
September 21, 199514702 COMMONS DEBATES

Government Orders

gist’s assessment and not a précis. Listen to what we are saying. 
The safety of the public is the number one concern.

While the heads are down and they are all quiet over there I 
cannot understand why they would oppose a mandatory review. 
Just exactly what is wrong with a mandatory review of a parole 
board and its members for making bad decisions?

It is understandable why we stand here in frustration and say 
this is absolute common sense. What is the problem? To whom 
are you not listening?

I would like to give some recommendations from another 
group.

The Deputy Speaker: The member has approximately two 
minutes left, but when he says you and looks across the Chamber 
the poor Speaker is left thinking that nobody cares whether he or 
she is here at all. I would ask the member to please look this way 
when he says you.

Mr. White (Fraser Valley West): I will talk through you, Mr. 
Speaker. It is difficult enough talking about this over here, 
because it does not register.

We have to bite the bullet and remove bad decision makers. 
The bad decision makers were in part responsible for a young 
lady losing her life by allowing a terrible criminal out on parole, 
and they walked away unscathed. They did not even get a 
reprimand on their job performance sheets. Nothing happened. 
Maybe one said: “I am sorry”. A hell of a lot of good that is to 
Corrine, Ron or Angela.

Some day either they are going to have to listen over here or 
they are going to be replaced. The time is coming because these 
Liberals are not listening to a major groundswell in this country.

Since I only have a minute, I am going to give one recommen­
dation from CAVEAT, Canadians Against Violence Everywhere 
Advocating its Termination. “Allow discipline of parole board 
members short of termination to be carried out by the chairman 
of the National Parole Board, a procedure akin to the Federal 
Inquiries Act, allowing for private or public inquiries. A man­
date for a maximum five-year term of appointment for parole 
board members”. They are not going to listen.

are asking for seems realistic. It seems the Liberal government 
should agree that there be a mandatory review.

Let us talk a bit about parole for a moment. Most of us are 
aware that we have a legal system and not a justice system in 
Canada. It is fraught with lawyers who have made it so convo­
luted, so difficult to understand and so complex that the average 
person has lost his or her way throughout the system.

Since 1975, 240 murders have been committed by parolees. 
They say 70 per cent of those on full parole are successful, but it 
is the 30 per cent who are the problem.

Not too long ago I received a call from a parole board member 
who was upset at my making these kinds of comments. He said 
that in his region there was an 87 per cent success rate. I said: 
“While that is nice, I wonder if the victims take much consola­
tion in the 13 per cent failure rate”. We cannot tell Corrine and 
Ron that everything should be a bit better for them because we 
have an 87 per cent success rate. They are a part of the 13 per 
cent failure rate, and that is what we have to concentrate on.

In 1977, 85 per cent of parole board members had experience 
in the justice system; in 1988, just 10 years later, 53 per cent. It 
went down. Why did it go down? It was because that party and 
the other party from Jurassic Park started appointing their 
friends to parole board positions. How do I know? In 1993, 16 of 
22 full or part time members were either defeated or failed 
politicians.

What kind of decisions do we get from them? They are their 
friends. They are party hacks. They collected money for your 
campaigns. The cost of doing that business results in people like 
Angela Richards being stabbed 22 times and murdered unneces­
sarily. This is not much consolation for Corrine and Ron, or Mrs. 
Richards.

• (1230)

Do we have any solutions? What do we do when they let these 
people out and they ruin the lives of thousands of people? There 
is no question that parole board members need more training. If 
the Liberals are going to run this country by a majority and they 
are going to put all their friends into these important jobs, then 
they should at least have the courtesy to the rest of us to train 
them.

• (1235)

The Deputy Speaker: I must tell the member that his time has 
expired.

Mr. White (Fraser Valley West): I wish I had an hour.

Ms. Catterall: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I was 
watching the debate on television outside the Chamber and 
heard the member who just spoke use unparliamentary lan­
guage. I would like to draw it to your attention and to his and 
request that you ask him to withdraw the comments he made and 
refrain in future from using that kind of language in the House.

I was in a parole board hearing not too long ago and received 
some information from an administrator who said that the 
psychologists’ reports, which are relied upon for decisions by 
parole boards, were going to be given to them in a précis. That is 
just a short capsulation by a civil servant who makes a judgment 
as to what a psychologist says on five or six pages.

I can say that when people like Wayne Perkin go up before a 
parole board I would really like them to have a full psycholo­


