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Foreword

On April 24, 1997, the House of Commons passed a motion dividing what was known as the Part
III of the Estimates document for each department or agency into two documents, a Report on
Plans and Priorities and a Departmental Performance Report. It also required 78 departments
and agencies to table these reports on a pilot basis.

This decision grew out of work by Treasury Board Secretariat and 16 pilot departments to fulfil
the government’s commitments to improve the expenditure management information provided to
Parliament and to modernize the preparation of this information. These undertakings, aimed at
sharpening the focus on results and increasing the transparency of information provided to
Parliament, are part of a broader initiative known as “Getting Government Right”.

This Departmental Performance Report responds to the government’s commitments and reflects
the goals set by Parliament to improve accountability for results. It covers the period ending
March 31, 1997 and reports performance against the plans presented in the department’s Part III
of the Main Estimates for 1996-97.

Accounting and managing for results will involve sustained work across government. Fulfilling the
various requirements of results-based management – specifying expected program outcomes,
developing meaningful indicators to demonstrate performance, perfecting the capacity to generate
information and report on achievements – is a building block process. Government programs
operate in continually changing environments. With the increase in partnering, third party delivery
of services and other alliances, challenges of attribution in reporting results will have to be
addressed. The performance reports and their preparation must be monitored to make sure that
they remain credible and useful.

This report represents one more step in this continuing process. The government intends to refine
and develop both managing for results and the reporting of the results. The refinement will come
from the experience acquired over the next few years and as users make their information needs
more precisely known.  For example, the capacity to report results against costs is limited at this
time; but doing this remains a goal.

This report is accessible electronically from the Treasury Board Secretariat Internet site:
http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/tb/key.html

Comments or questions can be directed to the TBS Internet site or to:

Government Review and Quality Services
Treasury Board Secretariat
L’Esplanade Laurier
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
K1A OR5
Tel: (613) 957-7042
Fax (613) 957-7044



National Parole Board

Performance Report

For the
period ending
March 31, 1997

                                                
Hon. Andy Scott, P.C., M.P.
Solicitor General of Canada 
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Section  I:  The Message

The Government remains committed to ensuring safe homes and safe streets as essential
elements to the security of all citizens.  Recent legislative changes dealing with high risk
offenders is evidence of this commitment.  Also, in balancing the criminal justice response
to crime, the Government has implemented legislative changes and sentencing options
allowing for innovative alternatives for less serious offenders.

The National Parole Board is a significant component of the criminal justice system.
While working closely with the Correctional Service of Canada, police, aftercare agencies,
victims and their families, the Board remains independent and autonomous in its decision-
making role.  Conditional release, a complex process with many safeguards, contributes to
the overall protection of society by providing for gradual and controlled re-entry into the
community.  It does not shorten an offender’s sentence, but grants selected offenders a
chance to complete their sentence in the community under supervision; assists in re-
establishing constructive relationships with families and friends; and allows an offender,
under controlled conditions, to become a law-abiding citizen.

Approximately 14,000 offenders are in federal institutions at any given time.  Without
conditional release about 80% of those offenders would return to the community within
six years.  Experience and research have shown that conditional release provides a more
effective way of protecting the public than would the abrupt release of offenders at
sentence expiry without assistance and supervision.  Offenders are much less likely to re-
offend when their release is gradual, structured, supported, and supervised.

In deciding on any conditional release that would place an offender in the community and
able to interact with members of the public, the Board thoroughly reviews all provided
relevant information (criminal history; family, educational, employment, and social
background; psychological/psychiatric/medical problems; institutional conduct and
progress; impact of any treatment programs; information on previous Board decisions and
releases; opinions of professionals; and release plans), and assesses the current risk posed
by the offender.  Following this risk assessment, Board members may grant conditional
release, if the offender does not present an undue risk to society, and the release will
facilitate the offender’s reintegration.

The Board also grants pardons to 99% of accepted applicants who apply for a pardon and
have demonstrated crime free behaviour over specified periods.  This grant rate and the
revocation rate of approximately 1% are evidence that a high number of pardoned former
offenders continue to be law-abiding citizens.

The public is interested in the subject of conditional release.  In order to foster an
environment of trust and respect for conditional release, the National Parole Board is
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committed to being open and accountable to the public.  During the last year, the Board
has met with victims’ groups, police, media, and other interested groups and criminal
justice partners to discuss their issues and concerns as well as to explain how parole
works.

Conditional release was established nearly a century ago to protect the public, and while
many changes have occurred since its inception, it continues to serve its original intent,
that of public protection through facilitating, as appropriate, the timely reintegration of
offenders as law-abiding citizens.

____________________________
Willie Gibbs

Chairman, National Parole Board
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Section II:  Departmental Overview

Mission, Mandate, Roles and Responsibilities

Mission:  The National Parole Board, as part of the criminal justice
system, makes independent, quality conditional release and pardon
decisions and clemency recommendations.  The Board contributes to the
protection of society by facilitating, as appropriate, the timely integration
of offenders as law-abiding citizens.

Four main core values guide its work in relation to the Mission and reflect that the Board:

• contributes to the attainment of a just, peaceful and safe society;

• respects the dignity of all individuals and the equal rights
of all members of society;

• believes the contribution of qualified and motivated
individuals is essential to achieving its Mission; and

• is committed to openness, integrity and accountability in the execution of
the mandate.

The National Parole Board is one component of the Canadian criminal justice system
whose aim is to contribute to the maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe society.  The
Board is an independent administrative tribunal responsible for making decisions about
the timing and conditions of release in a manner that contributes to the long term
protection of society.  In addition, the Board also makes pardons decisions and clemency
recommendations.

 Legislation governing the Board includes the Corrections and Conditional Release Act
(CCRA); Criminal Records Act (CRA), and the provisions of the Criminal Code.  The
CCRA empowers the National Parole Board to make conditional release decisions for
federal offenders and offenders in provinces and territories without their own parole
boards.  Provincial Boards currently exist in Quebec, Ontario, and British Columbia.  The
CRA entitles the Board to issue, grant, deny, or revoke pardons for convictions under
federal acts or regulations. The Governor General exercises authority regarding the use
of the Royal Prerogative of Mercy for those convicted of a federal offence in all
jurisdictions based on investigations carried out by the Board and recommendations
provided to the Solicitor General of Canada.

Objectives

The National Parole Board's prime objective, as outlined in the Mission, is to contribute to
the long term protection of society.  The Board, in carrying out its responsibilities
specifically relating to conditional release and pardons decisions and recommendations for
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clemency, will continue to make decisions according to established legal criteria; be
sensitive to the needs of offenders, victims and their families; strengthen relationships with
partner groups; recognize that offenders can and do change; employ the least restrictive
determination in release decisions consistent with the protection of society; and behave in
a manner that is professional, accountable, and fiscally responsible.  An environment of
trust, respect, openness and sharing of information will be supported and encouraged by
management, Board members, and staff of the Board.

The Board will pursue the following objectives from 1997-98 to 1999-00:

Commitment to Quality - the Board will strive constantly for the highest
quality in conditional release and pardon decision-making, through enhanced
training, policy development, learning from decision outcomes, research and
statistical analysis, public education, and ethical management.

Effectiveness and Efficiency Improvements - the Board will continue to
develop policies and design systems and processes that will improve the
overall quality of conditional release and pardon decision-making, reduce
costs, streamline processes, add value to products and services at every point,
and eliminate needless constraints and duplication by pursuing the sharing of
common services.

Openness and Accountability - the Board will ensure openness and
accountability to the Government and public by continuing to work closely
with partners in the criminal justice system; deal sensitively with victims and
victims’ groups, and participate actively in the community.

Strategic Priorities

Priorities for the Board in the 1997-98 fiscal year will focus on initiatives relating to the
quality of conditional release and pardon decision-making and openness and accountability
by:

♦ carrying out the annual performance evaluation of Board members ensuring
corrective action is carried out where necessary;

♦ developing and implementing an action plan to respond to the
recommendations resulting from the Correctional Service of Canada’s Re-
integration Task Force;

♦ implementing the action plan to follow-up on the results of the evaluation
study of the Board member Training Program to ensure it supports
professional development and quality decision-making;
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♦ investigating and pursuing activities with respect to conditional release
decision-making for Aboriginal offenders in order to be responsive to their
unique needs;

♦ implementing changes respecting high/low risk offenders;

♦ enhancing education of and consultation with the public, criminal justice
partner groups, victim and offender advocacy groups, specifically relating
to the Board’s programs with a focus on conditional release decision-
making;

♦ developing and implementing an action plan to follow-up on the results of
the review of the clemency and pardons systems and processes; and

♦ carrying out an evaluation to assess the impact of the user fee for pardons.

Organization Composition and Business Lines

The work of the National Parole Board is carried out by a network of offices in Ottawa
and the Regions.  The national office is responsible for clemency and pardons, audits and
investigations, appeals, policy development and interpretation, performance outcomes, and
advice and guidance in the area of Board member training, planning, communications and
corporate services.  There are five regional offices:  Atlantic (Moncton, N.B.); Quebec
(Montreal, P.Q.); Ontario (Kingston, Ont.); Prairies (Saskatoon, Sask., and Edmonton,
Alberta sub-office); and Pacific (Abbotsford, B.C.) and all are in close proximity to the
Correctional Service of Canada regional offices.

The complex task of making conditional release decisions is carried out by qualified
Board members in each region with knowledge and relevant experience.  In order for the
Board members to assess the risk of each case and make decisions to grant or deny
conditional release, they are provided with indepth training on legislation, regulations,
policies, and risk assessment.  In addition, Board members are supported by a team of
knowledgeable staff who, working closely with CSC, ensure that all required information
for decision-making is received, and that it is shared with the offender within the
prescribed timeframes.  They also provide policy interpretation, maintain contact with
victims, schedule hearings, make arrangements for observers at hearings, and
communicate the resulting conditional release decisions.

The Board’s operations are broken down into three business lines:  Conditional Release,
Clemency and Pardons, and Corporate Policy and Management.  The most significant
business line is conditional release that accounts for 68% of the total Board’s resources.
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Part IV - Supplementary Information includes the organization chart of the National
Parole Board.

The following describes the Board’s business lines:

Conditional Release includes the review of cases of offenders and making of quality
conditional release decisions; the provision of support for decision-making; carrying out
audits and investigations; reviewing and making decisions with respect to appeal
applications; the provision of training necessary to ensure quality and professionalism in
decision-making; the development and review of conditional release policy; the
coordination of program delivery throughout National Parole Board (NPB) and with the
Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) and other key partners; the provision of
information to victims and interested parties within the community; and dissemination of
information related to conditional release to the public.

Objective:  To make quality conditional release decisions by reviewing cases of
offenders and applying risk assessment criteria to determine any
potential risk of re-offending.

Clemency and Pardons involves the review of applications and the issuing of pardons,
the rendering of pardon decisions and clemency recommendations.

Objective: To render quality pardon decisions and clemency recommendations.

Corporate policy and management involves the provision of a range of services
supporting the conditional release and clemency and pardons business lines such as:
planning, human resources; finance; and information technology.

Objective: To provide information and support for planning, resource
management and decision-making.
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Section III:   Departmental Performance

Protection of society is the paramount consideration in any conditional release decision.
These decisions are made based on available information and careful assessment of risk.
Effective conditional release benefits both the community and the offender by:

• providing a controlled re-entry into the community that contributes to the long term
protection of society;

• recognizing that offenders can and do change;

• reuniting offenders with their families;

• providing employment opportunities and reducing the need for social assistance, and

• allowing offenders an opportunity to contribute positively to society.
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A.  Performance Expectations

Planned Versus Actual Spending Tables

Resource Requirements by Organization and Business Line
Comparison of Total Planned Spending  to Actual Expenditures, 1996-97 by Organization and Business Line
($ millions)

Business Lines
Organization Conditional Release Clcmency and

Pardons
Corporate Policy
and Management

TOTALS

Chairman & Executive Vice-Chairperson’s Offices 0.7 0.7
0.6 0.6

Communications & Access to Info. 0.6 0.6
0.6 0.6

Professional Development & Decision Processes 1.8 1.8
1.5 1.5

Clemency and Pardons 1.6 1.6
1.5 1.5

Corporate Management 1.1 0.1 3.1 4.3
1.0 0.1 3.3 4.4

Atlantic Region 2.3 0.3 2.6
2.2 0.3 2.5

Quebec Region 3.5 0.5 4.0
3.3 0.4 3.7

Ontario Region 3.0 0.3 3.3
3.0 0.3 3.3

Prairies Region 3.3 0.6 3.9
3.3 0.7 4.0

Pacific Region 2.1 0.1 2.2
2.1 0.1 2.2

TOTALS 17.1 1.7 6.2 25.01

16.4 1.6 6.3 24.3

% of TOTAL 67.5 6.6 25.9 100.0

Note:  Shaded numbers denote actual expenditures/revenues in 1996-97.
1 Includes Supplementary Estimates of $1.1 million.
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Comparison of Total Planned Spending to Actual Expenditures, 1996-97 by
Business Line

($ millions)

Business Line FTE Operating2 Capital Total Gross
Expenditures

Total
 Net

Expenditures
Conditional Release 220 17.1 0.0 17.1 17.1

216 16.4 0.0 16.4 16.4
Clemency & Pardons 34 1.7 0.0 1.7 1.7

31 1.6 0.0 1.6 1.6
Corporate Policy & Management 85 6.2 0.0 6.2 6.2

83 6.3 0.0 6.3 6.3
Totals 339 25.0 0.0 25.01 25.0

330 24.3 0.0 24.3 24.3

Other Revenues and Expenditures
0.0

Revenue credited to the Consolidated Revenue Fund 0.33

0.2
Cost of services provided by other departments 3.1

3.0
Net Cost of the Program 28.4

27.1

Note:  Shaded numbers denote actual expenditures/revenues in 1996-97.
1 Includes Supplementary Estimates of $1.1 million.
2 Operating includes contributions to employee benefit plans.
3 The National Parole Board is responsible for the collection of pardon application fees.  Total revenue collected

in 1996-97 was $730,000.  This revenue is credited to the NPB and the RCMP based on the following:  $16.00
or 32% to the NPB and $34.00 or 68%  to the RCMP of the pardon application fee.

Departmental Planned versus Actual Spending by Business Line

($ millions)

Business Lines Actual
1993-94

Actual
 1994-95

Actual
 1995-96

Total
Planned
1996-97

Actual
1996-97

Conditional Release 18.1 17.0 17.7 17.1 16.4

Clemency and Pardons 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.7 1.6

Corporate Policy and Management 7.3 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.3

Total 27.1 24.9 25.8 25.01 24.3

1 Includes Supplementary Estimates of $1.1 million.
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The reduction in resources from 1993-94 to 1994-95 is mainly due to:  a decrease in
resources previously provided to implement the Corrections and Conditional Release Act,
the processing of a backlog of pardon cases and implementation of changes as a result of
the Criminal Records Act amendments, relocation of newly appointed Board members,
implementation of government initiatives relating to Family Violence and Aboriginal
Justice, as well as federally directed budget reductions.  The increase between 1994-95
and 1995-96 was the result of carry-over resources from 1994-95 that were used to
expand the use of technology at the Board.  The difference between planned and actual for
1996-97 resulted from using carry-over resources from 1995-96, and delayed staffing
action.  The use of carry-over and strategic management of expenditures will assist the
Board in its ongoing transition to lower resource levels.

The Board continues to manage its Business Lines in an effective and efficient manner
despite its reduced resources over the past five years.  The Board is continually pursuing
innovative and efficient approaches to delivery of its business lines without affecting its
prime objective of protection of society. Some examples of innovative changes include:
enhanced training, improved scheduling of hearings, reduced quorum from three to two
Board members in some cases, efficiencies in travel, and expanded use of technology.

The Board’s resources have reduced from 1993-94
to 1996-97 by $2.8 million or 10%.  In addition, the
complexity of the workload has increased
significantly, mainly as a result of an increase in
offender population as well as a change in the
offender profile.  This has had a considerable impact
on the Board's limited resource flexibility, given the
non-discretionary nature of much of NPB's operating
costs (e.g., Board member and staff salaries, training
and travel).  Expenditures on salaries for Board
members and staff consume 85% of the budget.
Transportation and communications account for 8%; 4% of costs is expended on
professional and special services; and 3% is spent on printing, supplies, and minor capital.

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

93-
94

94-
95

95-
96

96-
97
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Salaries

Transp &
Comm.

Prof. & Spec.
Serv.

Minor Capital

85%

8% 4%
3%

Summary of Performance Expectations

National Parole Board
 To provide Canadians with: as demonstrated by:
Quality decision-making for conditional
release and pardons

♦ an effective Board member appointment/evaluation
process;

♦ using performance information to make the
necessary policy/operations changes by monitoring:
• the number of serious charges laid against

offenders while on day and full parole and
statutory release (short-term).

• the number of day and full parole and statutory
release successful completions as a proportion
of all releases (medium-term); and

• those offenders returned for a new conviction
after warrant expiry (long-term);

♦ implementing revisions to streamline and enhance
the pardons process;

♦ implementing changes, if necessary, to the user fee
for pardons; and

♦ processing applications for pardons on average
within six months.

 

Open and accountable decision-making
process

♦ enhancing public education;
♦ continuing to meeting with criminal justice

partners, victims’ groups, community
organizations, and the media to provide information
concerning the work of the National Parole Board;

♦ providing information on conditional release
outcomes; and

♦ obtaining stakeholder feedback.
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B.  Performance Accomplishments

Departmental Performance

Over the last few years, the Board has been committed to improvements of its operations
specifically with respect to quality, and openness and accountability of its decision-
making.  The following are some of the key accomplishments that have resulted in
improvements of the Board’s performance:

Quality Decision-making:

• ensured the Mission principles and core values are evident in all Board operations;

• Board member vacancies are staffed based on the selection and appointment
process established in 1994.  This involves:  advertising all vacancies in the Canada
Gazette with a summary of required qualifications; undertaking an initial screening
of potential candidates based on relevant criminal justice/corrections experience;
interviewing qualified candidates; and submitting the names of the qualified
candidates to the Solicitor General for approval;

• ongoing enhancement of decision-making policies and incorporating legislative
changes such as Bill C-55 High/Low Risk Offenders;

• used the results of investigations and audits and appeal decisions to train Board
members;

• developed an action plan to follow-up on the results of the evaluation of the Board
member training program;

• actively involved in the Correctional Service of Canada’s Re-integration Task
Force;

• investigated and pursued activities with respect to conditional release decision-
making for Aboriginal offenders such as:  expansion of the Elder-assisted hearing
model to the Pacific Region to ensure that hearings for Aboriginal offenders are
culturally sensitive to their needs;

• in 1996-97, the Board received 518 appeal applications (488 federal and 30
provincial).  Of this amount, 63 were rejected and 10 were withdrawn leaving 445
appeal applications for processing; and

• participated in the Sentencing & Corrections Review.
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  Openness and Accountability:

• carried out the annual performance evaluation process for Board members and
ensured follow-up action, e.g., additional training, etc., where necessary;

• provided the semi-annual performance monitoring report for discussion and
follow-up action by management;

• published the Board’s Service Standards on the Board’s Internet site;

• monitored the user fee for pardons applications that shifted some of the
administrative costs from the taxpayer to those who receive the direct benefit;

• implemented the public education plan by meeting with criminal justice partners,
victims’ groups, editorial boards and print media outlets to provide information
concerning the work of the Board;

• maintained ongoing dialogue with victims’ organizations in order to improve the
services provided to victims.  A fact sheet for victims was developed explaining
how to obtain information from and provide information to the Board.  Toll free
lines for victims have been established to make it easier to get and obtain
information.  In 1996-97, there were 6,525 contacts with victims via telephone and
letter;

• shared the findings of investigations and audits with members of the Standing
Committee on Justice and Legal Affairs and others who expressed interest;

• provided information on conditional release outcomes to the media, Members of
Parliament and interested members of the public;

• 705 observers (victims, public, media) attended parole hearings in 1996-97.
Ontario has the highest number of observers (50% of total).  Observers generally
reacted positively to their experience and reported greater understanding of NPB
decision-making;

• planned to undertake consultations with victim and offender advocacy groups to
discuss issues and concerns relating to parole as part of the upcoming review of
the CCRA; and

• continued working with criminal justice partner groups (corrections, police, parole
organizations - Canadian Association of Paroling Authorities, and Association of
Paroling Authorities International), and advocacy groups for victims and offenders.
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Business Line Performance

Conditional Release Business Line:

The following provides information related to:  a) grant rates; b) number of serious
charges laid against offenders while on day/full parole and statutory release; c) number of
day and full parole and statutory release completions; and d) post-warrant expiry
recidivism.

a) Grant rates, while not a measure of performance, do reflect decision trends of the
Board. They are calculated based on the total grant decision as a proportion of the
total grant and denial decisions made by the Board.

The following are the Grant Rates for day and full parole for federal and provincial
(under NPB jurisdiction) offenders for the period 1992-93 to 1996-97:

Grant Rates - Federal:

YEAR Parole Type REVIEWS GRANT RATE %

1992-93 Day

Full

7,891

7,243

5,201

2,693

66

37

1993-94 Day

Full

6,779

6,915

4,413

2,638

65

38

1994-95 Day

Full

6,538

6,655

3,913

2,223

60

33

1995-96 Day

Full

5,385

5,685

3,164

1,956

59

34

1996-97 Day

Full

4,055

4,301

2,693

1,737

66

40
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Grant Rates - Provincial (excludes Quebec, Ontario & British Columbia):

YEAR Parole Type REVIEWS GRANT RATE %

1992-93 Day

Full

580

1,073

381

696

66

65

1993-94 Day

Full

515

1,070

300

679

58

64

1994-95 Day

Full

587

1,089

312

563

53

52

1995-96 Day

Full

554

900

288

448

52

50

1996-97 Day

Full

605

885

280

461

46

52

Between 1992-93 and 1996-97, day parole grant rates for federal and provincial offenders
ranged from 59% to 66% and 46% to 66% respectively.  Grant rates for full parole for
federal and provincial offenders ranged from 33% to 40% and 50% to 65% respectively.

Changes in grant rates may be due to the interaction of a number of factors such as:  the
changing offender profile (more offenders incarcerated for sex offences and violent
offences); impact of the CCRA implemented in 1992 and other legislative changes; public
attitudes; and changes in NPB and CSC policies and practices.

b) Serious Charges:  While CSC is responsible for community supervision, both NPB
and CSC regularly monitor the behaviour of offenders in the community on day and
full parole and statutory release as a short-term indicator of decision outcomes.

Charges are tracked for eight serious offence categories including:  murder, attempted
murder, sexual assault, major assault, hostage taking, unlawful confinement, robbery,
and other sensational incidents (e.g., major drug seizures, arson).
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The following table is a breakdown of the charges from 1991-92 to 1996-97:

Charges for Serious Offence by Release Type and the Rates of Charge per 1,000
Offenders Under Supervision:

YEAR DAY
PAROLE

RATES
PER
1,000

FULL
PAROLE

RATES
PER
1,000

STATUTORY
RELEASE

RATES
PER
1,000

TOTAL
NO. OF

CHARGES

1991/92 66 37 72 16 99 45 237

1992/93 73 38 55 12 98 46 226

1993/94 68 43 79 15 93 46 240

1994/95 64 48 69 14 123 62 256

1995/96 15 12 43 9 107 48 165

1996/97 12 11 50 11 133 55 195

In 1996-97, there was a further reduction of 3 (20%) serious charges for day parolees
from 15 to 12.  Although there has been an increase in 1996-97 of serious charges in full
parole and statutory release cases, the increase is mainly due to those offenders on
statutory release.  The overall total is significantly lower than 1994-95 (i.e., 256 versus
195).  In those cases where the Board has no discretion (i.e. statutory release), there was
an increase of 26 (24%) serious charges against offenders on statutory release between
1995-96 and 1996-97.

From 1991-92 to 1996-97 the trend has shown a continuing reduction in the number of
charges for murder and attempted murder.  The increase in the number of serious charges
between 1995/96 and 1996/97 relates primarily to increases in charges for armed robbery.
There were also increases in charges for assault and sexual assault.

Annual rates of charge for a serious offence per 1,000 offenders on statutory release
ranged from 45 to 62 from 1991-92 to 1996-97.  In contrast, rates per 1,000 full parolees
ranged from 9 to 16.  Offenders on statutory release have been 3 to 5 times more likely to
be charged with a serious offence than offenders on full parole.

The reduction in the number of charges may be due to a combination of improvements
both within NPB and CSC, such as:  better identification of risk and needs of offenders
and provision of programming; improved release plans; improved appointment process for
Board members; enhanced training; selection of appropriate offenders for release; and
returning offenders to custody who present a risk before commission of an offence (refer
to technical revocations included in the day and full parole and statutory release successful
releases).
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c) Successfully completed releases are medium-term key indicators of accountability for
the Board.  Information on the outcomes of decisions to release is crucial.  Factors
influencing success or failure on conditional release are complex and many extend
beyond the control of NPB and CSC.

The successful completion rate is calculated by dividing the number of parole or
statutory releases who have completed their period of supervision by the total number
of  parole or statutory release completions over the fiscal year.  There are two types of
revocations - technical and new offence.  Technical revocations include a violation of a
condition, such as, drinking, breaking curfew, or deterioration of an offender’s
behaviour.  In these cases in order to protect the public, NPB may revoke an
offender’s release, if the Board believes an offender is at risk of committing a new
offence.

The following tables display the proportion of successfully completed releases out of
the total number of federal completions for the years 1992-93 to 1996-97 for day and
full parole and statutory release.
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Success Rate
RELEASE
TYPE/YR.

SUCCESSFUL
COMPLETION

REVOCATION RECIDIVISM RATE
(Revocation with

Offence)

TOTAL
RECIDIVISM

(Technical) Non
Violent
Offence

Violent
Offence

RATE

Day Parole

1992-93

1993-94

1994-95

1995-96

1996-97

#

3585

3694

3406

3001

2578

%

66.0

73.5

75.4

79.5

82.0

#

1384

  994

  872

  584

  455

%

25.5

19.8

19.3

15.5

14.5

#

360

256

171

132

  84

%

6.6

5.1

3.8

3.5

2.7

#

99

83

68

56

26

%

1.8

1.7

1.5

1.5

0.8

#

459

339

239

188

110

%

8.5

6.7

5.3

5.0

3.5

Full Parole

1992-93

1993-94

1994-95

1995-96

1996-97

#

2022

2062

2020

1828

1568

%

70.0

58.2

62.6

66.6

65.3

#

486

932

846

623

579

%

16.8

26.3

26.2

22.7

24.1

#

311

447

282

239

214

%

10.8

12.6

  8.7

  8.7

  8.9

#

70

99

79

53

42

%

2.4

2.8

2.4

1.9

1.7

#

381

546

361

292

256

%

13.2

15.5

11.2

10.6

10.7

Stat. Release

1992-93

1993-94

1994-95

1995-96

1996-97

#

1977

2250

2486

2639

2873

%

54.1

49.8

57.6

57.3

56.3

#

1015

1424

1331

1389

1610

%

27.8

31.5

30.9

30.2

31.5

#

480

666

357

426

513

%

13.1

14.7

  8.3

  9.3

10.0

#

181

176

140

150

109

%

5.0

3.9

3.2

3.3

2.1

#

661

842

497

576

622

%

18.1

18.6

11.5

12.5

12.2

SOURCE: NPB 1997-04-24
SUCCESS RATE is based on the completion of the supervision period during the fiscal year.
Violent offences include offences on Schedule I, plus first and second degree murder.

The above indicates that offenders on day and full parole present less risk than offenders
on statutory release.  The successful completion rates for offenders who completed their
period of supervision in 1996-97 was:  82% for day parole; 65% for full parole; and 56%
for statutory release.  The recidivism rates over the five years have declined from 8 to 3%
(day parole), 13 to 10% (full parole), and 18 to 12% (statutory release).

The higher successful completion rates of offenders on day and full parole as compared to
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those offenders released by law on statutory release are due in part to the Board’s ability
to select those offenders most likely to be successful on these releases.

d)  Post Warrant Expiry

Success or failure by an offender after warrant expiry is influenced by diverse and
complex factors, many of which are beyond the control of the Correctional Service of
Canada or the National Parole Board.  Information on post-warrant expiry date
recidivism (long-term indicator) provides important information for strategic planning,
and assessment of the effectiveness of law, policy, and operations.

The following tables present information on federal recidivism after warrant expiry for
federal offenders released on full parole and statutory release.  The tables illustrate the
status on March 31, 1997, of all offenders released in the given year, by release type.
They indicate that offenders reaching warrant expiry on statutory release are 3 to 4
times more likely to be readmitted to a federal institution after warrant expiry date
than offenders released on parole.  Readmissions for statutory release also occur much
more quickly than for full parole.

Post-Warrant Expiry Federal Recidivism - Full Parole

Year of
Release

Releases Readmission
before WED

Under
Supervision

Reached WED Post WED
Readmission

# % # % # % # % # %

1986-87 2,007 100 538 27 58 3 1,411 70 177 13

1987-88 2,282 100 645 28 70 3 1,564 69 179 11

1988-89 1,862 100 524 28 61 3 1,277 69 109 9

1989-90 1,934 100 505 26 98 5 1,331 69 132 10

1990-91 2,082 100 593 28 125 6 1,364 66 97 7

1991-92 2,258 100 646 29 201 9 1,411 62 95 7

1992-93 2,575 100 827 32 286 11 1,462 57 77 5

1993-94 2,598 100 947 36 398 16 1,253 48 34 3

1994-95 2,227 100 705 31 749 34 773 35 8 1

1995-96 1,997 100 415 21 1,459 73 123 6 1 .8

Post-Warrant Expiry Federal Recidivism - Statutory Release
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Year of
Release

Releases Readmission
before WED

Under
Supervision

Reached WED Post WED
Readmission

# % # % # % # % # %

1986-87 3,283 100 1,468 45 9 .3 1,806 55 678 38

1987-88 3,353 100 1,491 44 3 .1 1,859 55 606 34

1988-89 3,307 100 1,562 47 8 .2 1,737 53 496 29

1989-90 3,457 100 1,597 46 4 .1 1,856 54 502 27

1990-91 3,445 100 1,581 46 12 .4 1,852 54 473 26

1991-92 3,491 100 1,593 45 14 .4 1,884 54 452 24

1992-93 3,639 100 1,615 44 20 .6 2,004 55 393 20

1993-94 3,518 100 1,541 44 33 .9 1,944 55 423 22

1994-95 3,915 100 1,750 45 85 2 2,080 53 310 15

1995-96 4,459 100 1,857 42 770 17 1,832 41 173 9

The proportion of offenders released annually and still under supervision is significantly
higher for full parole than statutory release.  This trend appears to be based on the
following factors:

• longer supervision periods for full parole (eligible for release at one-third of
sentence) compared with statutory release (release at two-thirds of sentence); and

• longer sentence lengths for offenders on full parole (e.g., lifers).

The proportion of full parolees released annually and reaching warrant expiry date
without revocation is higher than the proportion for statutory release (by about 15%) for
releases during the period 1986-87 to 1990-91.

Rates of post-warrant expiry date recidivism for full parole range from less than 1% to
13% annually.  For statutory release, the annual rates range from 9% to 38%, indicating
that offenders on statutory release are more likely to reoffend and to reoffend within a
shorter period and return to federal institutions.  In the years since the introduction of the
CCRA, excluding 1995-96, post warrant expiry date recidivism for full parole has
averaged 3.5% annually, compared with 19% annually for statutory release.

Clemency and Pardons Business Line:

Through the review of appropriate information, the Board issues, grants, denys or revokes
pardons, under the Criminal Records Act, and formulates recommendations to the
Solicitor General for decision by the Governor in Council for the exercise of the royal
prerogative of mercy.  An indicator of the Board’s effectiveness in this area is the average
time involved in processing applications for pardons.

The following table outlines the number of pardon applications received and accepted,
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pardons issued and granted, and the average processing time from 1992-93 to 1996-97:

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Applications
Received

25,249 28,999 30,111 22,749 22,203

Accepted
Applications

21,125 17,565 21,218 15,040 14,682

Pardons Issued
(summary conviction)

5,748 4,446 5,227 4,389 4,963

Pardons Granted
(indictable offence)

23,457 14,915 18,668 11,012 12,566

Average Process
Time (months) 10 8 7 7 6

The number of applications received annually is the most significant workload factor in the
clemency and pardons business line.  From 1992-93, pardon applications increased steadily
peaking at 30,000 in 1994-95.  In 1995-96, pardon applications decreased (24%) and
decreased slightly in 1996-97.  The primary factor in the decline involves a revised method
of counting applications.  Potentially, the introduction of a user fee to process a pardon
may have affected the decrease in the number of applications.  It is difficult to predict if
this trend will continue.

It is the responsibility of a pardon applicant to submit their application ensuring it is
complete, accurate, timely, the waiting period has been met, and includes the payment for
the user fee.  While there have been fluctuations over the years, generally the Board
accepts about 60% to 70% of all applications received annually.

In November 1992, the Criminal Records Act was revised.  The CRA gives the Board the
authority to grant pardons for offences prosecuted by indictment if it is satisfied the
applicant is of good conduct and is conviction-free for five years.  In addition, the Board
shall issue pardons for offences punishable by way of summary conviction following a
conviction free period of three years.

The large number of pardons granted in 1992-93 was the result of changes made to the
CRA and the processing of a backlog of pardon applications from the previous year.

The average processing time over the last five years has reduced from 10 to 6 months as a
result of efficiency improvements.

The 99% grant/issue rate for pardons has remained relatively constant over the years.  The
revocation rate over the past 10 years has ranged from .06% to 1.43%.  The revocation
rate each year represents an extremely small proportion of all people in Canada who have
been granted a pardon since the program’s inception.  As of 1996/97, the total number of
pardons granted/issued that are still in force was 223,952 with 5,379 revocations
representing an overall revocation rate of 2.4%.  This demonstrates that most people
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remain crime free after receipt of a pardon.

The Board implemented the necessary policies and procedures with respect to the
introduction on April 26, 1995 of the user fee for pardons. In 1996-97, the Board credited
$730,500 to the Consolidated Revenue Fund relating to the user fee.  The impact of the
user fee will be evaluated in 1997-98 including its possible impact on the number of
applications received.

In response to the Program Review, the Board began to reengineer processes and systems
for pardon applications.  Proposals have been developed which are expected to yield
financial savings while at the same time providing significant improvements in the
processing time for pardon applications.

The number of Requests for the Royal
Prerogative of Mercy (clemency) is
becoming a significant workload factor.
The number of clemency requests has
increased from 8 to 44 between 1992-93
and 1996-97.  This increase may be due
partly to the more restrictive legislation
passed over the years, as well as the
heightened awareness of the program.

C.  Key reviews

Key Reviews

Other Key Reviews
The major study currently underway is a review of the changes implemented with the
introduction of the CCRA.  It is jointly underway with Correctional Service of Canada,
the Department and the Correctional Investigator to support the upcoming parliamentary
review of the Act.

Note:  Representatives from Department of Justice and Privy Council Office also participate as Steering
Committee and Working Group Members in this review.
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B.  Contacts

Office Address

National Office Director, Communications
340 Laurier Avenue West
Ottawa, Ontario
K1A 0R1
Phone:  (613) 954-6549                                 Fax: (613) 957-3241

Atlantic Region Regional Director
1045 Main Street
Unit 101
Moncton, N.B.
E1C 1H1
Phone:  (506) 851-6345                                 Fax: (506) 851-6926

Quebec Region Regional Director
200 René Lévesque Blvd. W.
Guy Favreau Complex, West Tower
Montreal, P.Q.
H2Z 1X4
Phone:  (514) 283-4584                                 Fax:  (514) 283-5484

Ontario Region Regional Director
516 O’Connor Drive
Kingston, Ont.
K7P 1N3
Phone:  (613) 634-3857                                 Fax:  (613) 634-3861

Prairies Region Regional Director
229 Fourth Ave. South
6th Floor
Saskatoon, Sask.
S7K 4K3
Phone:  (306) 975-4228                                 Fax:  (306) 975-5892

Pacific Region Regional Director
32315 South Fraser Way
Room 305
Abbotsford, BC
V2T 1W6
Phone:  (604) 870-2468                                 Fax:  (604) 870-2498

The National Parole Board’s internet site address is:  http://www.npb-cnlc.gc.ca/
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C.  Financial Summary Tables

Revenues to the Consolidated Revenue Fund (CRF) by Business Line

($ millions)

Business Lines Actual
1993-94

Actual
1994-95

Actual
1995-96

Total
Planned
1996-97

Actual
1996-97

Clemency and Pardons 0 0 .6 .7 .7

Total Revenues to the CRF 0 0 .6 .7 .7

Legislation Administered by the National Parole Board

The Minister has sole responsibility to Parliament for the following Acts:
Corrections and Conditional Release Act S.C. 1992, c.20, as amended by S.C. 1995, c.42, S.C.

1997, c.17 and its Regulations
Criminal Records Act R.S. 1985, c.C-47

The Minister shares responsibility to Parliament for the following Acts:
Criminal Code R.S. 1985, c. C-46
Prisons and Reformatories Act R.S. 1985, c. P-20
Letters Patent constituting the Office of Governor General
of Canada (1947)

Canada Gazette, 1947, Part I, Vol. 81, p. 3104,
reprinted in R.S. 1985, Appendix II, No. 31

Authorities for 1996-97 - Part II of the Estimates

Financial Requirements by Authority

Vote (thousands of dollars) 1996-97 1996-97 1996-97
Main Estimates Total Actual

Planned
National Parole Board

25 Program expenditures 21,295 22,417 21,701
(S) Contributions to employee benefit plans  2, 560  2, 560  2,560

                                                                                                        

Total Agency 23,855 24,9771 24,261
1 Includes Supplementary Estimates of $1,122.
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