARIAN 
Family death 1,134 0.5 
Family illness 705 0.3 
Family marriage 135 0.1 
Other 700 0.3 

SUB-TOTAL 1.2 
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TABLE A-5 

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNESCORTED AND ESCORTED TEMPORARY 
ABSENCES FROM JULY 1976 'l'O SEPTEMBER 1989, 

BY YEAR AND QUARTER AND BY GROUP STATUS 

Year and 
Quarter 

1976-3 
1976-4 

1977-1 
1977-2 
1977-3 
1977-4 

1978-1 
1978-2 
1978-3 
1978-4 

1979-1 
1979-2 
1979-3 
1979-4 

1980-1 
1980-2 
1980-3 

TOTAL 

Number (and Percentage) 

Group 
-

5,296 (45.1) 
4,520 (42.3) 

6,653 (46.6) 
5,362 (43.4) 
6,428 (46.6) 
6,249 (47.6) 

6,238 (50.9) 
7,371 (56.6) 
6,687 (54.1) 
6,788 (52.7) 

6,901 (56.7) 
7,197 (55.1) 
8,182 (58.1) 
7,597 (55.8) 

8,071 (57.9) 
11 ,211 (80.3) 

9,569 -

120,354 (55.5) 

"(! , 

of TA's Granted 

Single 

6,446 (54.9) 
6,161 (57.7) 

7,6~4 (53.4) 
6,978 (56.6) 
7,352 (53.4) 
6,888 (52.4) 

6,012 (49.1) 
5,656 (43.4) 
5,673 (45.9) 
6,081 (47.3) 

5,274 (43.3) 
5,876 (44.9) 
5,904 (41.9) 
6,019 (44.2) 

5,858 (42.1) 
2,747 (19.7) 

N/A -

96,570 (44.5) 

; ( 

.' • to _ 
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TABLE A-6 

NUMBER OF GROUP AND SINGLE TA' S GRANTED, 
JULY 1976 'l'O SEPTEMBER 1980 , 

BY PENITENTIARY 

Number of TA's 

Penitentiary Group Single 

Maximums: 

B.C. Penitentiary1 21 424 
Kent2 . 89 101 
Edmonton3 206 2 
Saskatchewan Penitentiary 41 537 
Millhaven 265 972 
Prison for Women 2,647 4,850 
Laval 148 1,372 
Archambault 334 1,189 
Cen~re de developpement 
Correctionel 139 1,541 

Dorchester 309 2,075 
«~ 

Mediums: 

William Head 2,711 3,022 
Matsqui 2,073 2,282 
Mountain 
Mission4 

16,426 3,558 
443 1,129 

Stony Mountain 1,036 3,505 
Drumheller 2,740 5,965 
Bowden 2,759 3,484 
Collins Bay 819 2,559 
Joyceville 1,945 3,202 
Warkworth 2,316 3,599 
Leclerc 2,678 3,765 
Cowansville 946 3,851 
Federal Training 
Centre 3,133 4,278 

La Macaza5 1,371 1,023 
Springhill 5,999 3,087 

Granted 

l~'c\\ 

II 

Total 

445 
190 
208 
578 

1,273 
7,497 
1,520 
1,523 

1,680 
2,384 

5,733 
4,355 

19,984 
1,572 
4,541 
8,705 
6,243 
3,378 
5,147 
5,915 
6,443 
4,797 

7,411 
2,394 
9,086 

, 
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TABLE A-6 (cont'd) 

Minimums 

Pandora Centre 0 
Robson Centre 0 
Agassiz 6 5,559 
Elbow Lake 11 ,532 
Ferndale 8,216 
Osborne Centre 0 
Rockwood 2,595 
Saskatchewan Farm 
Annex 1,068 

Drumheller Trailer 34 
Altadore Centre 0 
Scarboro Cent 0 
Grierson Centre 405 
Os kana Centre 0 
l:1ontgomery Centre 0 
Bath 1,332 
Frontenac 840 
Landry Crossing 2,110 
Beaver Creek 10,575 
Pittsburgh 1,883 
Beniot XV7 0 
Martineau Centre8 0 
St. Hubert Centre 0 
Ogilvy Centre 0 
Sherbrooke Centre 9 0 
Montee St. Francois 9,132 
St. Anne des Plaines 6,507 
Westmorland 5,061 
Shulie Lake 774 
Dungarvon 10 264 
Carlton Centre 0 
Parrtown Centre 0 

REGIONAL PSYCHIATRIC 
CENTRES 

RPC Pacific 113 
RPC Prairies 37 
RPC Ontario 8 

REGIONAL RECEPTION 
CENTRES 

RPC Ontario 267 
RPC Quebec 314 

0 
5 

1,201 
1,429 
1,927 

1 
3,748 

1,345 
1,631 

3 
3 

1,685 
0 

463 
1,124 
1,943 

644 
2,718 
1,832 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4,738 
2,758 
1,668 

41 
120 

0 
0 

524 
37 

453 

1,282 
1,163 

1-

0 
5 

6,750 
12,961 
10,143 

1 
6,343 

2,413 
1,665 

3 
3 

2,090 
0 

463 
2,456 
2,783 
2,754 

13,293 
3,715 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13 ,870 
9,265 
6,729 

815 
384 

0 
0 

637 
74 

461 

1,549 
1,477 

------- ---- -------------~ 
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TABLE A-6 (cont'd) 

1 Closed 10/77 
2 Opened 8/79 
3 Opened 10/78 
4 Opened 1/78 
5 Opened 8/77 
6 Closed 10/78 
7 Opened 10/77 
8 Opened 1/78 
9 Opened 1/79 

10 Closed 5/77 
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Region and 
Security 
Status 

Maximum: 

Atlantic 
Quebec 
Ontario 
Prairie 
Pacific 

Total 

Medium: 

Atlantic 
Quebec 
Ontario 
Prairie 
Pacific 

Total 

Minimum: 

Atlantic 
Quebec 
Ontario 
Prairie 
Pacific 

Total 

. TABLE, A-7 

NUMBER AND PER.CENTAGE OF GROUP AND UNESCORTED 
TAtS GRANTED, JULY· 1976 TO SEPTEMBER 1980, 

BY REGION AND SECURITY STATUS 

I Group TA's Unescorted TA's 
Total Number 

of TA's. Number Pl;!rcentage Number Percentage 
Granted Granted of Total Granted of Total 

2,384 309 13.0 378 15.9 
6,290 935 14.9 519 8.3 

10,744 3,187 29.7 1,693 15.8 
860 284 33.0 311 36.2 

2,019 353 17.5 76 3.8 

22,297 5,068 22.7 2,977 13.4 

9,086 5,999 66.0 1,417 15.6 
21,045 8,128 38.6 6,931 32.9 
14,442 5,080 35.2 3,595 24.9 
19,490 6,535 33.5 6,671 34.2 
31,644 21,653 68.4 4,644 14.7 

95,707. 47,395 49.5 23,258 24.3 

7,928 6,099 76.9 1,132 14.3 
23,136 15,639 67.6 6,315 27.3 
25,464 16,740 65.7 6,933 25.5 
12,518 4,102 32.8 6,705 53.6 
29,869 25,307 84.7 3,350 11.2 

98,915 67,887 68.6 24,435 24.7 

~ -- - ~---- --------~-

.. 

TABl.E A-8 

HUIDER OF INKATES Il~LEASED (If TA EACH QUAB.TER, 
JULY 1976 TO SEP'i'EKBER 1980 

Year and Num~er of Inmates 
Quarter Released on TA 

1976-3 3,232 
1976-4 3,109 

1977-1 3,538 
1977-2 3,444 
1977-3 3,619 
1977-4 3,413 

1978-1 3,348 
1978-2 3,561 
1978-3 3,561 
1978-4 3,609 

1979-1 3,366 
1979-2 3,592 
1979-3 3,448 
1979-4 3,425 

1980-1 3,477 
1980-2 3,598 
1980-3 2,877 

~:u:, _a; 
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Year 

July-Dec. 1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

Jan.-Sept. 1980 

TOTAL 

% I.)f GRAND 
TOTAL 

TABLE A-9 

FREQUENCY OF TEMPORARY ABSENCES GRANTED 
PER YEAR ro INMATES RECEIVING A TA, * 
JULY 1976 TO SEPTEMBER 1980 p BY YEAR 

Number of Inmates Receiving TA's 
r-::--

1 2 3 4 5-9 10-19 
TA TA's TA's TA's TA's TA's 

2,509 964 545 335 674 341 
3,678 1,652 953 708 1,413 700 
4,145 1,790 1,067 680 1,338 690 
3,908 1,678 1,023 633 1,316 713 
3~164 1,318 746 469 1,010 500 

17,404 7,402 4,334 2,285 5,751 2,944 

40.7 17.3 10.1 6.6 13.4 7.0 

20+ 
TA's TOTAL 

169 5,537 
548 9,652 
484 10,194 
547 9,818 
362 7,569 

2,110 42,770 

4.9 100.0 

'I: Table does not. reflect the numbers of inmates who did not reC'.eive any TA in the 
year. In any given year, about 13,000 persons are in or admitted to 
penitentiary. 

.. f~ 

Return On 
YEAR Time 

July-Dec. 
1976 12,815 

1977 28,145 
1978 30,714 
1979 33,126 
Jan.-Sept. 

1980 23,763 

TOTAL 128,586 

% of GRAND 
TOTAL 89.4 

TABLE A-lOA 

OUTCOME OF ~SCORTED TEMPORARY ABSENCES 
GRANTED* FROM JULY 1976 TO SEPTEMBER 

1980. BY YEAR**** 

_."L.r 

Declared Detained 
Return With Return Unlawfully by 
Extension Late At Large' PO!"ice 

386 160 5 15 
1,477 747 26 10 
2,610 1,408 55 1 
2,287 2,624 62 0 

1,675 1,624 37 0 

8,445 1,624 185 26 

5.9 4.6 0.1 0.0 

Pre-
Termination Release 

** *** 

1 1 
0 10 
0 .3 
1 2 

0 3 

2 19 

0,0 0.0 

* Does not include 22,424 TA's granted but cancelled priolr to execution. 

** A "termination" would be made for unacceptable behaviour while on TA, other 
than failure to return on time. 

*** These are "administrative" pre-release TA's which end OIl the day of granting 
of a day parole, full parole, or MS. 

**** The columns do not add up p'''operly because f i .. 0 some m ssi:ng. dates in the TA system • 
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YEAR 

July-Dec. 
1976 

1977 
1978 
1979 
Jan.-Sept. 

1980 

TOTAL 

% of GRAND 
TOTAL 

TABLE A-lOB 

OUTCOME OF URESCOR.TED 'lEHPOR.AR.Y ABSENCES 
GRARTED* FROM: JULy 1976 m SEPTEMBER 

1980, BY YEAR.**** 

~., . 

Declared Detained 
Return On Return With Return Unlawfully by 

Time Extension Late At Large Police 

7,665 438 405 51 0 
15,144 985 1,051 153 13 

7,121 212 718 122 13 
5,603 177 674 115 11 

3,814 104 443 70 7 

39,401 1,916 3,292 512 44 

82.4 4.0 6.9 1.1 0.1 

Termination 
** 

0 
13 
13 
11 

7 

44 

0.1 

* Does not include 2,858 TA's granted but cancelled prior to execution. 

Pre-
Release 

*** 

89 
577 
733 
726 

487 

2,613 

5.5 

** A "termination" would be made for unacceptable behaviour while on TA, other 
than failure to return on time. 

*** These are "administrative" pre-release TA's which end on the day of granting 
of a day parole, full parole, or MS. 

**** The columns do not add up properly because of some missing dates in the TA 
system. 
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TABLE A-ll 

TA FAllURE* RATE, JULY 1976 m SEP~ER. 1980, 
BY REGION AND SECURITY S'rATUS', 

TA Failures* 
Region and Total Number 
Security Status of TA' s Granted Number Percentage of 

-
Maximum: 

Atlantic 2,384 10 0.4 
Quebec 6,290 5 0.1 
Ontario 10,744 24 0.2 
Prairie 860 3 0.3 
Pacific 2,019 4 0.2 

Total 22,297 46 0.2 

Medium: 

Atlantic 9,086 38 0.4 
Quebec 21,045 144 0.7 
Ontario 14,442 135 0.9 
Prairie 19,490 146 0.7 
Pacific 31,644 65 0.2 

Total 95,707 528 0.6 

Minimum: 

Atlantic 7,928 24 0.3 
Quebec 23,136 47 0.2 
Ontario 25,464 88 0.3 
Prairie 12,518 32 0.3 
Pacific 29,869 32 0.1 

Total 98,915 223 0.2 

Total 

* A TA "failure" is defined as an early termination, being detained 
by the police, or being declare,d unlawfully at large. 
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TABLE 1r-12 

NUMBER OF DAY PAROLES* GRANTED, 
1967 TO FIRST QUARTER OF 1980 

Number of Day 
Year of Granting Paroles Granted 

1967 19 
1968 11 
1969 47 
1970 123 
1971 336 
1972 394 
1973 1,127 
1974 1,750 
1975 1,449 
1976 1,716 
1977 1,988 
1978 2,713 
1979 2,624 

Jan-March 1980 596 

* Includes "temporary paroles" in 1973 
1974 and 1975. 

Year of 
M.S. 

Release 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

TOTAL 

() 

TABLE 1r-13 

NUMBER (AND PERCENTAGE) OF M. S. RELEASES 
WHO BAD PARTICIPATED IN DAY PAROLE PROGRAM, 

BY YEAR, 1974-1979 

Number (and Percentage) Participating 

Day Parole Successful Day No 
Granted & Day Parole Day 
Cancelled Parole Failure Parole 

32 (1.3) 330 (13.5) 13 (0.5) 2,075 (84.7) 
59 (2.4) 538 (22.2) 23 (0.9) 1,803 (74.4) 
61 (2.4) 597 (23.4) 9 (0.3) 1,880 (73.8) 
57 (2.0) 642 (23.1) 5 (0.2) 2,077 (74.7) 
51 (1.8) 609 (21.4) 127 (4.4) 2,054 (72.3) 
49 (1.9) 514 (20.1) 253 (9.9) 1,741 (68.1) 

309 (2.0) 3,230 (20.7) 430 (2.8) 11 ,630 (74.5) 

Total 
M.S. 

Releases 

2,450 
2,423 
2,547 
2,781 
2,841 
2,557 

15,599 

... -.. ~ 
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Year of 
Full 
Parole 
Release 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

TOTAL 

.. 
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·TABLE A-14 

NUMBER (AND PERCENTAGE) OF FULL PAROLE RELEASES 
WHO HAD PARTICIPATED ~ DAY PAROLE PROGRAM, 

BY YEAR, 1974-1979 

Number (and Percentage) Participating 

Day Parole Successful Day ND 
Granted & Day Parole Day 
Cancelled Parole Failure Parole 

20 (1.4) 371 (27.3) 1 (0.0) 967 (71.1) 
5 (0.3) 570 (45.1) a (0.0) 689 (54.5) 

11 (1.0) 466 (44.1) 2 (0.0) 578 (54.7) 
18 (1.2) 694 (46.9) a (0.0) 796 (51.9) 

8 (0.5) 865 (55.2) 7 (0.4) 687 (43.8) 
15 (0.8) 1,033 (59.9) J6 (2.1) 640 (37.1) 

77 (0.9) 3,999 (47.3) 46 (0.5) 4,330 (51.2) 

Total Full 
Parole 

Releases 

1,359 
1,264 
1,057 
1,481 
1,567 
1,724 

8,452 

. . 

TABLE A-IS 

PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING PARTIAL* AND FULL RELEASE 
TYPES, FOR PERSONS ADKITrED TO PENITENTIARY AFTER 

JULY 1976 AND RELEASED FROM JANUARY, 1978 TO JUNE 1980 

Partial Release 
Participation** 

Cases granted ETA, UTA and DP 
Cases granted no ETA, UTA or DP 
Cases successful at ~TA, UTA and DP 
Cases failing at ETA, UTA and DP 

Successful ETA (and no other release types) 
Successful UTA (and no other release types) 
Successful DP (and no other release types) 

Failure on ETA (and no other release types) 
Failure on UTA (and no other release types) 
Failure on DP (and no other release types) 

Successful ETA and UTA (no DP) 
Successful ETA and DP (no UTA) 
Successful UTA and DP (no ETA) 

No TA granted 
ETA success 
No ETA 
ETA failure 

UTA success 
No UTA 
UTA failure 

DP success 
No DP 
DP failure 

All cases 

Proportion 
of No. of 

All Cases Cases 

.26 

.17 

.22 

.00 

.15 

.07 

.04 

*** 
*** 

.01 

018 
.07 
.03 

.22 

.67 

.32 
*** 

.53 

.44 

.02 

.37 

.58 

.05 

2,579 
·1,751 
2,196 

a 

1,468 
687 
389 

12 
11 
58 

1,786 
749 
321 

2,198 
6,808 
3,264 

40 

5,364 
4,454 

205 

3,729 
5,853 

531 

10,112 

Percentage of 
Cases Recei vj 
Full Parole 

56 
18 
64 

N/A 

26 
21 
60 

8 
a 

16 

33 
61 
61 

25 
43 
28 
10 

44 
32 
12 

62 
25 
11 

37 

* The column titled "Proportion of all Cases" gives the probability of 
participating in each pattern of partial releases. 

** Abbreviations in the Table refer to escorted temporary absence (ETA), unescorte 
temporary absence (UTA), and day parole (DP). 

*** Numbers in this cell are too small to permit meaningful calculation. 
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TABLE A-16 

OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980) OF DAY PAROLES GRANTED 
FROM JANUARY 1967 1'0 MARCH 19802 

- .-
Type of Termination No. of Cases % of Cases 

Forfeited for new conviction2 
I 562 3.8 

Revoked without new conviction 681 4.7 

Terminated by NPB3 1,139 7.8 

DP expired while suspended 2 0.0 

Regular expiry of DP program4 910 6.2 

Early termination (DP program ending before 
expiry of approved period)5 1,319 9.0 

Termination through release onto full 
parole or MS 753 5.2 

Other terminations6 263 1.8 

No record of termination7 8,963 61.3 

Died during DP 26 0.2 

TOTAL 14,618 100.0 

1 It should be noted that the number of cases in this table does not add up to 
the number of day paroles "granted" in Table 12 because of data base 
inadequacies. This Table does not include 614 day paroles granted but then 
cancelled prior to execution. For summary purposes, the first four 
categories in this Table, plus the "other terminations" category, have been 
counted as day parole "failures", yeilding an overall failure rate of 18.1%. 
See notes, below. 

2 "Forfeiture" of parole is a term formerly used to denote what was an 
automatic parole revocation upon ground~ of new criminal conviction. 

3 This cateogry denotes an early termination of day parole for reasons related 
to unacceptable behaviour on the part of the offender, such as failure to 
conf orm to ,the rules of a cec. 

4 This category denotes a termination of day parole through the expiration of 
the approved period (typically four months), without any renewal of the 
prpgram, continuation, or release onto full parole or MS. 

,-
j 

, .-

TABLE A-16 (cant 'd) 

5 This category denotes an ea~ly termination of day parole as a result of the 
purpose for which it was granted ending prior to the expiration of the 
approved period. For example, a day parole granted to allow the inmate to 
pick apples might be terminated early if the apples ran out before the 
four-month approved period. 

6 Though NPB surveys suggest that some of the persons in this category may 
simply be early terminations (as above). However, we have counted all these 
entries as "failures" -in our overall totals. 

7 These cases have all been counted as "successes" because they presumably 
indicate that the day parole was continued, is still active, or expired at 
the end of the program. We are assuming, in other words, that any negative 
outcome of the day parole to date would have been recorded. 
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TABLE 1r-17 

OUTC(IfE (TO .JURE 1980*) OF ALL mLL PAROLE AND H. S. RELEASES FOR PERSONS 
AlIUTTED TO PENITENTIARY AFTER. JULY 1976 AND PULL RELEASED FROM 

JANUARY 1978 1'0 JUNE 1980, BY PARTICIPATION IN PR.IOR PAllTIAL RELEASES 

Percentage 
Percentage Successes* Percentage 

Partial Release No. of Granted on Successes* 
Participation** Cases Full Parole Full Parole on M.S. 

Group as a whole 10,112 37 87 72 

Cases granted ETA, UTA a)ld DP 2,579 56 90 78 
Cases granted no ETA, UTA or DP 1,751 18 85 68 
Cases successful at ETA, UTA and DP 2,196 64 90 80 
Cases failing at ETA, UTA and DP 0 N/A N/A N/A 

Successful ETA (no other release types) 1,468 26 83 69 
Successful UTA (no other release types) 687 21 88 73 
Successful DP (no other release types) 389 60 83 64 

Failure on ETA (no other release types) 12 8 -*** -*** 
Failure on UTA (no other rel~ase types) 11 0 -*** -*** 
Failure on DP (no other release types) 58 16 -*** 65 

Successful ETA and UTA (no DP) 1,786 33 87 75 
Successful ETA and DP (no UTA) 749 61 87 74 
Successful UTA and DP (no ETA) 321 61 89 76 

No TA granted 2,198 25 83 67 
ETA success 6,808 43 88 74 
No ETA 3,264 28 85 70 
ETA failure 40 10 -*** -*** 

UTA success 5,364 44 89 76 
No UTA 4,454 32 85 68 

. UTA failure 205 12 76 73 

DP success 3,729 62 89 76 
No DP 5,853 25 85 71 
DP failure 531 11 79 73 

* Full paroles and MS cases registered as "successes" (i.e. persons not revoked) 
may still be under supervision and ultimately result in a revocation, so success 
rates in this Table are skewed high. The Table should be read for internal 
comparisons, not as absolutes. 

** Abbreviations in the Table refer to escorted temporary absence (ETA), unescorted 
temporary absence (UTA), and day parole (DP). 

*** Numbers in this cell are too small to permit meaningful calculation. 
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TABLE A-18 

HUKBER OF FULL PAROLE, MANDATORY SUPERvisION AND 
DIRECT DISCBAR.GE ~LEASES, 1970-1979, BY YEAR. OF RELEASE* 

Fiscal Number (and percentage) Total Year of Number (and percentage) of M.S. and Direct Full Release of Full Parole Releases Discharge Releases Releases** 

1969-70 2,054 (49) 1,896 (48) 3,950 1970-71 2,764 (61) 1,554 (36) 4,318 1971-72 2,366 (58) 1,512 (39) 3,878 1972-73 1,738 (47) 1,669 (49) 3,407 1973-74 1,247 (33) 2,316 (65) 3 p 563 1974-75 1,615 (33) 2,633 (62) 4 p 248 1975-76 1,315 (29) 2,553 (66) 3,.868 1976-77 1,512 (25) 2,689 (64) 4,.201 1977-78 1,747 (31) 2,850 (62) 4,597 1978-79 1,920 (33) 3,002 (61) 4,922 

* Source: CSC Weekly Population Hovements 

** Includes releases through court order, death, provincial transfers, 
and other miscellaneous means, which accout for some 3-11% of all 
releases in the years shown. For this reason; percentages for full 
parole and MS/direct discharge reJeases do not add to 100. 
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TABLE A-19 

TIME SER.VED BEFORE .FQLL PAROLK~ PERSONS RELEASED noH 
. JANUARY 1970 70 JUNE 1980 

~I 

Time Served 
in Number of Percentage 

Penitentiary Cases of Cases 

" 
- 1 year 5510 30.1 

< 2 years 7748 42.4 

2< 4 years 3382 18.5 

4(6 yeurs 862 4.7 

6< 8 years 376 2.1 

8 < 10 years 175 1.0 

10 < 15 years 173 0.9 

15( 20 years 29 0.2 

20 c::. 30 years 20 0.1 

L.:0tal 18275 100.0 

• Percentages do not include released lifers. 
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TABLE A-20 

PERCENTAGE OF' AGGREGATE SENTENCE SERVED BEFORE FULL PAROLE, 
PEllSONS RELEASED FROM JANUARY 1970 TO JUNE 1980 

Percentage of Percentage 
Sentence Number of of 
Served Cases Cases· 

< 20% 270 1.5 

20< 30% 621 3.5 

30 < 40% 8695 49.21 

40 (50% 3824 21.,7 

50 <:. 60% 2677 15.2 

60 < 70% 1326 7.5 

70 (80% 138 0.8 

80< 90% 62 0.4 

90 < 100% 44 0.2 

Lifers 529 -
released 

Total 18186 100.0 

• Percentages do not include released lifers., 
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TABLE A-21 

AVERAGE (MEAN) TIME SERVED BY PERSONS RELEASED FROM FEDERAL 
PENITENTIARY IN 1978 AND 1979, BY OFFENCE GROUP AND RELEASE TYPE 

Time Served (months) 

All Releases Parole Releases 

No. of Average Time Standard No. of Average Time Standard 
Admission Offence Group Cases Served Deviation Cases Served Deviation 

~ 

CRIMES AGAINST THE PERSON 
Murder 70 131 66 70 131 66 
Manslaughter 323 36 23 182 33 22 
Attempted murder 69 49 31 34 51 33 
Rape and attempted rape 354 30 20 157 24 15 
Sexual assault 103 22 14 16 26 17 
Other assaults, wounding 359 21 16 80 18 11 
Kidnapping, forcible confinement 76 28 18 31 30 21 
Criminal negligence causing death 24 18 15 13 16 8 
Other crimes against the person 267 21 16 103 18 12 

ROBBERY 2,353 28 22 968 28 22 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 
Break and enter 1,922 19 13 463 18 12 
Theft, possession of stolen goods 844 17 14 177 18 16 
Frauds 489 20 17 132 20 16 

NARCOTICS 
Possession of narcotics 54 13 9 25 14 4 
Trafficking and importing 1,048 25 17 702 22 15 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Miscellaneous Criminal Code 316 20 15 99 21 16 
Miscellaneous Federal and 

provincial statutes 11 29 15 3 33 17 
Escape and unlawfully at la'l:'3e 72 14 12 5,', V~ 6 

.I 

o tz~=~~-------------
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M.S. Releases 

No. of Average Time Standard 
Cases Served Deviation 

0 N/A N/A 
141 40 25 
35 46 30 

197 34 23 
87 21 14 

279 22 17 
45 26 16 

9 21 23 
164 22 17 

1,385 29 21 

1,459 20 13 
667 17 14 
357 20 18 

29 13 12 
346 30 21 

217 20 15 \ 

8 28 15 
67 14 13 
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Security 

Minimum 

Medium 

Maximum 

Total 

TABLI~ A-22 

OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980*) OF FULL PAROLE AND 
MS RELEASES, JANUARY 1974 1'0 DECEMBER 1979, 

BY SECURITY STATUS OF RELEASING PENITENTIARY 

Full Parole** M.S.** 

Number of Percentage Number of Percentage 
Status Releases of Successes Releases of Successes 

3,265 80.2 2,855 63.2 

3,953 72.6 7,332 55.0 

901 67.2 5,301 48.6 

8,450 75.2 15,627 54.3 

* Cases registered as "successes" may still be under supervision and 
ultimat.ely result in a revocation, so success rates in this Table are 
skewed somewhat highe { 

** Total numbers are greater than sum because of missing institutional 
codes in some records. 
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Region 

TABLE A-23 

PAROLE RATE* AND FULL PAROLE AND HS OUTCOMES 
(TO JUNE 1980**). PERSONS RELEASED 

FROM JANUARY 1974 TO DECEMBER 1979. BY REGION 

Percentage of Percentage of 
Parole Rate Full Parole Successes MS Successes 

Atlantic 44.8 72.7 54.8 
Quebec 51.3 80.3 62.3 
Ontario 37.8 74.2 62.2 
Prairie 32.2 73.3 51.5 
Pacific 34.8 75.2 52.1 

Total 40.5 75.2 54.3 

* Defined as the percentage of all full releases which were by full 
parole (not MS or direct discharge). 

** Cases registered as "successes'" may still be under supervision and 
ultimately result in a revocation, so success rates in this Table 
are skewed somewhat high. 
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Total Releases 
Year of Release on Full Parole 

1970 2,519 
1971 2,339 
1972 1,756 
1973 1,191 
1974 1,359 
1975 1,264 
1976** 1,057 
1977** 1,481 
1978** 1,567 
1979** 1,724 

TABLE A-24 

OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980) OF FULL PAROLE RELEASES 
FROK 1970 TO 1979 

Number (and Percentage) of Full Parole Releases 

Offence After 
Revoked Without Revoked With Successful 
New Offence New Offence Completion* 

348 (13.8) 751 (29.8) 151 ( 6.0) 
297 (12.7) 674 (28.5) 125 ( 5.4) 
209 (11.9) 442 (25.2) 97 ( 5.5) 
116 ( 9.7) 219 (18.4) 65 ( 5.5) 
125 ( 9.2) 224 (16.5) 39 ( 3.0) 
141 (11.1) 181 (14.3) 39 ( 3.2) 
88 ( 8.3) 127 (12.0) 20 ( 2.0) 

125 ( 8.6) 146 ( 9.8) 21 ( 1.4) 
142 ( 9.1) 139 ( 8.9) 6 ( 0.4) 
104 ( 6.1) 100 ( 5.8) 1 ( 0.0) 

Successful 
Completion, 

and no 
Subsequent Still Under 

Readmissions Supervision 

1,221 (48.5) 48 ( 2.0) 
1,222 (52.2) 37 ( 1.6) 

988 (56.2) 20 ( 1.1) 
751 (63.0) 40 ( 3.3) 
906 (66.6) 65 ( 4.8) 
790 (62.5) 113 ( 8.9) 
646 (61.1) 176 (16.6) 
837 (56.5) 352 (23.7) 
649 (41.4) 631 (40.3) 
175 (l0.1) 1,344 (77.9) 

* These cases successfully completed their parole supervision period, but were subsequently readmitted to penitentiary for 
a new offence after the completion of the parole period. 

** It should be noted that many of the persons released in these years are still under supervision as of June 1980, and 
revocation rates for these release years must therefore not be taken as definitive. 
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Total Releases 
Year of Release on M.S. 

1970 3 
1971 . 80 
1972 871 
1973 1,780 
1974 2,3B2 
1975 2,431 
1976 2,555 
1977 2,822 
1978 2,913 
1979** 2,524 

TABLE A-25 

OUTCOME (TO JUNE 1980) OF K. S. RELEASES 
FROM 1970 TO 1979 

Number (and Percentage) of M.S. Releases 

Offence After 
Revoked Without Revoked With Successful 
New Offence New Offence Completion* 

0 ( 0.0) 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 
8 (10.0) 25 (31.3) 10 (12.5) 

103 (ll.8) 227 (26.1) 131 (15.0) 
234 (13.1) 445 (25.0) 248 (13.9) 
251 (10.5) 616 (28.9) 297 (12.5) 
329 (13.5) 623 (25.6) 278 (ll.4) 
520 (20.4) 594 (23.2) 218 ( 8.5) 
578 (20.5) 547 (19.4) 278 ( 9.9) 
551 (18.9) 454 (15.6) 271 ( 9.3) 
465 (18.4) 369 (14.6) 59 ( 2.3) 

Successful 
Completion, 

and no 
Subsequent Still Under 

Readmissions Supervision 

1 (33.3) 0 ( 0.0) 
37 (46.2) 0 ( 0.2) 

410 (47.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
852 (47.8) 1 ( 0.1) 

1,209 (50.7) 9 ( 0.3) 
1,199 (49.3) 2 ( 0.1) 
1,219 (47.7) 4 ( 0.1) 
1,408 (49.8) 11 ( 0.3) 
1,513 (51.9) 124 ( 4.2) 

985 (39.0) 646 (25.6) 

* These cases successfully completed their mandatory supervision period, but were subsequently readmitted to penitentiary for a 
new offence after the completion of the MS period. 

** It should be noted that many of the persons released in this year are sill under supervision as of June 1980, and revocation 
rates for this release year must therefore not be taken as definitive. 

.. 
'-

= . ,. 

\ 

\ 

II 
, 



..... :J.'''' ',. 

" ., . 
" ,,-',.: . " ",' . 
. .' 

.,. 
~r 

, 

;I I 

' .. 

'..... j 

... : 

. . ~ 

.. 

.'" "" . 
" 

/' I 

TABLE A-26 

OFFENCES COMMI'ITED UNDER FULL PAROLE 
BY PERSONS RELEASED FROM JANUARY 1975 

TO DECEMBER 1979 AND READlI'ITED 1'0 
FEDERAL PENITENTIARY WITH NEW CONVICITON 

FROK JANUARY 1975 TO JUNE 1980 

Admission Offence Group 

CRIMES AGAINST THE PERSON 
Murder 
Manslaughter 
Attempted murder 
Rape and attempted rape 
Sexual assault 
Other assaults, wounding 
Kidnapping, forcible confinement 
Criminal negligence causing death 
Other crimes against the person 

Sub-Total 

ROBBERY 

Sub-Total 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 
'Break and enter 
Theft, possession of stolen goods 
Frauds 

Sub-Total 

NARCOTICS 
Possession of narcotics 
Trafficking and importing 

Sub-Total 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Miscellaneous Criminal Code 
Miscellaneous Federal and 

provincial statutes 
Escape and unlawfully at large 

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

Number of Full 
Parole Cases 

Revoked 

9 
9 
o 

10 
4 

17 
6 
2 

10 

67 

127 

127 

192 
148 
53 

393 

7 
42 

49 

58 

2 
9 

69 

705 

.J 1 
~-,,~ ... -~--~-.~~-,.,---

Percentage 
of Total 
Offences 

1.3% 
1.3% 
0.0% 
1.4% 
0.6% 
2.4% 
0.9% 
0.3% 
1.4% 

9.5% 

18.0% 

18.0% 

27.2% 
21.0% 

7.5% 

55.7% 

1.0% 
6.0% 

7.0% 

8.2% 

0.3% 
1.3% 

9.8% 

100.0% 
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TABLE A-27 

OFFENCES COMMITTED UNDER MANDATORY SUPERVISION 
BY PERSONS RELEASED FROM JANUARY 1975 TO 
DECEMBER 1919 AND READlITTED TO FEDERAL 

PENITENTIARY WITH NEW CONVICTION 
FROM JANUARY 1975 TO JUNE 1980 

Number of M.S. 
Cases 

Admission Offence Group Revoked 

CRIMES AGAINST THE PERSON 
Murder 31 
Manslaughter 21 
Attempted murder 11 
Rape and attempted rape 25 
Sexual assault 23 
Other assaults, wounding 153 
Kidnapping, forci.ble confinement 15 
Criminal negligence causing death 0 
Other crimes aga.inst the person 45 

Sub-Total 324 

ROBBERY 394 
--

Sub-Total 394 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 
Break and enter 737 
Theft, possession of stolen goods 615 
Frauds 214 

Sub-Total 1,566 

NARCOTICS 
Possession of narcotics 26 
Trafficking and importing 72 

Sub-Total 98 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Hiscellaneous Criminal Code 179 
Miscellaneous Federal and 

provincial statutes 4 
Escape and unlawfully at large 33 

Sub-Totai 216 

TOTAL 2,598 

.. ' 

Percentage 
of Total 
Offences 

1.2% 
0.13% 
0.4% 
1.0% 
0.9% 
5.9% 
0.6% 
0.0% 
1.7% 

12.5% 

15.2% 

15.2% 

28.4% 
23.7% 
8.2% 

60.3% 

1.0 
2.8 

3.8% 

6.9% 
~;::; 

0.2% 
1.3 

8.3% 

100.0% 
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TABLE A-28 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF INMATES WHO LOST REMISSION AND AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF DAYS OF REMISSION LOST IN FIRST QUARTER OF 1980, 

BY SECURITY STATUS* 

Average Percentage of Inmates Average Number of Remission 
Who Lost Remission*** Days Lost Per 100 Inmates*** 

Security On On Program On On Program 
Status** Overall Conduct Participation Overall Conduct Participation 

Minimum 8.0 7.2 7.0 132.8 44.5 64.8 
Medium 9.8 6.5 6.0 39.0 ~8.6 20.4 
Maximum 11.4 5.6 8.9 67.1 18.5 48.1 

All 
Penitentiaries 9.6 6.5 7.1 77 .3 27.2 42.1 

* Source: CSC Remission Survey, 1980. 

** Obtained by averaging the rates for all minimum, medium and maximum security 
penitentiaries and for all peniterltiaries combined. Not included are the 
Regional Reception and Psychiatl:'.ic Centres. 

*** The "overall" figures in these headings do not necessarily represent the sum 
of the "conduct" and "pro,gram participation" columns because averages for 
each column have been calculated separately. 
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TABLE A-29 

TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS OFRKMISSION 
LOST ON EACH SENTENCE BY PERSONS 

RELEASED FROM FEDERAL 
PENITENTIARY. 1970 JUNE 1980 

~ 

Number of Remission Number of Persons Percentage of 
Days Lost Released Persons Released 

None lost 30,468 68.3 
1-10 days 6,608 14.8 
11-20 days 1,788 4.0 
21-30 days 966 2.2 
31-40 days 863 1.9 
41-50 days 507 1.1 
51-70 days 644 1.4 
71-100 days 748 1.7 
101-200 days 1,153 2.6 
Over 200 days 885 2.0 

44,630 100.0 
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Penitentiary 

Minimum: 

Ferndale 
Elbow Lake 
B.C.C~C. 

Shulie Lake 
Saskatchewan 
Farm Annex 

Rockwood 
Frontenac 
Pittsburg 
Bath 
Ste. Anne 

des Pleines 
Montee St. 

Francois 
Westmoreland 

Mediums: 

Mountain 
William Head 
Bowden 
La Macaza 
Mission 
Warkworth 
Springhill 
Matsqui 
Drumheller 
Stony Mountain 
Joyceville 
Cowansville 
Federal Training 
Centre 

Collins Bay 
Leclerc 

" 

'TABLE A-30 

PERCENTAGE OF INMATES WHO LOST REMISSION AND 
NUMBER OF DAYS OF REMISSION LOST IN FIRST 

QUARTER OF 1980.· BY PENITENTIARY* 

Percentage of Inmates Who Number of Remission Days 
Lost Remission Lost Per 100 Inmates 

On On Program On i On Program 
Overall Conduct Participation Overall Conduct Participation 

14.8 16.7 13.0 187.0 51.8 135.2 
2,2.2 22.2 22.2 320.0 104.4 215.6 
7.6 7.6 6.1 93.9 33.3 60.6 
1.9 0.0 1.8 470.6 158.8 311.1 

3.5 .1,.8 1.2 6.5 5.3 1.2 
0.5 ~.O 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
9.9 9.9 9.9 148.2. 49.4 98.8 

15.3 15.3 13.9 219.4 76.4 143.0 
10.4 9.1 9.1 128.6 I 46.8 81.8 

6.1 0.7 5.1 6.8 0.7 6.1 

0.8 0.8 0.2 1.8 1.6 0.2 
3.5 '2.3 1.2 10.3 5.7 4.6 

5.0 1.7 3.9 12.1 3.9 8.2 
18.0 1.5.6 7.0 57.8 36.7 21.1 
8.8 6.1 4.8 29.3 19.1 10.2 

18.3 12.4 10.7 59.8 37.3 22.5 
15.9 15.3 5.7 65.9 4(>.6 19.3 
3.8 0.9 3.8 20.7 4.5 16.2 
7.8 0.5 7.8 28.1 1.3 26.8 

15.5 12.4 7.2 80.7 54.0 26.1 
13.0 0.7 12.3 44.8 1.3 43.5 
3.7 1.7 2.3 11.7 4 •. 8 6.8 
4.9 7.8 4.2 31.4 12.0 19.4 

10.4 8.6 4.3 34.2 19.7 14.5 

11.0 6.7 9.0 52.8 19.4 14.5 
4.5 3.2 4.5 47.2 '")4.4 32.8 
6.5 3.3 3.1 9.2 4.3 4.9 

= < .p •.. 
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TABLE A- (cont'd) 

Percentage of Inmates Who Number of Remission Days 
Lost Remission Lost Per 100 Inmates 

Penitentiary On On Program On On Program 
Overall. Conduct Participation Overall Conduct Participation 

Maximums: 

Kent 17.7 12.3 10.0 73.1 37.7 35.4 
Edmonton 7.1 0.3 7.1 27.6 2.0 25.5 
Saskatchewan 
Penitentiary 2.9 1.4 1.6 10.0 4.1 5.9 

Laval 12.2 2.4 11.1 n.l 3.1 68.0 
Archambault 22.3 10.3 15.0 111.6 23.6 88.0 
Dorchester 9.3 5.0 6 .. 6 41.5 10.4 31.0 
Millhaven 10.4 6.5 8.9 66.2 23.4 3808 
Centre de 
Deve10ppement 
correctione1 4.3 2.6 4.3 24.8 7.7 17 .1 

Prison for 
Women 16.6 10.1 15.8 178.4 54.7 123.7 

REGIONAL 
PSYCHIATRIC 
CENTRES 
RPC Pacific 14.0 14.0 4.0 66.0 46.0 20.0 
RPC Prairies** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
RPC Ontario** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

RECEPTION 
CENTRES 
RPC Ontario 3.4 2.2 0.7 5.6 4.5 1.1 
RPC Quebec 2.8 0.0 2.8 5.6 0.0 5.6 

* Source: esc Remission Survey~ 1980. 

** In tb~se instances, it is not entirely clear whether the data indicate no 
loss of remission, a rate of close to zero, or missing data. 

. , . 

' .. , ....... . 
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Region 

. 

Pacific 
Prairies 
Ontario 
Quebec 
Atlantic 

TOTAL 

TABLE A-31 
. 

PERCENTAGE OF INMATES WHO LOST REMISSION AND 
NUMBER OF DAYS OF REKISSION LOST IN FIRST 

QUARTER OF 1980, BY BEGION* 

Percentage of Imllates Who Number of Remission Days 
Lost Remission Lost Per 100 Inmates 

On On Program On On Program 
Overall Conduct Participation Overall Conduct Participation 

14.7 12.2 7.3 76.9 41.9 35.0 
6.3 1.5 5.0 25.2 4.4 20.8 
6.3 5.1 5.6 55.0 18.6 36.4 

10.5 5.3 7.1 43.6 12.3 31.2 
7.9 2.5 6.5 40.7 8.7 32.0 

8.8 5.1 6.3 46.9 15.8 31.1 

* Source: CSC Remission Survey, 1980v 
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APPENDIX e 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION WITH esc AND NPa 
FIELD STAFF AND OFFENDERS 

PERSONS CONSULTED 

During the months of July, August and September 1980, the 
Release Study Working Group consulted with NPB and esc staff at 
national, regional and local levels as well as with inmates and 
persons out on various forms of release. We spoke to the heads 
of both agencies, to the Regional Director General of CSC and to 
Parole Board members and their respective senior managers in 
each region. We visited three penitentiaries (one of each major 
security status) and at least one public or privately run half
way residential facility in each region, and talked to manage
ment, security, classification and living unit (where such dis
tinctions exist) staff and to offenders (usually the inmate Com
mittee) in each. We also visited two district parole offices in 
each region, where possible one dealing heavily in case prepara
tion, and one more in supervision, to talk to parole officers 
and managers. At national headquarters, we talked to staff from 
CSC's Offender Programs and Industries branches, and to some of 
NPB's policy, corporate planning, and internal review staff. 

We spent an hour and a half to two hours with each group, 
and asked them questions from a schedule of 52 areas for discus
sion drawn up to guide the consultation. We found a great deal 
of agreement among certain groups in the various regions, though 
strong diversity of opinion on some issues (certainly on 
options), and diversity of opinion between particular groups. 

The following very brief summary of what was said is 
broken down according to each of the release programs under 
study. Briefs received from groups and individuals outside 
Ministry are available under separate cover. 

TEMPORARY ABSENCE 

Although feedback was received on both escorted and 
unescorted temporary absenc€:s, most of the concerns were 
addressed to the unescorted TA program. 

the 

The idea of a short periodic release is supported but CSC 
penitentiaries staff in particular complain that problems are 
encountered in the area of the granting authority, eligibilities 
and frequency as well as in the area of the functions and 
conditions of this process. 

, 
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MAJOR ISSUES 

The following \'I-,:re the major issues considered most 
significant to the TA program. 

The Granting Authority - Opinions seem to be divided as 
to whether the Board should have the authority over the UTA 
program. Most respondents were dif,!.satisfied with the present 
situation: lack of flexibility, delays, complexity and 
confusion, cumbersomeness of procedures, NPB inconsistency and 
over-sensitivity to failures, inability to guarantee UTA to the 
inmate~ it is also felt that the institutional staff has a 
better knowledge of the inmate than the Board. However, other 
groups expressed their preference for one releasing authority as 
it prevents favoritism; delays are said to be caused by 
institutional staff. 

UTA Frequency - The frequency of 72 hours per quarter 
creates almost a unanimous dissatisfaction~ need was expressed 
for more UTA than the limit established by the Board: the lack 
of flexibility of this limit is criticized as it does not allow 
for differences between different institutions (maximum, medium 
and minimum). Whether the limited day parole program will solve 
these problems is a debated question, with esc personnel most 
likely to think day parole will not be a solution, and NPB staff 
most likely to think it will or can be. 

Eligibility for UTA - Problems raised with respect to the 
eligibility for UTA are in relation to eligibilities for 
different programs: the overlapping of UTA and day parole dates 
reduces the possibility of gradual testing recommendations: 
also, the ETA eligibility creates unrealistic expectations for 
UTA programs~ eligibility is not a guarantee of grant and 
therefore is seen as a myth. 

Functions of TA'S - Both UTA and ETA programs are seen as 
important motivators and credibility builders which creates 
problems for inmates in maximum security institutions where 
there is practically no TA granted. 

ETA Program - Although the program is a postive one, its 
application varies from one region to the other and one 
institution to the other~ also its use depends on overtime 
budget and staff availability: inmates from remote areas are 
penalized in that respect. The definition of escort is also 
$een as unclear (security escort and resocialization escorts). 
It was also felt that regional authority should not be involved 
as they don't know the inmates. 
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Mo~t of the comments identified carne from institutional 
staff: ~aJor differences in opinions can be identified between 
the Nat10nal pa:ole Board and C~C groups. For instanoe, most of 
NPB representat1ves prefer to have the jurisdiction over the TA 

. program w~ile,C~C,groups think they should have this authority. 
The,Ontar10 D1V1S10n of the Board does not see the need to 
mod1fr the frequency allowed for the UTA program. Also, the 
Secur1ty staff see some problem with the TA program as a route 
for contraband. No marked differences can be identified among 
the regions in the opinions expressed. 

Par~icular ?roblems or issues. The following are some 
seconda:y 1ssues d1scu~sed, some problems which are or seem to 
be part1cula: ~o certa1n sites, and some less universally 
expressed op1n10ns. 

- Bath, a minimum-security penitentiary attached to a 
maximum, complains of receiving fewer TA's than other 
equivalent minimums. 

- The amount ~f money an inmate has available will, in 
almost a~l 1nsta~ces, affect his ability to carry out a 
TA, but 1n some 1nstances, travel distances, times and 
modes are an especially severe problem, e.g. 
Springhill, Prison for Women. 

- Some parole officers felt that the conditions imposed 
on UTA's and the "purposes" for which they are formally 
granted can be unnecessary, burdersome and productive 
of anxiety and undue pressure on the o~fender. 

- Inmates ,claim th~t long-term inmates have less chance 
of gett1ng a TA Just because they are long-termers. 

- Some P?role of~icers felt that there is sometimes an 
exceSS1ve requ1rement made of performing a community 
assessment before and after a TA. 

- In the Quebec region, parole officers claimed that TA's 
~ere frequently disrupted by unexpected transfers of 
1nmates. 

Sugg;stions offered. Suggestions made for improving the 
TA,process 1ncluded to reduce the number of rules decision 
p01n~s,and the complexity of different eligibilit~ and granting 
prov1~10ns1 to establish clear criteria for granting and 
refus1n9: to employ parole officers and volunteer civilians to 
escor~ 1nmates on ETA: to hold hearings for UTA: to use TA's 
m~r7 1ntegral~y as a reward in work programs, especially in 
m1n1mu~ se:ur1ty~ to allow more TA's from minimum security. On 
the maJor l.ssue of who should be the granting authority for 

, 
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TA'S, most NPB personnel, and parole officers seemed to support 
the present arrangement, if not greater direct NPB involvement 
in TA granting. Most penitentiary staff and inmates favoured a 
return to Warden authority for TA, with the scope of TA power 
extended further. Some felt that NPB should grant all T~'s andl 
or day paroles which are aimed at resocialization or gradual re
lease, and that CSC should grant all TA' s which are rtecessary to 
motivate and reward inmates and reduce institutional tension. 
Finally, most CSC staff and inmates agreed that UTA frequency 
limits should be extended and the UTA gr~nting power and process 
should allow greater flexibility. Most NPB personnel consulted 
disagreed, on the grounds that day parole would fill the gap 
created by TA cutbacks, and that any substantial release program 
should be coordinated by a single authority. 

DAY PAROLE 

Day parole is generally perceived as a stepping-stone 
between TA's and parole or M.S. In fact, the various types of 
Day Parole (LDP, DP prior to M.S., various time frames such as 
four months to one year, and formulae of in and out periods such 
as "5 and 2" or "29 and 1") create an overall feeling that this 
process is being overused and that it has become the "panacea of 
'testing' ". 

A number of consequent operational problems have arisen, 
some with respect to resources, and some with respect to 
process. The resource complaints concern the shortage of bed 
space in CCC's and CRC's and the scarcity of employment 
possibilities in particular areas, while the latter complaints 
concern the bureaucratic heaviness of the process in terms of 
the numberous deadlines and requirements in tasks and paperwork, 
problems related to revocation, and so on. Also noteworthy is a 
visible conflict between other release processes and 
institutional programs, such as TA. 

Major Issues. 

Limited day parole (LDP). In most regions across the 
country, LDP is being used as a program out of minimum 
institutions. However, there has been widespread 
opposition to and ambivilence voiced about it by many 
institutional staff, most case preparation offices 
(except in Quebec), minimum inmates (Atlantic)r. some 
CSC regional staff, and NPB in Quebec. The most 
frequent negative comments were that LDP procedures are 
unclear and too complex, ~.t doesn't really solve the 
Unescorted Temporary Absgmce (UTA) problem, it is 
unnecessary or redundant, time limits are not and 
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cannot be met, it is for institutions not inmates, UTA 
should be extended instead of creating a whole new 
program, and more resources are needed. 

Not all comments, however were negative. Some staff 
stated that LDP was a good idea and should be given a 
chance, especailly for longer-term inmates. Most NPB 
regional offices (except Quebec) felt that LDP had some 
potential. In Ontario they even suggested that the 
program be expanded to medium institutions. NPB also 
felt that LDP gave them more influence over transfers 
in the prison system. Although there has been little 
impact of LDP on the system, many felt that the program 
would grow. Some NPB personnel and inmates suggested 
that CSC case preparation staff were not working as 
hard as they might to &~pport LDP and make it 
effective. 

- Day Parole Prior to Mandatory Supervision. NPB offices 
favoured day parole prior to MS and felt it could be 
increased. It was mentioned that this was the original 
intent of CCC's. However, it was pointed out that not 
all MS cases would accept a day parole just prior to 
their MS release date. In addition NPB offices indica
ted that the riks involved in releasing these MS cases 
early had to be considered. For' example, it would be 
difficult to grant day parole to severely mentally dis
turbed individuals or apparently dangerous ones. Most 
institutional staff talked postively about this use of 
day parole as did many parole offices, some inmates and 
one CSC regional office. 

One concern voiced, especially in areas where CSC space 
is at a premium, was that such day paroles could clog 
CCC's and failure rates would soon reverse the pro
gram. A few CCC residents suggested that NPB gave such 
day paroles because they "didn't have the guts to say 
no". They suggested that if the program were to be 
used at all, it should use the CCC's just as drop-in 
centres. 

- Day Parole Over-Used - Too much Testing. Almost all 
parole supervisions offices (except Quebec); CCC'£ 
(except Ontario); western case preparation offices; CSC 
regional offices in the Pacific and Quebec; Atlantic 
medium and minimum penitentiaries; the Prairies and 
Quebec mediums; and two inmate groups (Atlantic 
minimum, Prairies medium) felt that day parole is over 
used. Comments like the following were expressed: the 
extended controls and resources of day parole are not 
needed by all those who receive it; if the NPB were 
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less conservative, they would grant full parole in many 
such cases~ time day parolees are left on day parole 
too long~ over control and extended control on OP can 
lead to failure in some cases; DP is granted closer and 
closer to full parole eligibility~ NPB's tendency to 
graduate everything is not useful; there was n~t time 
for the graduation game where sentences are under 3 
yearsB One NPB offices even suggested that day parole 
may, in fact, delay full parole. Over-use of day pa
role was blamed for space problems in CCC's and CRC's. 
One case preparation office and two inmate groups sug
gested that family support was sufficient in so~e cases 
to make CCC or CRC involvement redundant. One ~nmate 
group claimed that parole offi~ers ofte~ d~scour~ged 
full parole applications, argu~ng that ~t ~s eas~er to 
get day parole. In contrast, the Maximum staff in the 
Prairies felt there should be more day parole to CCC'Si 
and the medium institution in the Atlantic stated that 
day parole had not compensated for the decrease in TA's 
since the NPB took over authority. Minimum staff in 
Ontario also felt that day parole testing was a good 
stepping-stone. Medium inmates in all regions agreed 
that day parole was a useful device. 

Shortage of CCC's, CRC's, Bed Space. In contrast to 
the claim that day parole is over used, many institu
tional staff, most ~PB offices, several inmates groups, 
and at least one case preparation office felt that day 
parole could be used more if more facilities existed. 
This need seems to be especially felt in remote areas 
and less populated areas. The problem was raised more 
in the Atlantic and the Prairies. Even in some metro
politan centres there have been difficulties with long 
waiting lists. NPB also pointed out that they would be 
willing to grant more day paroles if they were 
recommended by CSC " although t!le new Case Management 
Process may help in this regard. 

- Over-Bureaucratization. Most of the complaints in this 
area were registered by inmates. Inmates in minimums 
(who are aff~cted the most by day parole) in 3 regions 
(Pacific, Prairies and Quebec) commented that the pro
cess was too long and over-mechanized and waiting peri
ods werel too extended. Inma.tes in the Ontario medium 
agreed. Many penitent~ary case preparat~on staff,also 
were inclined to the v~ew that the work ~nvolved ~n day 
parole applications, especially in briei LDP time
frames, was a "hassle", especially ~ince NPB's reaction 
could be unpredictable. Some case p~ep~ration staff 
felt inmates did not "think far enough ahead" for 
lengthy OP preparation times to be meaningful for them. 

- C-7-

- Termination/revocation. Offenders complained of the 
use of revocation in trivial situations, the amount of 
remission lost for revocation, the need for a hearing 
upon all revocations or terminations of OP, and the 
inconsistent use of a revocation (which implies loss of 
remission) in preference to a OP "termination" (which 
does not). Some penitentiary staff agreed that ~here 
was some inconsistency on that procedure. 

Oay Parole and In~titutional Programs. Several CSC 
regional offices (Prairies, Ontario and Atlantic) 
mentioned the coriflict between day parole and 
institutional programs and maintenance. In general, 
thig problem revolved around the cr.>mpetition for "good" 
inmates. Some people commented that some day paroles 
should only be implemented on weekends when the inmate 
has time away from institutional work or training. 
Also mentioned was the contraband problem where there 
are not separate buildings for day parolees and other 
inmates. Minimum inmates in the Prairies agreed, 
suggesting separate facilities for day parolees. They 
also indicated that often day paroles were granted, but 
not activated. Presumably the explanation in most 
cases is the scarcity of CCC or CRC bed space; but 
conflicts with institutional programs was also blamed. 

- CCC's and CRC's too Selective. This problem was mainly 
brought up by CSC staff in the Atlantic. There were 
concerns that some CCC's were turning down good risks 
(to work with more resourceless cases), while other 
CCC's would only accept a limited number of difficult 
cases. Minimum inmates in the Prairies felt that OP 
should be used for resourceless people. 

In contrast, the Atlantic CCC staff felt they should 
have even more say in the selection of residents. The 
same view was expressed by the inmate committee 
chairman in the CCC in the Prairies. The staff in the 
Pr~iries' CCC felt that "parent" institutional 
population pressure determined the number of cases sent 
to them. In the Pacific CCC it was suggested that NPB 
make anrAin principle" day parole decision and then let 
CSC implement it in terms of CCC bed space/program 
availability. 

- Unclear Criteria. Concern about the blurring of 
programs and-authority was expressed by some NPB and 
parole case preparation staff. Some statements made 
were that the difference between LOP and unescorted 
temporary absence i8 small, day parole needs a single 
purpose and concept, day parole should be for specific 
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purposes and not just given because an inmate is a good 
risk, and day parole shold be based on the needs of 
offenders. 

- Other problems. Other issues mentioned by ~ome 
consultation participants were that a perce1ve~ 
increase in violent, recidivist and long-term lnmates 
made pressure on release proces~es greater, and ri~ks 
higher; that high unemployment 1n many areas made Job 
planning for DP release difficult to plan realistically 
in advance; that distances from penitentiaries to LDP 
job sites made release inf~equent; that ha~f~ay 
facility rules are too str1ct ~nd not suff1clently 
communicated in advance to pre spective residents (CCC 
staff often disagreed, citing the difficulties of 
running such facilities with few effective controls, 
and occasional NPB refusal to uphold a recommendation 
to revoke); that there were strong regional differences 
in the approach to day parole. 

Suggestions offered. Suggestions for LDP ranged from 
its abolition to its expansion. Greater use of DP 
prior to MS was a frequent recommendations,. Many felt 
DP should not be so routinely used as a "test" prior to 
full parole. Procedures relating to violations (see 
above) needed reform, according to some. More CCC's 
and purchase of service in CRC's was also a frequent 
suggestion. 

PAROLE SELECTION 

Comments about the parole selection process centered 
mostly around the parole grant rates, the criteria for 
selection, the structure of the NPB as it influences the process 
(voting structure, internal review, etc.) the philosophy of the 
Board as well as the NPB appointments. 

- Major issues. NPB and CSC institutional case 
preparation staff in three regions leaned towards the 
view that the parole rate could be a little higher; as 
for the low Pacific and high Atlantic regions, however 
most shared the view that differences in inmate 
populations in those regions adequately explained the 
parole rate differences there. Penitentiary staff in 
two regions also suggested more parole by exception. 
Complaints were also made in two regions about the 
unexplained fluctuations in the parole rate. Overuse 
of "gradual release" was blamed for some of the recent 
decreases in overall full parole rates. 
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- Criteria for parole. An important area of concern is 
wI:'1at some saw as the vague, unclear, and inappropriate 
criteria for parole. There were frequent comments that 
"there are as many crite,ria as Board members". Some 
felt that the parole selection process does not reflect 
a g~ven rationale, and that disparity is created by 
dif,fering Board members' interpretations, philosophy 
and biases. As a result, NPB decisions are seen as 
highly unpredictable and inconsistent, except in th~ 
Atlantic region. There, presumptive parole was seen to 
be the philosophy', effectively carried out, of the 
regional Board. 

- Board "embers' Appointments and Trainin? Concerns 
were expressed with respect to the appolntments of the 
Board Members, which 1"ere widely perceived to be bla
tant rewards for political loyalty. It was felt that 
the appointments are not really made in relation to the 
job that has to be done; there seems to be no require
ment in terms of qualifications; people appointed on 
the Board are not well prepared to take the decisions 
inherent to the Parole Board; it was also felt that the 
Board does not provide any training for the new members 
who are left to "learn by experience". 

- Gradual release. Many case preparation staff felt that 
gradual release is over-used as a test or treatment 
program, ana some NPB members felt that that might be 
the case. Case recommendations would in turn be affec
ted by such a perceived policy. NPB co~servatism and 
fear of negative reaction ,were bla'ned for the problem. 

- Voting structure and int;ernal review. The NPB voting 
structute was seen by some as too cumbersome and 
weighted in favour of the denial of release. Some felt 
multiple voting increased inconsiste.ncy. Internal re
view if? seen as having little effect on decisions, and 
ensuring only that NPB members are more careful about 
their recording of the reasons for their decisions. 

~uggestions of~ered. Recommendations for changing parole 
included the greater specification of criteria and policies. 
increasing the grant rate in three regions; more and better'NPB 
member training; eliminating exchanges of NPB members, which are 
seen to cause disruptions in regional patterns; the use (or 
rejection) of numerical risk prediction aids; greater NPB 
involvement in IPP, transfers, discretion over the remitted 
portion of the sentence (these last suggestions were us~ally 
made by NPB personnel); and that NPB be abolished, in favour of 
decision-making entirely by CSC (this suggestion was usually 
made by CSC personnel). 
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PAROLE SUPERVISION 

Major Issues 

Conditions of supervision. Many inmates, penitentiary 
staff, and some parole officers said that the 
conditions of community supervision required changes. 
Some of the conditions are largely unenforceable, 
others intrude too much in the private lives of 
offenders, and others are simply unrealistic in the 
limitations they impose on offenders. Especially 
criticized were requiring permission to marry or 
purchase articles on credit, and living within 
designated areas which are too small and may require 
the offender to obtain permission to leave one part of 
the city and enter another. Most of those who 
criticized conditions felt that "standard" conditions 
should be very few, and other needs could be met 
through greater use of "special" conditions. 

_ Administrative problems. An almost universal comment 
among parole officers was that bureaucratic procedures 
and paperwork has grown to outrageous proportions and 
was affecting the amount of time available for dealing 
with offenders. Some of the paperwork required was 
felt to serve primarily the ends of "covering yourself" 
in case a serious reoffence occurred~ detailed 
quarterly reports on the supervision of each offender 
were particularly criticized as serving little utility 
and forcing office~s to mouth standard formulas in 
these reports. Connected to these complaints by parole 
officers was the feeling that supervision had lost its 
"mission" in the sense that no direction was given as 
to the quality or nature of the services to be given, 
but rather that management was interested primarily in 
"quantity control" through the specification of the 
number of contacts to be made with offenders (minimum 
standards). Parole officers warned that the quality of 
supervision was and would continue to be affected by 
this trend as well as by the perceived submerging of 
commu~ity concerns and expertise in the new 
penitentiary career model and Individual Program Plan 
process (IPP). (Some parole supervisors and regional 
authorities disagreed with officer complaints about 
administrative burdens, however, claiming that the 
paper requirements, which were still reasonable, had 
changed little over the years; if anything, the 
deadlines for submission of paperwork were merely more 
strictly enforced.) 
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Effectiveness of supervision. Most inmates reported 
that community supervision was unhelpful to them. Only 
the practical assistance, such as cash loans which was 
sometimes made ,available ,on release was mentioned by 
some as a poss1ble benef1t. Some parole officers came 
close to agreeing, saying that administrative burdens 
the lack ?f,time for community resource development, , 
and the 11m1ted employment opportunities in some areas 
made effective intervention very difficult. While most 
offenders complained of how easily revocation cold take 
place ~nd on such t~ivial grounds, some parole officers 
:ompla1ned t~at the1r suspensions were not carried over 
1nto revocat1ons by NPB, especially in "revolving door" 
~a~e~. ~ome NPB memb:r~ complained of the very 

m1n1mal nature of m1n1mum supervision standards and 
the,delays in obt~ining necess~ry reports. Many;arole 
off1c7rs, (excep~ 1n the Atlant1c region) complained of 
t~e d1ff1culty 1n contacting NPB members directly to 
d1scuss a case. 

Other problems. Some parole officers spoke of the need 
for more discretionary funds to purchase specialized services 
and,good~ (such as to?ls) ,for offenders. Some inmates and a few 
pen1tent1ary staff sa1d h1gh staff turnover in Quebec affected 
supervision. Some institutional staff called for a greater use 
of volunte:rs in supervision. A number of offenders found their 
parole off1cers to be too young and inexperienced, and a few 
noted that parole officers were inconsistent in their approaches 
ar:td use ?f san<;tions. Many supervision staff complained of the 
11p serV1ce pa1d to "brokerage" without the concomitant 
commitment in training and responsiveness to innovation 
Finally, supervision staff were split on the issue of the merger 
of CPS an~ NPS. Some fel~ the merger had caused a downgrading 
of emp~a~1s on the,commu~1ty perspective, and would bring 
unq~a~1f1ed, secur1ty-or1ented persons into parole officer 
pos1t10ns. On the other hand, many officers resented what was 
often perceived as their high-handed treatment by NPB members, 
and would prefer a separate parole service. 

suggesti?ns offered. Offenders were inclined to suggest 
~hat parole off1ce~s work on providing practical assistance and 
Jobs~ t~at revocat10ns only be permitted for criminal 
conv1ct1ons, or tha~ supervision be made voluntary with the 
offender or be abol1shed altogether. Parole officers wanted 
~ore reso~rce~, more flexibility in determining the appropriate 
1nte~v:n~10n 1n ea:h case, less paperwork, and greater NPB 
sens1t1v1ty to the1r needs and their recommendations to revoke 
Many N~B,members would like a more intensive level of • 
superv1s10n. 
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EARNED REMISSION 

Discussion on remission centred on two main dimensions: 
first, its limited value as a positive incentive to active 
program participation ~ and second, (elcpressed mostly by inmates) 
its connection to mandatory supervision. 

Major issue: Incentive value. .~lmost all penitentiary 
and parole staff and inmates said remission did not act 
"positively" to encourage above-average behaviour and program 
participation, especially for longer-term inmates and persons 
with good parole prospects. (Only at Archambault Penitentiary, 
in fact, was it claimed that remission distinguished properly 
among inmates with a poor, average or above-average overall 
adjustment.) Some of the persons consulted also felt remission 
had no effect at all on inmate conduct, though others felt it 
was a useful punishment and deterrent to misconduct, and failure 
to work. Among the reasons given for remission's perceived 
limitations as an incentive were that there were too few 
resources available and too many difficulties involved in rating 
each inmate properly on all dimensions; that staff, especially 
those who work closely with inmates, were reluctant to give poor 
ratings and thereby jeopardize future relations; that MS has 
diminished the benefits which accrue from remission; that other 
incentives, such as TA, pay and visits were of more immediate 
value; and that, for inmates admitted before July 1, 1978, the 
crediting of old "statutory" remission reduced the amount of 
benefit which can be earned under the new system. 

Other issues. One NPB member noted another function of 
remission, which is to act as a safety valve for denials of 
parole, since many offenders do well on M.S. Some persons 
consulted felt that remission should be better integrated into 
other punishment and reward systems, rather than act in 
isolation or opposition to them. Many security and 
socialization st~~f said their contact with inmates was too 
irregular or infrequent to permit rational assessment. A few 
staff suggested that "cascading" would be aided by a higher rate 
of remission earning in penitentiaries of lower security status. 

suggestions offered. A wide range of recommendations was 
offered on remission, including that it be better integrated 
into other incentives systems, that it affect the parole 
eligibility date, that it be lost only for disciplinary 
infractions, that it be applied to the supervision period to 
shorten it, that it be increased in minimum security, and that 
it be abolished. 
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MANDATORY SUPERVISION 

Major issues 

Continuation/abolition. Almost without exce t' 
offenders favour the abolition of M S d P 10n, the pre 1970 t ' •• an a return to . ,- sys em of d1rect discharge at th 
two-th1rds date. This view is based 0 he, 
~~at M.S. n~ga~es whatever is supposednt~ ~e~~~~~;~?n 

rough rem1SS10n, that is unfair fo th 
M.S. reduces the parole rate that'~ at reason, that 
"opportunit to f 'I" ' 1 creates the 
harshly thaY ~1, that M.S. cases are tr~ated more 

, n paro ees, and that M.S. merely serves to 
c~~tr1bute to penitentiary populations. Some 
o ~nders, however, felt that in principle some 

[~:~s~~~~: ~~~r~n~~~ea:~s~h~~!~fb~e~~d~h:~~!l~bl:h b~~ 
e reta1ned to provide support and control aft' ou 

:elease, ,to reassure the public, and to orovid:
r 

1nformat10n to police on potentially dangerous 
offenders about to be released. 

- ~ondftions and revocations. Most offenders found it 
1ron1C to be refused parol d ~o the same conditions as =a:~le~:: e~:~t~~l~ot~~form 

.5. cases were more likely to b "h _ " a 
and returned to penitentiary foretec~~r~:~e~ , however, 
Staff typically st t d th easons. 
any differently, b~temere~~ :~~~r~~~gest~e~~e~ot trdeated 
Some noted +-hat M S 1r nee s. 
cond1

' t' '-h •• cases usually had fewer "special" 
10ns, owever. 

- "Revol,:"ing door syndrome". Many parole officers 
comPla,ned of the "turnaround" syndrome of revoked 
~~~:s e~~re o~ten MS cases) being rapidly re-released 

d
p t~nt~ary as a result of accumulated "old" 

earne rem1SS10n. Parole officers cl ' n~t.re~oke suspended "revolving door"a~::~sNP!n~O~~~ 
~e~!~:e parole officers would not suspend s~ch cases 
benefit.Of the paperwork, time, and small ultimate ' 

- Release of "dangerous" off d most likely to cite the ea~~ ers l• NPB members were pe ,- y re ease of dangerous 
rsons as the pr1ncipal problem with MS ( 

properly, remission). In this ~ituation ~r, ~~re 
suspensi~n and revocation was seen a~ th~ ~~e 1ate 

:~;r~~~~~~:~s ~:nrh~t!:~t~mh!:i~~ds~!t!~et~n~~ilitY or 
~~~~: c~~:~it:treluctance attributed to fear Ofk~i~~l 
of suc'h onal problems, and the "untreatability" 

persons • 
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Pre-release program. Parole officers almost 
universally endorsed a greater use of partial release, 
including with halfway facilities, for difficult M.S. 
cases, (staff of CCC's and CRC's tended to disagree). 
Greater provision of room and board, mone and other 
practical assistance for M.S. cases was also endorsed 
by staff and inmates alike. Some suggested a 
compulsory pre-release process to plan for such MS 
cases. Offenders in particular complained of "cold 
turkey" releases of inmates from maximum security to 
the street, and wondered why gradual release seemed to 
be available only to those who needed it least. 

Suggestions offered. Virtually all offenders recommended 
abolition of M.S. and retention of remission~ some CSC and NPB 
staff called for abolition of both M.S. and remission, allowing 
NPB to hold all offenders until warrant expiry. Some parole 
officers suggested that offenders be eligible for only one MS 
release, after revocation of which only parole could create a 
release prior to warrant expiry. Some suggested shortening the 
M.S.period to a standard, brief period, or shortening it through 
application of remission to community supervision. Some 
suggested a lessening of remission credits in the first 
instance, to further delay the M.S. date and shorten the M.S. 
period. Some called for a return to the "minimum parole" system 
in order to increase motivation and receptiveness among 
offenders denied full parole. Offenders suggested that no 
revocation of M.S. be possible on non-criminal grounds. Some 
parole officers suggested that there be greater flexibility in 
applying minimum star~ards to intractable M.S. cases, a few 
recommending that police reporting only be required of the most 
uncooperative cases. 
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