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1l.

scheduled to return to the Institution for an add
week. - During this period, he was replaced by
-Dr. Jean=Guy McFadden, who was the head of a medi
clinic in Sainte-Anne-des-Plaines. Dr. Morin was
responsible for a health care staff consisting of
Chief Health Care Officer and eight Health Care O
who were all registered nurses. The health care
was generally responsible for administering gener
health services to inmates and for treating injur
sick inmates in the institutional hospital; inmat
required treatment which exceeded institutional h
care facilities were referred to civilian hoépita
The procedures and many of the functions to be pe
by the Health Care Unit were‘set out in a Policy
Procedures Manual. The institutional hospital co
in part, a number of offices, a treatment room, 1

and a control post at the entrance to the hospita

d) Assistant Warden-Technical Services: this

position has been occupied by Jacgues Courtemanch
1978. The Technical Services Unit was responsibl
the general maintenance of and minor repairs of t
Institution including heating, lighting and plumb

well as for the service of inmates' meals and for

providing and maintaining inmates' clothing.
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hostage was stabbed to death. The remaining two hostages
also stabbed by the hostage takers and left for dead. The

hostage takers then committed suicide.

One of the five remaining correctional officers w
taken refuge in the offices at "N" Control was felled by a
on the head from an inmate and was then dragged on the flo
several inmates. A second correctional officer was also g
by inmates and punched, kicked and stabbed by his aggresso
This correctional officer then managed to éscape through "'
Control. The remaining three officers also managed to esc
the same route. The first officer originally felled by a !
the head was then hanged by ¢ fire hose from a set of catwi
steps in "N" Control and his body was mutilated by inmates
addition, one inmate was seen activating the nozzle of a £
extinguisher directly into the mouth of the two correction:

officers who had been left for dead by the hostage takers.

During the course of events, "N" Control was rans:
and fire was set to the area; fire was also set in the
gymnasium. In addition some inmates broke into the indust:
and vocational areas to obtain tools to further their purp:

Control of "N" Control was re-taken from the inma

approximately 12:45 a.m. on July 26, 1982; tear gas was us
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PROCEDURE AND HEARINGS

a)

PRE-HEARING PREPARATION

Following the receipt of the above mandate,

comprehensive research was undertaken of all of the instituti

files a1 ° records relevant to the investigation as well as th

other pertinent documents; this research was performed during

July and August of 1983. The types of documents reviewed are

out below:

(1)

Prior Reports on Allegations of Mistreatment:

These reports included a report to the
International Human' Rights Law Group by
Charles M. Kolb, dated September 23, 1982 and
entitled "The Riot and Deaths at Archambault
Penitentiary Ste-Anne-des-Plaines, on July 25
1982", a report by the Moderator of the Unite:
Church of Canada, the Right Reverend Clarke
MacDonald dated November 3, 1982, a report by
"Féderation internationale des droits de l'ho
written by Thierry Maleville at the end of 19
and entitled "Rapport de Maison - La situatio
Penitencier Archambault, Sainte-Anne-des-Plai

Québec, Canada" and a report by Amnesty












19.

allegations of mistreatment, were interviewed informally by a
representative of the office of the Correctional Investigator
order to obtain further particulars of their allegations prio
their testimony. The information obtained from these intervi
was used to brief the Correctional Investigator and counsel p

to receiving the testimony of these inmates.

b) HEARINGS AND WITNESSES

The hearings into this matter commenced on August 25
1983, and were resumed from time to time until January 23, 19
for reasons which will become apparent later in this report,
hearings were resumed to receive additional inmate testimony :
April and May of this year. 1In all, there were 37 days of
hearings resulting in over 7,000 pages of testimony and 98
exhibits. Hearings with respect to inmate testimony were hel«
Millhaven Institution, Kingston Penitentiary, the Correctiona:
Development Center, Leclerc Institution and Prince Albert
Institution. Hearings with respect to the testimony of
correctional officers and other witnesses, were held at the
Sheraton Laval in Laval, Québec; hearings were held at
Archambault Institution to receive the testimony of a number «
classificati;n officers assigned at that Institution during t]
relevant time. Two days of hearings were held in Ottawa,-

Ontario. The dates and locations of the hearings are set out
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8 report to the Solicitor General who in turn had
clearly indicated in his letter setting out the terms of
reference of this investigation (see Appendix "1") his inte
to make the report public, save the names of persons where
decided appropriate. The ultimate decision to make public
information gathered as a result of this investigation ther

remained with the Solicitor General.

It was for these reasons that a number of requests
the part of inmates during the course of the hearings to al
the pfesence of the preés were denied. It was also for the
reasons that the presence during the hearings of Jean-Claud
Bernheim of the "Office des droits des détenus" was denied
following the request of some inmates. Similarly, requests
the part of inmates and counsel for the correctional office
transcripts of the testimony given during the hearings were

denied.

Save a number of classification officers in the
Institution and members of the families of inmates who agre
testify at the hearings, all witnesses were subpoenaed to
testify; a copy of the form of subpoena served on all such
witnesses is included in Appendix "8" to this report. It w
noted that this subpoena advises the witness of his right t

represented by counsel during his testimony. Three inmates
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as "S.0.) 864 which when read together, generally prescribe t!

following procedure in the use of gas on inmates:

a)

b)

c)

authority for the use of gas should normally t
obtained from the warden or in his absence, tt

officer in charge of the Institution prior to

‘use; nevertheless, in cases of extreme emerger

where it is not possible or practical to obtai
such prior authority, gas may be used by any
penitentiary officer and he, in turn, will be

required to justify his actions:

when time permits, the institutional medical

officer must be consulted prior to the use of
as to the medical and health considerations of
the inmates in question; once gas has been use

the inmates must receive a medical examinatior

inmates against whom gas is proposed to be use
must be given a warning of such use unless the

illegal actions cease:
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as the Assistant Warden of Security and the Warden himself
admitted that if a given incident of gassing is not reported
accotdance with the procedures, the authorities of the
Institution would have no way of discovering the incident unl
of course, the incident was reported by another source or the
person in authority himself actually witnessed the incident ¢
noticed the smell of gas during his rounds. Therefore, the tact
that no written reports of gassing of inmates in detention were
produced cannot be taken in any way as implying that no such
incidents occurred. Quite the contary, the absence of such
reports confirms that the above directives and procedures were
not complied with by the guards. More will be said laﬁer about
the actions of the medical staff of the Institution with

reference to the above incidents of gassing in the detention unit

2. ALLEGATIONS OF USE OF PHYSICAL FORCE IN THE DETENTION UN

(a) General

This section deals with the evidence pertaining to all
of the allegations relating to physical abuse of inmates by
guards in the detention unit during the relevant period excluding
the use of gas. The specific breakdown of this type of activity

appears in Schedule 1 of this report and will be generally






























clothes were torn off their backs, others alleged that they
suffered kicks,. slaps and punches from guards and that they war
beaten with riot sticks. Still others alleged they were shoved
against walls and lockers. One inmate alleged he was threatene«
with a small knife with a yellow handle when being undressed:; if
should be noted that the evidence shows that a knife of this
description is kept in the guards' office in the detention unit.
Two inmates alleged that guards forced the nozzle of a fire
extinguisher into their mouth but without its being activated:
one inmate alleged that this incident caused him to bleed from
the mouth. As<mentioned in Part I of this report this treatment
was administered on a guard by an inmate during the events of

July 25, 1982.

While in the detention unit, inmates alleged the same
type of beatings at the hands of guards, day and nigat as
described above. Some inmates alleged that their testicles wer:
squeezed during these beatings. In addition, some inmates
alleged that a makeshift rope of bedsheets was placed around
their neck and that guards threatened to hang them. Several
inmates alleged they were forced to stand or sit on their beds «
forced to crawl under their beds at night to prevent them from

-

sleeping.
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Two inmates alleged to have been sexually harassed while

in detention. Some inmates testified that they observed inmate
. _}n the range, naked, being forced to masturbate by

guards and swallow his sperm. It should be noted that inmate

complained to during a visit in August, 1982,
that he was forced to masturbate “to the end", but did not
identify any guard: inmate was not available to testify
during the investigation. Another inmate testified that he saw
an inmate in the range, naked, forced to assume various sexual
positions; it is noteworthy that the inmate who was alleged to
have suffered this treatment, did not make any allegations in
this respect during his testimony. One would think that such an
incident would not have been omitted by this inmate during his

testimony.

Lastly, two inmates alleged that a guard urinated on

them in their cells while other guards forceably restrained them.

With reference toc the inmates' allegations of beatings
either by kicks, fists or riot sticks, no conclusions can be mad:
as to the actual occurrence of any specific instances involving
particular guards because of the denial of the guards accused anc

the lack of sufficient corroborative evidence with respect to an

specific incident. 1In effect, other than evidence from inmates
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by his lawyer in August, who noted some redness on the inmate's
chin and lower ‘'lip and the fact that both of his thighs were
swollen. However, the inmate did not indicate to him the cause

of these injuries.

The question of the quality of medical care during the
period in question will be discussed later in this report.
However, it should be noted that none of the inmate medical files
examined during this investigation revealed that an inmate had
been treated for physical injuries in keeping with the above
allegations of beatings. In this respect, these files recorded a
significant number of visits by Health Care Officers to the
detention unit to dispense various pills or treatment for such
ailments as constipation, headaches and heartburns. In other
instances, the inmates were seen by the institutional physician
and the record of such visits did not indicate that any physical

injuries were observed or that the inmate complained of any such

injuries.

Further, two classification officers visited inmates in
the detention unit during the relevant period. One such
classification officer who visited one inmate in private, without

any guards present, indicated that this inmate did not complain

of any mistreatment. The second classification officer saw two
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in the detention unit could have been opened during these shifts
without at least the complicity of an officer at this level to
obtain the necessary key. No evidence was obtained suggesting
that any officer at these levels participated in or somehow were
related to any allegations of physical mistreatment in detention

during the relevant period.

With reference to the allegations of physical
mistreatment such as humiliating treatment, sexual harassment and
physical threats, any conclusion as to whether such mistreatment
did or d4id not occur is even more difficult to draw due to the
fact that by their very nature, they would not leave any physical
evidence of their happening. Again, other than the testimony of
other inmates who allege they witnessed such incidents with
respect to some inmates, no evidence was obtained to corroborate

whether these incidents did in fact occur.

Although no conclusion can be drawn as to whether
or not the masturbation incident occurred, it is noted
that according to information provided by the Institution, inmate

apparently had been overheard by a guard during the
events of July 25, 1982, saying that the sight of a guard's blood
made him want to masturbate. As noted earlier inmate

was not available to confirm or deny this allegation. In-
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Hot meals were not resumed in the Institution until
September 28, 1982, when the above repairs and modifications had
been completed. It should be noted however, that an attempt was
made =0 resume the service of hot meals in the Institution on
Sept=2mber 7 and 8, 1982:; this attempt was unsuccessful due to
existing conditions in the Institution as the food could not be
kept hot and consequently, the service of sandwiches and other
items was resumed partially at the request of the representatives
of the inmate committee; this was confirmed by members of the
inmate committee at the time, who testified during the

investigation.

According to information provided by the Institution,
during the relevant period following the events of July 25, 1982,
inmates in the Institution were served two meals totalling 4,000

calories per day. These meals included inter alia, sandwiches,

cereals, beverages including milk, fruit juice and coffee, eggs
and cheese, soup, vegetables and dessert. Sandwiches were
wrapped in paper sandwich bags in the kitchen of the miniaun
security institution, and a quality control check of the food was
e by the kitchen staff before it was taken from the kitchen.
The food was brought to the detention unit in carts by

kitchen helpers who then apportioned the food for each inmate:






103 L]

improper service of meals at the time. It should be noted that
this officer's recollection was very vague on this matter.
Acc?;ding to the inmate in question, the incident occurred on
August 25, 1982, and meals were properly served following this

.

incident.

The evidence further shows that these complaints did
reach the authorities of the Institution since on September 7,
1982, an order was given by the Warden and the Assistant Wardens
to the senior officer of the week (a different Assistant Warden
appointed to this position every week) to supervise the service
of one meal a day in the detention unit. When gquestioned on the
reason for this order, the Warden confirmed that it related to
complaints by inmates as to the service of food in the
Institution particularly in the detention unit. It is noted that
the administration's response was rather belated since it did not
occur until over seven weeks following the events of July 25,
1982, and at a time, according to some of the inmates' testimony,

when the alleged improper service of meals had ceased.

The allegations of the spillage or denial of food by
inmates in the detention unit are corroborated to some extent by
the testimony of two witnesses. The first is a Health Care

Officer who upon one visit to the detention unit noted that the
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inmates were'intentionally awakened or kept awake at night for
reasons other than to check the inmates on rounds:; the kicking or
hitting -of cell doors was left to the discretion of the guard in
charge to be exercised for a specific purpose. This discretion
certainly coﬁld have been abused. As to the question of lights,
a guard on duty during the evening or night shift could have
easily kept them on for some or all of the cells for all or part
of the night without such action being discovered by his
superiors. In this respect, rounds were made every evening and
night shift by officers at the CX-6 and CX-8 levels. However,
the evidence shows that a guard on duty in detention would be
aware of anyone's approach since it was he who would have to open
the door to the detention unit. 1In any event, the testimony of
officers at the CX-6 and CX-8 levels indicated that they remained
at the guards' office during their rounds and did not check each
cell. 1In point of fact, one guard who testified during the
investigation confirmed that during his shift on July 27, 1982,
in the detention unit from 12:00 a.m. to 4:00 a.m., the
fluorescent lights in each cell were on at the time he started
his shift. Although he turned these lights off he did turn them
on again for each of his rounds (of cells) on the half hour. He
also confirmed that this was his own decision and not pursuant to
any directiv;’from his superiors. In addition a Health Care

Officer and a classification officer who both visited different
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apparent that the majority of inmates who alleged that they were
"cold" at nightr also alleged that they had neither clothing nor a
mattrass or blankets. In effect, only one inmate who alleged he
was "cold" at night did not allege that he was deprived of

clothing or mattress and blankets.

According to meteorological records maintained by
Environment Canada, the minimum temperatures for both July and
August of 1982 were below normal by one to two degrees
centigrade. More particularly, during the 37-day period from
July 26 to August 31, 1982, the night temperatures dropped to
below 15°C on 24 nights of which 3 nights were below 5°C.
Attached as Appendix "17" to this report, are copies of the
monthly meteorological summaries of Environment Canada at Dorval,
Québec, for the months of July and August 1982, which set out the

above information in more detail.

The Assistant Warden of Technical Services, acknowledged
that the month of August 1982 was colder than normal in the
Institution given that a great number of windows in the
Institution had been broken and were not repaired. It was for
this reason according to this witness, that the heating system
was put into operation in the pavillions on August 24, 1982, and

in the remainder of the Institution by September 1, 1982; the

heating system is normally put into operation on September 15.
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were kept locked every night and that the
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that the service of meals was done in two ways. For
approximately cne to two weeks following July 25, 1982, the
guards left the inmates’' meals at the door of each range, each
meal consisting in the same items as described earlier for
inmates in the detention unit. Inmates were then let out of
their cells, one at a time, in order to pick-up their meal at the
door of the range. Then a change was made and meals were served
by guards and kitchen helpers at the door of each cell on the
ranges which prompted the inmates to complain that their food was
either thrown onto the floor of the cells or left at the entrance
of the cell and stepped upon before they were allowed to retrieve

it.

The above complaints were brought to the attention of
the authorities of the Institution, including the Warden by the
Inmate Committee. As a result, officers at the CX-6 and CX-8
levels as well as Assistant Wardens were, according to their
testimony, instructed by the Warden to make more frequent rounds
of inspection of the pavillions especially at the times meals
were served in an attempt to ensure that such incidents did not
occur. According to these witnesses, they complied with these
instructions and confirmed that meals were appropriately served,

at least in their presence. 1In light of these circumstances, and

given the tension in the Institution as previously described, it
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833 also provides that tnhne mattress ana beading
are to be removed from an inmate during the day
where that inmate has been found guilty of a
disciplinary offence; in other cases, the inmates

are entitled to such articles 24 hours a day.

the right to toiletry articles such as toilet

paper, toothbrush, toothpaste and soap.

unless otherwise ordered, the right, inter alia,

to correspondence privileges, which is
interpreted to include the right to pencil and

paper; and

the right to a shower and to shave on every
Monday, Wednesday and Friday, "circumstances

permitting.”

In addition, since the cells in the detention unit,

except those already described as "“special cells"”, have a sink

with taps and a toilet, it is assumed that the water to those

fixtures should not be turned off without good reason. It should

also be notéa that S.0. 833 further provides that a guard is

prohibited from administering any kind of punishment on an inmate

at his own discretion.
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(a) can only be enjoyed in association with

other inmates, or

(b) cannot reasonably be granted having regard
to the limitations of the detention area and
the necessity for the effective operation

thereof.

It is within the framework of the above provisions that the

inmates' allegations in this section will be discussed.

As to the matter of clothing and the provision of
mattresses and bedding, a total of 10 inmates alleged not to have
been given any clothing upon their admission to the detention
unit for one to several days thereafter, while 18 inmates alleged
that they were not given mattresses or bedding upon their
admission for periods varying from one to two days to as much as
two weeks or more. Some inmates alleged that the clothing they
were given was either soiled or wet and that their mattresses and

bedding were soiled or wet, in some cases with urine.

With reference to clothing, many of the guards who
testified on this matter were rather vague in their answers: most

simply assumed that inmates were given clothing according to
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rather casual attitude of these guards in ensuring that the above
provisions in the Regulations and in S.0. 833 were observed, it
is quite~1ikely that some inmates were kept naked in their cells
for some periods. This conclusion is even more apparent when it
iz considered that in most cases, these inmates also complained
of being "cold" at night in their cells as described in the

previous section.

As to the alleged failure on the part of the guards to
provide a number of inmates with the required mattress and
bedding, it should be noted that the evidence showed that some of
the guards, including an officer at the CX-6 level assumed that
no inmate in detention was entitled to a mattress or bedding
during the day. 1In addition, some guards testified that they
provided mattresses to some inmates only during the night. 1In
this respect, it should be noted that with few exceptions, all
inmates in the detention unit were there for administrative
reasons and hence, were entitled to their mattresses and bedding

24 hours a day.

In addition, according to the testimony of the guards, a
board listing all of the names of those inmates currently in the
detention unit along with a notation of the reason for the

transfer to detention of each inmate was posted in the guards'
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given the above circumstances, some inmates were improperly

denied these articles.

As to the allegations by inmates of having been given
soiled or wet clothing or mattress and bedding, no evidence to
substantiate these allegations was obtained. However, given the
laxness of guards as described above, these allegations may not

be unfounded.

Most inmates alleged that they were not given
appropriate toilet articles during their presence in detention,
including toilet paper, toothbrush, toothpaste and soap: in some
cases they alleged that they were continuously deprived of these
articles while in others, the allegations related to short
periods. However, one inmate testified that during his stay in
the detention unit he had toilet paper in sufficient guantities
to protect himself from the cold by wrapping himself up in toilet

paper.

According to the guard's testimony, the normal procedur:
in this matter consisted in giving inmates such items as soap,
toothbrush and toothpaste, shaving equipment and clean towels
when the inﬂgte was allowed to shower; further, inmate were

entitled to soap and a towel in the cell with the exception of
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messages. It is difficult to appreciate why this particular

inmate was given such a "card" while others were not.

According to the testimony of the guards who admitte
having been assigned to the detention unit during the relevar
period, various request and complaint forms were kept in the
detention unit throughout the period:; these consisted of req:
for medical attention and formal grievance forms. They also
affirmed that such forms were given to inmates upon their
requests; some specifically recalled giving such forms to an

inmate during this period.

In addition, the evidence showed that written requests
and complaints are placed by inmates or guards at the request of
inmates in a "mailbox" located in both ranges of the detention
unit. According to those officers assigned solely to matters of
correspondence within the Institution, who testified during the
investigation, this internal "mailing" system was suspended
during the first week immediately following July 25, 1982, but it
was resumed during the balance of the period in guestion.
Although the recollection of those officers was somewhat vague,
one officer in particular recalled having picked up
correspondenze from the "mailboxes" in the detention unit during

the period. One guard who testified recalls observing the guard
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three showers a week as required. These logs show inter alia
all of the dates on which a given inmate was given a shower.
thig respect, it should be noted that a significant number of
these logs were not available because they were not contained
the relevant inmates' files; this is another example of lax

record-keeping by the Institution.

According to the guards who testified during the
investigation as having been assigned to the detention unit
during the day shift in the relevant period, showers were giv
to inmates during a limited time in the day, that is from
approxiately 9:00 a.m. to lunch time and after lunch, to
3:30 p.m. The period for showers was further limited by the
that other inmates in the same range were also given their
walks. As indicated earlier, all the cells in the detention
were occupied during most of the month of August, 1982, ané h
there were eight inmates in each range to be given showers.
this respect, some of these guards téstified that each inmate
allowed to shower for approximately 3 minutes, while others
indicated approximately 7 minutes; evidently, these are short
periods. All of these guards however denied that any inmate
forced out of the shower covered with soap or Spic & Span or

-

inmates were intentionally scalded with hot water.
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various periods during their stay in the detention unit. O
these inmates was in a special cell which, as indicated ear
has no sink or taps and has no toilet but a hole in the flo

which can only be activated from outside the cell.

The water to each cell except the svecial cells is
controlled by valves outside each cell, adjacent to the cel
doors and these valves were accessible to the guards in the
detention unit; in addition they could be turned on or off by
hand. The guards who testified in this respect maintained that
no cell was deprived of water during their shifts in the
detention unit. It is noted that according to institutional
records, there were four instances in August, 1982, when toilets
in the detention unit were blocked: the necessary repairs could
have required the water to a particular cell to be turned off
during the course of repairs. In the above circumstances,
although it is possible that water in some cells of the detentio
unit was turned off on occasions other than those noted to effec
repairs, no evidence was obtained to corroborate these

allegations.

As to the inmate in the special cell who alleged that h

-

was deprived of water during his stay in detention, it is noted

that a Health Care Officer did testify that this inmate had
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on the evidence, including that of the guards who testified on
the conditions 'in the Institution following the events of

July. 25, 1982, these conditions were far from normal. Parts of
the Institution were in shambles and in the process of being
cepaired; all inmates were under "dead lock" in their cells:
other than a major investigation by the Québec Provincial Police
at the time, all inmate activities in the Institution had
essentially come to a halt; as will be discussed in greater
detail in this Part, there existed significant tension between
guards and inmates. In addition, according to the evidence there
was a significant number of guards in the detention unit at least
during the day, due to the constant escorts of inmates to be
questioned by the Québec Provincial Police. Lastly, as will be
discussed later in this Part, the existing duty rosters of the
guards were no longer observed during the relevant time by reason
of a significant increase in guards' absenteeism due to medical
reasons and a consequential increase in overtime. Given these
circumstances, conditions in the Institution including the

detention unit were far from being normal.

In addition, when guards were asked specific guestions
as to their or the inmates' activities in the detention unit or
whether inmates were given the required articles, showers or

walks, the answers usually elicited were simply that all of these
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some inmates were allowed out of their cells and there were oth
guards in the detention unit at the time; this guard had not be
identified by any inmate with respect to alleged mistreatment

during the pericd.

Still another guard who had been called upon by an
officer at the CX-8 level to explain various complaints by
inmates as to his use of his riot stick, denied that such
incidents had occurred. However, he did admit to one incident

the regular population where he had subdued a recalcitrant inma

with his riot stick:; he also admitted to not making out a writt
report of this incident as reguired by the Institution's Standi

Orders and Directives.

Further, when some of the guards who admitted to havin
been assigned to the detention unit on one or more occasions
during the relevant period were asked if they were aware that
most of the inmates in the detention unit at the time were ther:
by reason of being suspected of participating in some way in th
events of July 25, 1982, they simply answered in the negative.
These answers were simply not plausible given other evidence
which clearly established that the identity of those inmates wa:

common knowledge on the part of the guards at the time. 1In

addition, most of the inmate detention logs maintained in-the
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Given that three guards and two inmates had met a violent death
and that a number of guards had been injured during the events of
July. 25, 1982, and given the sheer violence and destruction which
nccurred, it is certainly reasonable to assume that most of the
juards would be shocked and upset and that some would react with
a certain degree of bitterness, aggressiveness and animosity
towards the inmates. These reactions were reflected in various
ways according to the guards' testimony. One guard in particular
resigned from his position as a guard at the CX-2 level; many

others required a significant amount of time away from the

Institution in the form of sick leave as a result of these

events. The psychological reaction of the guards was perceived
to be sufficiently serious as to prompt the Assistant warden ol
Socialization to instruct his classification officers to make
every effort to speak to the guards in the Institution at the
time in an effort to discuss their feelings, reactions and

enotions with respect to the events of July 25, 1982.

In most cases, guards testified that they felt a great
deal of shock and dismay and in some cases fear as a result of
these events. They indicated that they attempted to minimize all
contact with inmates, verbal or otherwise, during this period.

Some of the guards who testified during the investigation

confirmed their feelings of bitterness, animosity and vengeance
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Although it is safe to say that many guards, given the
above emotions and psychological reactions to the events of July
25, 1982, 'coped with their feelings admirably, the existence of
such 2motions dramatically increases the possibility that some of
the aAlleged mistreatment of inmates did occur in one form or

another during the relevant period.

3. Opportunity

_As described in Part I, the detention unit is physically

isolﬁted from the remainder of the Institution. It is situated
at one end of the disciplinary court and requires the opening of
two doors in order to gain access to the unit:

Moreover, any person
wishing to gain access to the unit needs to pass at least one
control point and in most cases, two control points before
arriving at the first door to the disciplinary court thereby
allowing for sufficient warning time should a guard wish to
notify his colleagues in the detention unit of the approach of a
visitor be it a member of the Health Care staff or any officer at
the CX-6 or CX-8 levels during his rounds. The Warden and the

Assistant Warden of Security said as much.

-
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all normal inmate activities had been suspended. A brief
description of .the normal procedure of assigning guards to posts

would be useful at this point.

According to the evidence, guards at the CX-2 and CX-4
levels were organized into teams under the supervision of a given
officer at the CX-6 level. Although the number of guards in each
team varied to some extent, there were approximately 15 guards at
the CX-2 level And 4 guards at the CX-4 level per team. There
were twelve such teams in existence at the time. Each team was

assigned to a particular sector and shift on the basis of a~ =~

28-day rotation, which rotation was to commence on July 26,
1982. The Institution was divided into 5 sectors during the day
shift, 4 sectors during the evening shift and 3 sectors during
the night shift. Once a team had been assigned to a particular
sector and shift for the relevant 28-day period of rotation, it
was left to each CX-6 to assign particular guards in his team to
’specific posts within the sector:; these assignments were usually

posted anywhere between one week to a month ahead of time.

The above assignments for the 28-day rotation commencing
on July 26, 1982, were in large part rendered inoperative
following the events of July 25, 1982. First, as indicated

earlier, many posts were not operative during the period i.e.:
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that the Warden would be pleased to meet with him; the author did
not com;unicate further with the Warden. This testimony should be
viewed in light of the above testimony of the Warden himself and
with the assertion of the author of this telex that no one from
the Correctional Service communicated with him following this
telex. 1In any event, this telex was, according to the warden's
testimony, received by him but he could not remember any action or
his part with respect to it. Further, the Commissioner himself
flatly asserted that he had little faith in the credibility of

statements issued by the lawyers associated with the Ligue des

droits et libertés at the time, and as a result, took no action.

Secondly, the at the time
who testified during the investigation, as well as the Warden
himself, confirmed that, as of mid-August, the representatives of
the Inmate Committee met on a weekly basis with the Warden to
communicate complaints of mistreatment in the regular population
as well as in the detention unit. During these meetings,

confirmed having discussed complaints of inmates who had
their meals thrown on the floor of their cells and one who had his
food adulterated on one occasion. In addition, although according
to these inmétes, they had advised the Warden of two specific
cases of physical mistreatment of inmates, including the inmate
which they had observed earlier whose face clearly showed'signs of

physical beatings (this inmate was referred to in Part VII of this
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inter alia that her brother was being mistreated in the det

unit; this conversation took place in the second half of Au

1982. The Warden recalled a telephone conversation with a
of a inmate's family around this general time and that the
had complained of her brother's mistreatment. According to
Warden, this inmate was examined by his own physician and n

evidence of physical injury on the inmate was found.

Fourthly, the Warden and the Assistant Warden of
Socialization at the time, Michel Gilbert, did acknowledge
some of the external investigators who interviewed them aft
period in question, that they were aware of certain complai
inmate mistreatment at the relevant time. Both were questi
during the investigation as to these admisssions. The Ward
acknowleged that some. inmates had been harassed by a minori
guards during the relevant period and in one case in partic
one inmate had been forced to kneel. The Warden acknowledg
that these admissions only related to the
incident descibed earlier in this report and to various
complaints as to one guard keeping inmates awake at night b
banging on their cell doors:; this guard was admonished. As

the testimony of rMichel Gilbert, he confirmed in substance
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during the investigation indicated that, given the circumstances,
they were concerned as to the possibility of harassment of
inmates by guards during this period although none of them had
any knowledge of any specific incidents. It is interesting to
note that an officer at the CX-8 level at the time testified that
he was ordered by the Assistant Warden of Security during the
second or third week in August, 1982, to examine all inmates in
the detention unit at the time; he did so and found no evidence
of physical injury on these inmates. It is also interesting to
note that the Assistant Warden in question did not mention ever
having given such an order at the time. 1In effect, he testified
that he was to a large extent relieved of his usual duties during
this time in order to deal with demands by the representatives of

the guards' union.

Lastly, the officers at the CX-6 and CX-8 levels
testified for the most part that they were not aware of any
inmate complaints of mistreatment at the time, not even those
general complaints acknowledged by the Warden. Further none of
these officers were advised that a number of guards had been
orally reprimanded for some of their actions.

It is apparent from the above evidence that there

existed a great deal of confusion as to precisely what was
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had considered assigning an officer at the CX-6 or CX-8 level t
the det;ntion unit during each shift given the above fact, the
Warden indicated that he had not. However, as indicated earlie
an Assistant Warden was ordered to supervise the service of at
least one meal per day in the detention unit by an order dated
September 7, 1982, precisely because of the on~going complaints

with respect to the service of meals which were emanating from

the detention unit:; this action was taken too late.

.Although_the action on the part of the authorities of

the Institution could have been reasonable following a minor
disturbance, the events of July 25, 1982, cannot be gqualified a
a aminor disturbance. In effect, as discussed earlier, these
events directly resulted in a se:ious‘disruption of the operati
of the Institution and a significant deterioration in the
attitude of the guards towards their work and towards the inmat
as a whole. Given those circumstances, it was incumbent on the
Warden and the officers in charge of the Institution as well as
their own superiors to ensure the safety and security of inmate
in the Institution and not to await specific complaints by
specific inmates as was said by the Warden during his testimony
Quite the coqtrary, measures should have been taken at the time
to investigate these complaints of mistreatment and to maintain

stricter control of the guards in order to ensure that such
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these allegations cannot be confirmed or denied, leaving the
adminisiration.of the Institution and the actions of its staft
open to question. Whether or not these allegations, particularl)
tho;e against specific guards, can be proven or disproven in a
court of law is a question which cannot be decided as a result ol
this investigation. 1t can however be concluded that those in
charge of the Institution have failed to rebut any of these
allegations by failing to properly account for the actions of

their staff.
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evidence of the Health Care Officers indicates that
Health ba:e Officer did visit the detention unit or
thege shifts, if there were no request for medical
any inmate, he or she would simply limit the visit
office in the detention unit. 1In addition, one Hea
Officer recalled visiting an inmate with the instit
physician in the disciplinary cc - ~t area, again in

of two guards.

According to the testimony of the Senior Health Care
Officer, the purpose of the visits by an Health Care Officer was
also to inspect the cleanliness of the detention unit: however,
the Health Care Officers who testified indicated that this was

not done during their visits.

It is clear that the above provisions were not complied
with as to each inmate in detention beiny seen once a day by a
Health Care Officer and as to proceeding with the examination in
a manner intended to preserve the confidentiality of any
conversation that may have taken place. If such visits had been
carried out as required, then information would be available that

would either confirm or deny the existence of physical injury.

-
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That the directives and procedures on gassing were not

compliea with by the correctional officers.

That there was a clear lack of control of the gas

inventories.

That on August 18 or 19, 1982, one inmate was ordered by
the guard in charge of the detention unit to kneel before
institutional staff on two separate occasions in the detention

unit and was obliged to repeat humiliating statements.

That at least one inmate was physically mistreated by
officers either on escort or in detention causing him physical

injuries and that no report on the use of force was made.

That inmates were physically harassed during escorts to
and from detention but the extent and seriousness of the

harassment cannot be ascertained.

That another inmate was physically mistreated by
officers in the detention unit causing him physical injuries and

that no report on the use of force was made.

—
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That the examination by Health Care Staff required on

admission of an inmate to dissociation was not carried out in

every case.

That daily visits of Health Care Staff to each inmate in
dissociation were not made and in fact most Health Care Officers

were not aware of this requirement.

That other procedures to ensure the health and
well-being of inmates in dissociation were not carried out by the

Health Care personnel.

2. RECOMMZINDATIONS

The recommendations that follow are intended to correct
the shortcomings that we found and to prevent or reduce the
likelihood of mistreatment in the aftermath of future incidents.
[t is recognized, however, that these recommendations by
themselves will be of limited value and will only become part and
parcel of the present myriad of rules and regulations unless the
basic problem is addressed and corrective action taken.

It ;s essential that there be meaningful attitudinal

changes and improvements that come from the administration and
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11.

12.

187.

That dissociation logs and other original documentation
secured at all tinmes.

That accurate and intelligible gas inventories be kept :
that every withdrawal of gas from the armory be signed |
by the recipient who must indicate in writing the purpo:

and the place of use.

That a Classification Officer visit dissociation with
complaint forms on a regular basis and speak to each inr

without a Correctional Officer being present.

That any disciplinary charge against a Correctional Offi
found to be valid be permanently recorded on the file of

Officer involved.

That the Senior Health Care Officer make regular unannot
visits to dissociation to inspect food and food service

file a written report with the Warden.

That the institutional Doctor or his replacement visit

dissociation at least once a week and file a written reg

with the Warden concerning the condition there.
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ENQUETE ADMINISTRATIVE Dossier
Disparition des registres de détention
"log book" du 26 avril 81 au 12 décembre 82.

-1-

EXPOSE DES FAITS

Un comit& d'enguéte, form&é par MM. Jean Courteman
(D.A. S/T) et André& Corbeil (D.A. Finance), a &té&
convogué pour Etudier les circonstances entourant
disparition de certains registres de détention "1
book™".

L'enguéte s'est tenue les 8 et 9 aofit 1983, 2 1'é
blissement Archambault.

ENQUETE ADMINISTRATIVE

08-08-83 - 10.15h

le comit€& s'est tout d'abord rencdu & la détenticn
pour s'assurer gue les activité&s journaliéres E&ta
bien inscrites au "log book"; M. Lafleur, agent ¢
sécurit8 en poste, dé&montre gue la procédure & ce
“our &tait suivie: enregistrement des présences,
visiteurs, etc...

08-08-83 - 10.25h

le comit& t&lé&phonait & M. Bertrand Robichaud, ex
coordonnateur 3 la sé&curité, afin de se faire exc
guer qguelle &tait la procé&dure pour l'émission de
nouveaux registres "log book", lorsgu'il é&tait en
poste; la proc&dure dé&crite est la suivante:
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a)

b)
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d)

5.

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Escorting officers

When an officer receives an order to escort an inmate to
detention, he must:

Order the inmate to follow him and escort the inmate directly
to detention. If the inmate refuses, notify the Assistant
Warden, Security, or his replacement immediately.

Have the inmate examined by the doctor, or by the health care
officer if the doctor is not available (CD 213, para 16 f).

When the admission procedures have been completed, escort the

inmate to the cell assigned to him and ensure that the cell
door is properly locked.

Admission procedures

Have the inmate disrobe completely and search him in
accordance with the directives (CD 249, para 6B and 12-C).

The inmate's clothing and personal effects must be recorded

in the detention “personal property” log and kept on the
shelves provided for this purpose. The log must be signed by

the escorting officer. (Same procedure when the inmate is
discharged from the detention unit.)

One pair of underwear, one pair of socks and one pair of
coveralls without pockets will be issued to the inmate from
the detention unit's stores. Bedding and toilet articles
will be supplied from these stores as well.

Inmates sentenced to dissociation will be given a mattress, a
pillow, and sufficient sheets and blankets. All bedding must
be removed during the day, except on weekends and holidays.

The officer on duty at this post must explain to each inmate,
in the presence of the escort, all the regulations that
affect him before escorting him to his cell.

3/4...




















































































ANNEXE "aA"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portée
vous envers certains détenus assignés en s&grégation
trative 2@ 1l'unit€ de dissociation dudit Etablissement

bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont cc
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 6 aofit et le 22 aofit 1982, vous
avez:
(i) harcel& le détenu

(9199) en 'cognant'sur le mur de
la douche avec une matraque pour
faire sortir le détenu

avant qu'il n'eut le temps de
prendre sa douche.















ANNEXE "aA"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portées con
vous envers certains détenus assignés en s&grégation admin
trative &8 1l'unité& de dissociation dudit Etablissement Arch
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 26 aoQit et le 9 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:

(1) harcelé le d&tenu __
en frappant dans la porte de sa cellul:
et en le menagant ;

et
(i1) lancé la nourriture dudit dé&tenu
par terre.
(2) Qu'entre le 27 julllet et le 16 aofit, 1982, vous
avez: _
(1) battu le d&tenu dans
sa cellule et dans la cour adjacente 2
1'unité de dissociation, & plusieurs
reprises.
(3) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aofit, 1982, wvous
avez:
(i) tent& de forcer le dé&tenu
(3316) & signer une dé&claration en lui
pincant, serrant et tordant les testi-
cules, en le frappant au visage et aux
cdtes et en le poussant violemment contre
le mur.
(4) Qu'entre le 3 aolit et le 7 septembre, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) enlevé le matelas au détenu
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ANNEXE "aA"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite port€es contre
vous envers certains d&tenus assignés en s&grégation adminis-
trative 2@ 1'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement Archam-
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme

- suit:
(1) Qu'entre le 26 juillet et le 16 aofit, 1982, wvous
- avez:
(&) gazé€ le d&tenu
dans sa cellule;
et
- (141) lancé la nourriture dudit détenu
i par terre.
(2) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) lancé la nourriture du dé&tenu
777 par terre.
( 8) Qu'entre le 4 a20fit et le 16 aoQit, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) empéché& le détenu
la nuit, en frappant la porte de
sa cellule.
(4) Qu'entre le 5 aofit et le 16 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) gazé le d&tenu
dans sa cellule, % plusieurs
reprises.
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ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portfes contre
vous envers certains détenus assign@s en ségrégation adminis-
trative & 1l'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement Archam-
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 27 julllet et le 27 aolit, 1982, wvous
avez:
(1) lancé la nourriture du d&tenu

par terre, dans les
toilettes ou sur le mur, 3 plusieurs

reprises;
et
(ii) gazé ledit détenu , & plusieurs
reprises.
(2) Que le 27 juillet, 1982, vous avez:
(1) déchiré le chandail du détenu
3 son entrée 3 l'unité
de dissociation.
(3) Qu'entre le 3 aoflt et le 7 septembre, 1982, vous
avez:
(i) frappé le détenu
au visage, & plusieurs reprises.
(4) Qu'entre le 4 aofit et le 16 aofit, 1982, wvous
avez:
(1) poussé le détenu
avec un b8ton dans le dos, alors
gque vous escortiez ledit dé&tenu
d une entrevue avec les enquéteurs.
(5) Qu'entre le 16 aolit et le 7 octobre, 1282, vous
avez:
(1) lancé la nourriture du détenu

par terre.
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ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite porté&e
vous envers certains d&tenus assign&s en s&gré&gation
trative & l'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont cc
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 26 juillet et le 9 aoQt 1982, v
avez:
(1) harcelé le dé&tenu
en 'cognant' sur la porte de sa ¢
et
(ii) menacé ledit dé&tenu .
(2) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aofit 1982,
avez:
(1) fait courrir le dé&tenu
nus-pied sur de la roche ¢
la cour adjacente 3 l'unité€ de di
ciation sous menace de le battre.
et
(ii) obligé ledit dé&tenu "~

3 sabler une porte en acier.



ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite port&es cont:
vous envers certains détenus assignés en s&gré&gation admini:
trative 2 1l'unit& de dissociation dudit Etablissement Archar
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme
suit:

(1) Que le 27 juillet 1982, en escortant le d&tenu
" & 1l'unité de dissociation
vous avez:

(i) matragqué ledit détenu
et
(11) tent& d'étouffer ledit détenu

3 son arrivée A l'unité de dissociation.

(2) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aofit, 1982, wvous

avez:
(1) tent& de forcer le détenu .

&8 signer une déclaration, en lui
pincant, serrant et tordant les testicu.
en le frappant au visage et aux c8tes, ¢
en le poussant violemment contre le mur
de sa cellule;

et
(i) gazé ledit détenu dans sa cellule
(3) Qu'entre le 4 aofit et le 16 aoit, 1982, vous
avez:
(i) détruit les sandwiches du d&tenu
(4) Qu'entre lde5 aollt et le 27 aofit, 1982, vous avez:
(1) averti vos collégues de frapper ailleurs

que sur le cSté€ droit du visage du déter
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(8)

(9)

-3 -

. Qu'entre le 5 aofit et le 27 aofit, 1982, vous

avez:

(1)

(i1)

(1id)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

et
(vii)

frappé le visage du d&tenu
) contre un mur;

participé & un incident ofl certains
officiers ont soulevé de terre ledit
détenu avec des matragques sous
les aisselles dans la cour adjacente
3 l'unité de dissociation;

uriné sur ledit détenu dans
sa cellule;

frappé ledit détenu 3 plusieurs
reprises au visage;

courir ledit dé&tenu dans la
cour adjacente 3 l'unité de dissociati
sur des roches lorsqu'il &tait nus-
pied;

participé& 3 un incident oll vous avez
aidé 3 retenir ledit d&tenu au
sol pendant que d'autres officiers lui
appliquaient une serviette sur le visa
et que l'on versait de l'eau sur cette
serviette;

incité et encouragé& d'autres officiers
3 maltraiter ledit dé&tenu .

Qu'entre le 5 aofit et le 16 aofit, 1982, wous

avez:

(1)

(ii)

et
(iii)

trafné le détenu
par les cheveux;

battu ledit dé&tenu 3 coups de
pied;
frappé la té8te dudit d&tenu 1

violemment contre un mur de ciment.
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(15) Qu’entre le 28 aolt et le 7 octobre,
vous avez:

(1) frappé€ le dé€tenu
au visage.,

1982,



ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite porté
vous envers certains détenus assign&s en sé&grégation
trative 8 l'unité® de dissociation dudit Etablissemen
b:glt suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont c
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 3 aoQlt et le 7 septembre 1982,
avez:

(1) &t& témoin 4d'un incident ol le d

a &té bat

par des officiers sous votre cha
dans la cour adjacente & l'unité
dissociation, et que nous n'étes
intervenu.,












ANNEXE "aA"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite porté&es contre
vous envers certains détenus assignés en ségr&gation adminis-
trative 8 1'unité de dissociation dqudit Etablissement Archam-
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme

sult:
(1) Qu'entre le 3 aofit et le 9 aofit, 1982,

vous avez:

(1) obligé le détenu
3 s'agenouiller devant une infirmi23re;

(ii) battu ledit d&tenu dans sa
cellule lorsque ce dernier ne voulait
pas s'agenouiller;

(i4d) obligé ledit dé&tenu 2 s'age-
nouiller si ce dernier voulait de la
nourriture;

et

(iv) lancé la nourriture dudit d&tenu
par terre ou dans les toilettes.

(2) Qu'entre le 8 aollt et le 19 aofit, 1982, wvous

avez:

(i) sabot& la nourriture (du sel dans le lai
enlevEé la viande qui &tait dans les
sandwiches) du détenu

(id) lancé la nourriture dudit dé&tenu
par terre ou dans les tollettes;

(1i4) empéché ledit dé&tenu . de dormir
la nuit;

et

(iv) gaz€ ledit d&tenu dans sa cell
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ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portées con
vous envers certains détenus assignés en ségr&gation admin
trative & l'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement Arch

bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme
suit:

(1) Que le 14 aofit ou 15 aoflt, 1982, vous avez

(i) menacé le d8tenu

avec une pelle dans la cour adjacente
4 1'unité de dissociation.

(2) Qu'entre le 16 aofit et le 16 septembre, 1982,
vous avez:

(i) matraqué le détenu
dans la cour adjacente 2
1'unité de dissociation.






ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portées contre
vous envers certains détenus assigné&s en ségrégation adminis-
trative & l'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement Archam-

bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme
suit: .

(1) Qu'entre le 26 juillet et le 9 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) gazé le détenu

dans sa cellule.

(2) Qu'entre le 3 aolit et le 7 septembre, 1982, vous
avez:
(i) refusé€ de la nourriture au dé&tenu
(11) menac€ ledit dé&tenu en lui

disant, avant son entrevue avec les

enquéteurs: "Tu es bien mieux de par-
ler, parce que si tu reviens et que tu
n'as pas dit un mot, tu vas y gofiter®.

et

(14id) lancg violemment ledit d&tenu
dans sa cellule & son retour,






ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise co
vous envers certains d&tenus assignés en
trative 3 l'unité de dissociation dudit

bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 16 aoflt et le 22 a
avez:
(1) gaz€ le dé&tenu

dans sa cellule.






(1)

Que vers le 18 ou 19 aofit, 1982, vous avez:

(1) obligé le dé&tenu a s'ageno
ler face au mur de sa cellule sur son lit
la pré&sence de deux officiers de classeme
soit et ce
fait, vous lui avez addressé des paroles
abusives et, l'avez forc& de s'humilier 4
lesdits officiers de classement;

et

(ii) obligé le dé&tenu de s'humi.

devant le en lui orduiuic--- -

"de dire 3 Monsieur Gingras, de lui dema:
der pardon parce qu'il avait tué ses
hommes ... "


















ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portée
vous envers certains dé&tenus assignés en ségrégation
trative X l'unit& de dissociation dudit Etablissement
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont coi
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 26 juillet et le 9 aofit, 1982,
avez:
(1) pris le détenu
& la gorge, dans sa cellule:;
et
(1) empéché ledit dé€tenu de dormir
la nuit en frappant la porte de sa
cellule avec une matraque.
(2) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 10 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:
(1) empé&ché le détenu
de dormir la nuit en frappant la porte
de sa cellule avec¢ une matraque.
(3) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aolt, 1982, wvous
avez:
(1) tent& de forcer le d&tenu
3 signer une d&claration, en lui
pincant, serrant et tordant les testicules,
en le frappant au visage et aux c8tes, et
en le poussant violemment contre le mur
de sa cellule;
et
(ii) emp&ch& ledit dé&tenu de dormir

la nuit en frappant la porte de sa
cellule avec une matraque.
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(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

-3 -

(1id) empéché ledit dé&tenu de dormir
la nuit en frappant la porte de sa
cellule avec une matraque.

Qu'entre le 8 aofit et le 19 aofit, 1982, vous
avez:

(1) lancé la nourriture du d&tenu
)} dans les toilettes
ou par terre.

Qu'entre 1 16 aoit et le 13 septembre, 1982,
vous avez:

(1) gazé le détenu
dans sa cellule.

Qu'entre le 16 aoQt et le 22 aofit, 1982, vous aw

(%) frappé le détenu
aux jambes avec un b&ton dans sa
cellule durant la nuit.

Qu'entre le 16 aofit et le 7 octobre 1982, vous
avez:

(1) matragqué le détenu
dans sa cellule durant la
nuit.












ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite porté&es contre
vous envers certains détenus assignés en ségré&gation adminis-
trative 2 1l'unit& de dissociation dudit Etablissement Archam-
bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont comme

suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 10 aofit, 1982, wvous

avez:

(1)

emp&@ché le détenu
de dormir la nuit en frappant la porte
de sa cellule avec une matrague.

(2) Qu'entre le 27 juillet et le 27 aoQt, 1982, vous

avez:

(1)

sabotZ la nourriture du dé&tenu
en enlevant la viande
dans les sandwiches;

(i1) lancé la nourriture dudit d&tenu
dans les toilettes ou par terre;

(114) gazé ledit dé&tenu dans sa
cellule;

et

(iv) tenté de forcer ledit d&tenu a
signer une déclaration en lui pincant,
serrant et tordant les testicules, en
le frappant au visage et aux c8tes et
en le poussant violemment contre le
mur de sa cellule.

(3) Qu'entre le 25 aofit 1982, vous avez:

(i)

lanc€ la nourriture du d&tenu

par terre ou dans
les toilettes.
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ANNEXE "A"

Ces accusations de mauvaise conduite portées
vous envers certains détenus assign&s en s&grégation ac
trative 8 l'unité de dissociation dudit Etablissement 2

bault suite aux incidents du 25 juillet 1982, sont commn
suit:

(1) Qu'entre le 30 aofit et le 5 septembre, 1982,
en escortant le dé&tenu
au 'parloir', vous avez:

(1) fait tomber ledit détenu

et

(i) - fait ramper ledit d&tenu
(2) Que le 28 aofit, 1982, wvous avez:

(1) battu le dé&tenu

avec un ba8ton dans la cour adjacent
8 1'unité de dissociation.

(3) Qu'entre le 22 aolt et le 29 aofit, 1982, wvous
avez:
(1) frappé le détenu -

& coups de pied.























































































































































































