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ORDER OF REFERENCE

(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons,
Tuesday, March 15, 1966.

Mr. Pennell, seconded by Mr. Mcllraith, moved,—That a joint committee of
the Senate and House of Commons be appointed to consider the state of
penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of
the Government in relation thereto with powers to report from time to time tis
observations and opinions thereon; send for persons, papers and records;
adjourn from place to place; sit during sittings of the House; and print from
day to day such papers and evidence as may be ordered by the committee, and
that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto;

That 15 Members of the House of Commons, to be designated at a later
date, act on behalf of the House as Members of the said committee; and

That a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to unite with
this House for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deem advisable,
some of their Members to act on the proposed joint committee.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said motion it was
agreed to.

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.

ORDER OF REFERENCE

(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
March 22, 1966.

On motion of Mr. Pilon, seconded by Mr. McNulty, it was ordered,—That a
Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their Honours that this House will
unite with them in the formation of a Joint Committee of both Houses to
consider the state of Penitentiaries under the control of the Government of
Canada and that the Members to serve on the said Committee, on the part of
this House, will be as follows: Messrs. Aiken, Allmand, Dionne, Fulton, La-
chance, Macdonald (Rosedale), Matheson, McQuaid, Prud’homme, Ricard,
Stafford, Tolmie, Watson (Chéateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Winch and
Woolliams.

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.

24723—1}



+ JOINT COMMITTEE

ORDER OF REFERENCE
(Senate)

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Wednesday,
March 23, 1966.

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Senate proceeded to the considera-
tion of the Message from the House of Commons requesting the appointment of
a Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on Peniten-
tiaries.

The Honourable Senator Connolly, P.C., moved, seconded by the Honou-
rable Senator Hugessen:

That the Senate do unite with the House of Commons in the appointment of
a Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament to consider the state of
penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of
the Government in relation thereto, and to report from time to time its
observations and opinions thereon;

That nine Members of the Senate, to be designated at a later date, act on
behalf of the Senate as members of the said Joint Committee;

That the Joint Committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records; to adjourn from place to place; to sit during sittings and adjournments
of the Senate; to print from day to day such papers and evidence as may be
ordered by the Joint Committee; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

J. F. MacNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.

ORDER OF REFERENCE
(Senate)

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Tuesday, March
29, 1966.

With leave of the Senate,

The Honourable Senator Beaubien (Provencher) moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Macdonald (Cape Breton):

That the following Senators be appointed to act on behalf of the Senate on
the Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons to consider the state
of penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans
of the Government in relation thereto namely, the Honourable Senators
Benidickson, Cameron, Fergusson, Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche), Gouin,
Inman, Irvine, O’Leary (Carleton), and Prowse; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

J. F. MAcNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE

(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Friday,
May 6, 1966.

.)} On motion of Mr. Pilon, seconded by Mr. Walker, it was ordered,—That the
" name of Mr. Rochon be substituted for that of Mr Macdonald (Rosedale) on the
Joint Committee on Penitentiaries, and

That a Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their Honours thereof.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.

ORDER OF REFERENCE

(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons,
Wednesday, June 15, 1966.

On motion of Mr. Pilon, seconded by Mr. McNulty, it was ordered,—That the
name of Mrs. Maclnnis be substituted for that of Mr. Winch on the Joint
Committee on Penitentiaries, and

That a Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint their Honours thereof.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, June 30, 1966.

Pursuant to adjournment and notice the Special Joint Committee of the
Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries met this day at 1.00 p.m.

Present: The Senate: Honourable Senators Benidickson (Joint Chairman),
Fergusson, Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche), Inman, Irvine, O’Leary
(Carleton) and Prowse,

and

House of Commons: Messrs. Watson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie)
(Joint Chairman), Aiken, Allmand, Fulton, Lachance, MacInnis (Mrs.), Ricard
and Rochon—(15).

On motion of Mr. Lachance, seconded by Senator Fergusson it was resolved
to report recommending that the quorum be fixed at ten (10) members,
provided that both Houses are represented.

The Committee proceeded to the consideration of the Order of Reference.
The following witnesses were heard:

The Honourable L. T. Pennell, Solicitor General, A. J. MacLeod, Commis-
sioner, Canadian Penitentiary Service,

The Honourable Mr. Justice R. Ouimet, Chairman, Canadian Committee on
Corrections.

At 2.40 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chairman.
Attest.

Patrick J. Savoie,
Clerk of the Committee.
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE

THURSDAY, June 30th, 1966.

The Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on
Penitentiaries makes its first Report as follows:

Your Committee recommends that its quorum be fixed at ten (10) mem- (
bers, provided that both Houses are represented.

All which is respectfully submitted.

W. M. BENIDICKSON,
Chairman.




THE SENATE

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE AND
HOUSE OF COMMONS ON PENITENTIARIES

EVIDENCE

OTTAWA, Thursday, June 30, 1966.

The Special Joint Committee of the Senate and the House of Commons met
this day at 1. p.m.

The Honourable Senator William Benidickson, P.C., and Mr. Ian Watson
(Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie) M.P., Co-Chairman.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Honourable senators, and members, I call the
meeting to order. Appearing before the committee today are the Honourable L.
T. Pennell, Solicitor General; the Honourable Justice Roger Ouimet, Chairman,
Canadian Committee on Corrections, and Mr. A. J. MacLeod, Q.C., Commis-
sioner of Penitentiaries.

If it is agreeable to the committee members I will now call upon the
Honourable L. T. Pennell to address the meeting.

The Honourable L. T. Pennell, Solicitor General: Honourable senators and
members, I am grateful for the opportunity of attending your meeting and to
present certain facts about the Penitentiary Service.

Since the turn of the century there have been several commissions con-
cerned with the penitentiaries. I will mention only four of them: The Ar-
chambault Commission of 1938; the one-man Commission of General Gibson in
1947; the Fauteux Commission of 1956; and the Correctional Planning Com-
mittee of 1959-60. The latter was appointed by the Honourable E. D. Fulton,
who I am very happy to note is a member of this Parliamentary Committee and
who is here to-day.

The Archambault Commission condemned severely the system and the
institutions that it examined in the late 1930’s. The many recommendations of
that commission were shelved in consequence of the outbreak of hostilities in
1939.

In 1947 Major General Ralph Gibson was commissioned to enquire into the
state of the penitentiaries and he subsequently was appointed Commissioner of
Penitentiaries. Following his recommendations, two Deputy Commissioners
were appointed, one a psychiatrist, concerned with mostly with medicine and
psychiatry, and the other an educationalist, concerned with the policy for
programming inmate activities and, to some extent, with staff training. During
the period 1947-60 much was done to humanize the attitude towards penitenti-
ary inmates, although the facilities were very slow in being developed to
accommodate the program. During this time the Federal Training Centre for
young inmates was developed at St. Vincent de Paul, and two medium security
institutions for adult male inmates were constructed—one at Joyceville, Ontario
and the other at St. Vincent de Paul, Quebec. They are the present Joyceville
and Leclerc Institutions.
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In 1952 the Fauteux Commission was appointed to enquire into the
Remission Service and to make recommendations concerning Parole Service.
Their studies embraced the penal system as a whole, and their recommendations
included many which affected the Penitentiary Service.

Much has been accomplished since 1960 and much remains to be done. In
1958 there were in Canada, in addition to the Prison for Women at Kingston,
eight federal penitentiaries, all maximum security, and all with the same
program of inmate activities, except that the program at Federal Training
Centre, and to some extent Collin’s Bay Penitentiary, was modified to suit
younger inmates. Joyceville and Leclerc institutions were under construction
but did not commence to operate until 1959 and 1961 respectively. There was a
small work camp at Joyceville in 1958 which operated under minimum security
conditions. A Staff College was in operation at Kingston, but the facilities were
very limited and comparatively few penitentiary officers had the opportunity of
formal training in their profession.

Since 1959 the penitentiary system has expanded and progressed. There are
now operating, in addition to the eight original institutions and the Prison for
Women, one prison for Doukhobors (this is now partly converted to other
use); three medium security institutions; one institution for drug addicts;
fifteen minimum security institutions, camps and annexes. There are four more
medium security institutions, able to accommodate 1,800 inmates, under con-
struction and coming into use during this fiscal year.

The inmate population, which in 1959—except for some fifty men in the
Joyceville Camp—were all in maximum security institutions, are now accom-
modated as follows:

MaXINTUI SCCULTLY .. . . 1o siaie s o oo e A 3,934
M e idTn St Iy L e e L. S T 1,986
Minitnum SeCUTItTY . . ice teeals o i e o S S 1,098
Drifge-addiets?s 994 3, 308 Eisaeny S0, 59 97
Prison “for'Wommen U000, e, ), sausaliasiio 108

TOtAMIPIFI0S, 200, DOR, SAE8E 10 ApleRErusD; 7,223

An interesting experiment is the institution for old ‘“lags” at Mountain
Prison, which I visited a couple of weeks ago. When the Doukhobour inmate
population dropped, in consequence of Parole Board action or satisfaction of
sentences, the prison, which had been specially built for them and which had
two compounds, had much surplus accommodation. One of these compounds has
been developed for older recidivists from the western region, and these elderly
“gentlemen’” now have hostel-like accommodation, behind a fence of course,
where they are serving their sentences away from the bars and the necessarily
restrictive environment of the maximum security prisons.

We have great plans for the future. Perhaps now would be a good time to
mention the philosophy behind the developments we have in mind.

The role of the Penitentiary Service, as I see it, is the protection of society
from criminally inclined individuals. This role is fulfilled in two ways:

(a) “short-range” protection, during incarceration, by protective cus-
tody; and

(b) “long-range” protection, through re-education and re-training, with
the object of leading to reduced recidivism.

Correction of the inmate must be based on the humane approach to the
inmate as a human being, who has been deprived of most of his civil rights but
who retains his basic human dignity. The root of correction is in the exercise of
proper human relationship between correctional staff and inmates, with no more
physical restraining than is absolutely necessary.
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There are requirements of varying degrees of security and different
methods of correction for the many types of inmates. Therefore, adequate
knowledge of the types of inmates who are handled in Canadian penitentiaries
is a necessary pre-requisite for the whole of the correctional process, and in fact
is its very base. This can only be accomplished by research into, and constant
surveys of, the characteristics of the inmates and the degree of effectiveness of
the various training programs in operation.

As you may know, the Penitentiary Service is at present organized into
three main regions and four sub-regions.

In each region, it is planned that there will be institutional facilities to
fulfil the following functions:

(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

reception—to provide for reception of inmates;
special correctional institutions—for inmates requiring special care;

regular detention, according to the degree of security—i.e., maximum,
medium and minimum security for adult males, including facilities
for diagnostic purposes, for educational and technical training, and
for general employment;

young offenders—to provide custody and training for inmates be-
tween the ages of 16 and 25 years under conditions of medium
security; young offenders requiring maximum security will be sent
to a maximum security institution where special facilities will be
available to segregate them from older offenders;

hospital—medical accommodation and psychiatric services; and

(f) pre-release hostels—to help those inmates who are nearing the end of

their sentences and who require assistance in re-establishing them-
selves in the community.

Institutional facilities will be provided for narcotic drug addicts, both male
and female, and for non-addicted females.

DEGREE OF SECURITY—DEFINITION

(a)

(b)

(¢)

Special detention—for the psychopathic, hostile, troublemaking type
of offender who looks for opportunities to disrupt the routine of any
institution in which he is confined.

Maximum security—for the inmate who is likely to make active
efforts to escape and, if he is at large, is likely to be dangerous to the
public.

Medium security—for the inmate who is not likely to make active
efforts to escape but will take advantage of an opportunity if it is
presented, but who, if at large, is not likely be dangerous to the
public.

In every institution there will be a program of activities, and the facilities
necessary to implement the program. It will comprise the following elements
—phases—of the correctional process:

(a)

(b)

Employment: Program and facilities for a full-time purposeful occu-
pation, during working hours, for every inmate who is not in-
capacitated by reasons of health or who is not under punishment.
This will means that every fit inmate will be allocated either to
school, to technical training, to a production shop or a maintenance
or service crew.

Leisure Time: program and facilities for indoor and outdoor physical
education and recreation—sports, games, radio and television, film
shows, reading, arts and crafts, to the extent and degree compatible
with the requirements of custody and security.
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(c) Religion: permanent and separate facilities for Roman Catholic and
Protestant worship, and for the religious program.

(d) Contact with Families: program and facilities for visits by relatives
and friends, and for mailing out and receiving correspondence,
within the limits of custody and security.

(e) Contacts with Social Agencies: program and facilities for interviews
by representatives of after-care agencies and prospective employers.

(f) Contact with Society: Citizen participation, mass communication
media, pre-release activities.

(g) Classification Process: program and facilities allowing for the provi-
sion of:

(i) diagnostic service (establishing needs for training);

(ii) system of inter-departmental reporting on inmates;

(iii) evaluation of reports and assessment of the progress made by
every inmate in the institution; and

(iv) recommendation for changes in training, for transfer and for
parole consideration.

(h) Counselling: guidance for individuals and for groups of inmates
conducted by adequately trained staff.

(i) Education (Specialized) (in main institutions):

(i) elementary and higher education, up to the highest possible
standard;

(ii) preparation for vocational training (pre-requisites for each
trade);

(iii) correspondence courses;

(iv) library services;

(v) social, economic, health and moral education;

(vi) cultural activities: musie, art classes, drama, study and discus-
sion groups, inmate publications; and

(vii) citizenship education, preparation for committee work.

(3) Vocational Training (Technical education) (main institutions):

(i) vocational guidance;

(ii) general shop training: for initial aptitude testing of inmates, and
for basic training in the use of tools and materials for wood and
metal trades;

(iii) pre-employment training: for various trades applicable in each
particular institution; for training inmates in specific operations
prevailing in the industrial or maintenance shops and services;

(iv) full-time vocational training (in special institutions only): for
training inmates in skilled trades, or in apprenticeship, or for
skilled occupations.

TRAINING—SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS

Programs are being developed with the aid of medical and other agencies
such as the Narcotic Drug Foundation and other professional and citizens
groups engaged in studies of specialized correctional subjects.

Material now before me indicates that facilities must be provided to
accommodate the inmate population in these proportions:

Reception Centres “friuil (Ul Jviuad LaiL 2ot s 8%
Maximum security—(this includes the hostile and
dangerous inmates, estimated at 3% of the

population)an iz ahl bl Al bt ool o 329
Mediunm: security: J@8mele: St 2dliadsooy Raal ity 469,
Minimush ‘seeurityr 2 a8 ud Al e b8 aniimae 149,

Medical and psychiatriénis ki o alitvassiope: 2 il 6%
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In addition, pre-release hostels are required to provide half-way houses
for certain inmates prior to their release.

In 1963 a ten-year program of institutional development was produced.
Cabinet approved in detail the first phase of the program and in principle the
second phase. The first phase provided the construction of these facilities:

Six reception centres:
Four special correctional units;
Four medical psychiatric centres;
Four medium security institutions for young offenders and selected
adult males;
Two maximum security institutions;
Four pre-release centres;
Two minimum security camps;
One drug addicts’ institution, with separate facilities for male and
female inmates;
An addition to Mountain Prison, B.C., an institution for older
recidivists; and
A new prison for women.
The second phase of the program, from 1967 to 1973, provides for:
Three maximum security institutions;
Four medium security institutions;

Three minimum security institutions;
Eight pre-release centres.

What has been accomplished since 1963:

One special correctional unit is just about completed in Quebec. Because of
the controversy over the design, construction of additional special correctional
units has been put into abeyance until the operation of the Quebec institution
has been carefully examined.

Four medium security institutions will be in operation this year. The new
medium security institution, designed within the Penitentiary Service, has been
recognized as a notable advancement.

The reception centres and the psychiatric centres are in the detailed
planning stage.

The contract has been let for a maximum security institution at St. Anne
des Plaines, and I understand that construction will commence on July 16.

Penology is a continually developing science, and since the more in-
formed views appear to differ as to the most appropriate maximum security
design, it was decided to invite the Canadian Committee on Corrections to
review the maximum security design, and we will have the value of their
views before proceeding with three other proposed maximum security insti-
tutions.

The Drug Addicts’ Institution, in British Columbia, is operating with almost
one hundred inmates under treatment.

Sufficient money is provided in this year’s estimates for four pre-release
centres and suitable accommodation is being sought in our larger cties.

The Mountain Prison addition is complete, and transfer to it of suitable
inmates is underway.

Planning is commencing for a new prison for women, which project, I
hope, will be soon underway.

A new Staff college has been built in Kingston and the contract is about to
be let for another at St. Vincent de Paul.
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In addition to the facilities planning, a vast program of officer training has
been operating for some two years and is expanding rapidly. No correctional
officer goes on duty in a penitentiary with less than three months’ training
and courses for officers already in the service are available at the staff colleges
at Kingston, St. Vincent de Paul, and New Westminster.

I have here, for each member, a number of documents produced by the
Penitentiary Service. The contents include details of the 10-year plan of
institutional development, Penitentiary Service Operations 1966-67, the various
directives and instructions issued by the Commissioner, and sundry other

apers.
o I thank the committee for the courtesy of this invitation, and I will be
pleased to appear again before the committee at your convenience.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think it would be appropriate at this stage
of the proceedings to read into the record the resolution setting up this com-
mittee:

That a joint committee of the Senate and House of Commons be
appointed to consider the state of penitentiaries under the control of the
Government of Canada and the plans of the Government in relation
thereto with powers to report from time to time its observations and
opinions thereon; send for persons, papers and records; adjourn from
place to place, sit during sittings of the House; and print from day to day

such papers and evidence as may be ordered by the committee, and that

Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto;

That 15 Members of the House of Commons, to be designated at a
later date, act on behalf of the House as Members of the said committee.

The Canadian Committee on Corrections has the following terms of reference:

To study the broad field of corrections, in its widest sense, from the
initial investigation of an offence through to the final discharge of a
prisoner from imprisonment or parole, including such steps and measures
as arrest, summonsing, bail, representation in Court, conviction, proba-
tion, sentencing, training, medical and psychiatric attention, release,
parole, pardon, post release supervision and guidance and rehabilitation;
to recommend as conclusions are reached, what changes, if any, should be
made in the law and practice relating to these matters in order better to

assure the protection of the individual and, where possible, his rehabili--

tation, having in mind always adequate protection for the community;
and to consider and recommend upon any matters necessarily ancillary to

the foregoing and such related matters as may later be referred to the-

Committee; but excluding consideration of specific offences except where
such consideration bears directly upon any of the above mentioned
matters.

Senator PROWSE: Mr. Pennell, how far have you gone in the execution of
your plans for construction?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: The terms of reference of this committee are to look at
the state of penitentiaries, and the plans. There is a Canadian Committee on
Corrections which will make a report and Parliament will decide how to act.

This committee will listen to our plans and then you will comment on our plans.

and on the present state of penitentiaries.

There may be some overlapping but this committee serves the purpose of
enabling members of both houses to become better informed.

Mr. LACHANCE: I raised this matter of overlapping at the organization

meeting of this committee. I am glad to see Mr. Justice Quimet here. Could we-

hear him now?

(
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Hon. Mr. FuLToN: There is agreement that we do not examine or cross-
examine Mr. Pennell on his statement but I respectfully suggest there are some
portions on which we should have some amplification. I would like additional
background information on the rate of admission and rate of growth of the
prison population. Could we hear Mr. Justice Quimet and then ask Mr. Pennell
some questions, without cross-examining him?

Senator PRowsSE: We should also have the percentage of repeaters.

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: I will try to handle any question you raise, and I might
try to do so now.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): We decided this was not the best
time. You yourself, Mr. Pennell, offered the committee members the opportuni-
ty to visit penitentiaries. We have not decided when we would do that. We
welcomed your statement and agreed we would not cross-examine now.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): At this time it is our pleasure to welcome the
Honourable Justice Roger Ouimet of the Superior Court of Montreal, who is
Chairman of the Canadian Committee on Corrections.

Justice Ouimet, as I explained to you over the telephone, the Steering
Committee feels we need clarification on the overlap between your committee
and ours.

(Translation)

Honourable Justice Roger Ouimet, Chairman, Canadian Committee on Correc-
tions: Messrs. Joint Chairmen, honourable members of the Committee; may
I at the outset thank you for the invitation extended to me over long dis-
tance telephone while I was on an official trip to British Columbia. One of
your joint chairmen, as he has just indicated, had made me aware of the
committee’s wish to avoid duplication. I had no hesitation in answering that
request and in communicating to you, in my capacity as chairman of the
Canadian Committee on Corrections some information which will, I hope, be of
some use to you. :

Our Committee was set up under the provisions of Order in Council P.C.
1965-998, dated June 1st. It is composed of the following people:

Mr. G. Arthur Martin, Q.C., LL.D., a prominent criminal lawyer from
Toronto; Mrs. Dorothy McArton, Executive director of the Greater Winnipeg
Family Bureau, Deputy Commissioner (ret.) J. R. Lemieux, of the R.C.M.P. and
Mr. W.T. McGrath, Executive Director of the Canadian Corrections Association,
the latter also acting as secretary of our group.

Our Associate Secretary is Mr. Claude Bouchard—who is sitting here at this
table—and as early as this mid-summer we will be able to avail ourselves of the
services, on a part-time basis, of professor Desmond Morton, Q.C. who is
returning to a chair in Toronto after having spent some time at Dublin
University, in Ireland.

We also benefit from the services of 26 consultants, chosen among praction-
ers of various disciplines relating to human sciences and corrective processes
and working in all areas of this country from Saint John’s to Vancouver.

(English)

Messrs. Chairmen and honourable members of the committee:

I believe you will be interested in knowing the names and the qualifications
of these twenty-six consultants, the greater majority of whom have had the
occasion personally to communicate with the Committee and with all of whom
we have kept in contact, either in writing or by telephone:

Prof. Gerald W. Alton, Maritime School of Social Work, Halifax.

Mr. John Braithwaite, Warden, Haney Correctional Institution, Haney,
BC.
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Professor I. L. Campbell, Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Bishop’s Univer-
sity, Lennoxville, P.Q.

Judge Marguerite Choquette, Social Welfare Court, Quebec City.

Mr. W. B. Common, Q.C., Counsel, Ontario Law Reform Committee,
Toronto.

Mr. Daniel Coughlan, Director of Probation Services, Toronto.

Dr. Maurice Gauthier, Director of Prison Services, Quebec. (l

Mr. Gilles Gendreau, Director, Boscoville, Montreal.

Mr. Emmanuel Grégoire, Executive Director, Société d’orientation et de
réhabilitation sociale, Montreal.

Miss Phyllis Haslam, Executive Director, Elizabeth Fry Society, Toronto.

Mr. B. W. Henneffer, Correctional Programs Director, Fredericton.

Mr. A. M. Kirkpatrick, Executive Director, John Howard Society of
Ontario, Toronto.

L’Abbé Marc Lecavalier, President, Correctional Chaplains Association,
Montreal.

Judge Sidney V. Legg, District Court, Edmonton.

Mr. Eugene A. MacDonald, Director of Child Welfare, Charlottetown.

Mr. James Mackey, Chief, Metropolitan Toronto Police, Toronto.

Father Noél Mailloux, Director, Centre for Research in Human Rela-
tions, Montreal.

Lt.-Col. Frank Moulton, Director, Correctional Services Dpeartment,
Salvation Army, Toronto.

Dr. Lucien Panaccio, Medical Superintendent, St-Jean de Dieu Psychia-
tric Hospital, Montreal.

Dr. C. H. Pottle, Director of Mental Health Services, St. John’s.

Mr. Frank Potts, Director of Psychology, Department of Reform Insti-
tutions, Toronto.

Mr. J. A. Robert, Director, Quebec Provincial Police, Montreal.

Dr. G. W. Russon, Psychiatrist, Regina.

Mr. Ray Slough, Director of Corrections and Inspector of Gaols, Win-
nipeg.

Professor Denis Szabo, Director, Department of Criminology, University
of Montreal, Montreal.

Judge Gérard Tourangeau, Municipal Court, Montreal.

I also thought it might be helpful to read into the record, the terms of
reference which have been assigned to us and which were first tabled in the
House of Commons on April 9, 1965 as an appendix, namely:

To study the broad field of corrections, in its widest sense, from the
initial investigation of an offence through to the final discharge of a
prisoner from imprisonment or parole, including such steps and measures
as arrest, summonsing, bail, representation in Court, conviction, proba-
tion, sentencing, training, medical and psychiatric attention, release,
parole, pardon, post release supervision and guidance and rehabilitation;
to recommend as conclusions are reached, what changes, if any, should be
made in the law and practice relating to these matters in order better to q
assure the protection of the individual and, where possible, his rehabili-
tation, having in mind always adequate protection for the community;
and to consider and recommend upon any matters necessarily ancillary to
the foregoing and such related matters as may later be referred to the
Committee; but excluding consideration of specific offences except where
such consideration bears directly upon any of the above mentioned
matters.
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I am informed that you would like to know what our committee’s ac-
tivities have been since its inception.

From May 31 until June 3, 1965, I was fortunate enough to participate in
the National Conference on the Prevention of Crime, convened by the Center of
Criminology in Toronto. The first meeting of our committee was to take place
in Ottawa on June 29. It had been called by the Minister of Justice for the main
purpose of a formal launching.

However, our agenda had to be altered at the last moment and, consequent-
ly, there was no press conference and no official statement as originally planned.
Instead, we discussed with the deputy minister such questions as the location of
our headquarters in Ottawa and the establishment of our staff as well as an
invitation which had been received for us to attend, in the capacity of observers,
the United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime, and the Treatment of
Offenders, to be held in Stockholm, from August 9 to August 18. We all made
the trip which proved to be highly profitable. Indeed, our second and third
meetings were held in the Swedish Capital and we visited what was described
as the “most modern detention complex” in Kumla, as well as the minimum
security camp at Apstuna. From the 29th of August till the 3rd of September,
three of our members and a number of our consultants attended the Fifth
International Congress on Criminology at Montreal, during which we renewed
many acquaintances and also had a joint meeting with Lord Amory and visiting
members of the Royal Commission on the Penal System in England and Wales.

An elaboration of our terms of reference as we understood them, was
prepared for submission to Justice, and was first discussed with the minister,
the deputy minister and their advisers on September 28, 1965.

Although this elaboration was not to be approved until quite some time later
because of the study in depth which it required, it was agreed that we should
proceed with our exploratory work across Canada.

Our first trip in the month of October, 1965 led us to Halifax, N.S., where
we had the opportunity of meeting the Chief Justice of the Province, County
Court Judges and Magistrates, Social Workers, Probation officers, Members of
the John Howard Society and heads of correctional institutions, as well as the
Dean and members of the teaching staff of the Law School of Dalhousie
University. Also, thanks to the cooperation of the Attorney-General and his
deputy, we were permitted to visit the Halifax City and county jails and the
Good Shepherd House of Corrections.

Incidentally, I had been fortunate enough, on October 14 and 15, to attend
the Institute on Pre-Trial Release Projects which took place in the City of New
York under the auspices of the Vera Foundation and the United States
Department of Justice.

In between these trips, our meetings continued unabated.

In the month of November, members of our committee visited the capital
cities of the Provinces of New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island. Wherever we went, we were cordially received by Chief Justices and
other members of the judiciary, county court judges and magistrates, social
workers, probation officers, psychiatrists, members of the John Howard Society
and heads of correctional institutions, as well as the dean of the Law School and
a professor of Criminal Law of the University of New Brunswick. We visited the
Blue Mountain Work Camp, the Penitentiary at Dorchester and the Medium
Security Institution at Springhill, N.S. Opportunity was provided to speak with
as many inmates as one wished, as well as with training and custodial staff.

In Newfoundland, we were officially welcomed by Premier Smallwood as
he presided at the opening of the conference on Juvenile Delinquency, part of
which we attended. We visited Her Majesty’s Penitentiary and the work camp
at Salmonier, a pionneer institution. We also took in the Magistrates’ Annual
Conference.

24723—2
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In Charlottetown, P.E.I.,, we met with representatives of similar disciplines
as in the other Atlantic Provinces, and also inspected the city jail, as we had
done in Fredericton for the York County Jail and the Provincial Reformatory, a
few miles out of the city.

During the month of December, we had the opportunity of meeting and
conferring with the Commissioner of Penitentiaries and the chairman and
members of the Canadian Parole Board. Later on, the latter’s files were open for
inspection for me for as long as I wished.

We also met in January with our two largest groups of consultants in
Montreal and in Toronto respectively. At the end of the month, all the members
of the committee left for Washington in order to keep an appointment with the
director and members of the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
the Administration of Justice. Thanks to the kind and efficient cooperation of
Mr. Marcel Cadieux, Q.C., Under Secretary of State for External Affairs, our
stay in Washington was very fruitful, and were afforded the opportunity of
meeting with key people in the United States Correctional Services, as well as
in the Law Enforcement Branch, including the Attorney-General, the Honour-
able Mr. Katzenbach. We also visited a Pre-Release Guidance Centre but it
was impossible for us, due to extremely poor weather conditions, to see other
institutions as originally planned.

In the meantime, questionnaires prepared by our secretary and assistant
secretary were forwarded to upwards of 125 institutions, faculties and in-
dividuals as to their research projects having some connection with our work,
and we held regular reunions to go still deeper into the substance of our
mandate.

At a meeting with the Solicitor General which took place in April of this
year, an understanding was reached as to tentative estimates for the fiscal year
1966-67, as well as to the final wording of the elaboration of our terms of
reference.

A bilingual pamphlet or brochure describing such terms of reference in
detail, with a view to circulate the same amongst groups and individuals having
informed opinions and doing or having done research in such matters all over
Canada, was completed towards the end of May. It is planned to send copies of
this brochure, which is presently in the hands of the Queen’s Printer and which
according to reasonable expectations will be ready for distribution around the
middle of July to all newspapers, universities, boards of trades, labour unions,
bar associations, members of the judiciary, welfare officials and all honourable
members of the Senate and members of the House of Commons and others. It
will be entitled: “The Canadian Committee on Corrections invites Written
Briefs from the Public”. Indeed, although our committee is anxious to have the
advice and opinions of organizations and individuals in Canada, on how to build
a better correctional system for our country, we cannot contemplate anything
but written briefs. The brochure is made up of a list of questions under the
following titles:

I—General Principles
II—Investigation of Offences

III—Procuring the Attendance of Suspect in Court:
Summons, Warrant, and Arrest without Warrant..

IV—Representation of the suspect
V—Conviction: Manner and Process
VI—Sentence

VII—Correctional Services, including parole, voluntary aftercare, women
offenders, staff development, and the question of criminal records.
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While working on this brochure, we took time off to attend the Interna-
tional Halfway House Association’s Third Annual Conference in Windsor where
we visited St. Leonard’s House, and the Ontario Magistrates’ Association’s
Annual Conference in Niagara Falls.

May I add that from June 12 until June 23 inclusively, we paid a visit to
the Province of British Columbia. We attended the British Columbia Correc-
tions Association’s Convention in Vancouver, after having had a conference with
the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General of British Columbia in
Victoria, B.C. This trip permitted us to visit the recently inaugurated federal
institution dedicated to drug addicts, at Matsqui, as well as such provincial
institutions as the British Columbia Correctional Institution at Haney, the
Minimum Security Institution at New Haven, the Halfway House at Marpole
and Camp Allouette.

The chairman was also given the opportunity while in Haney, to be present
at a hearing of the British Columbia Parole Board.

Accompanied by our assistant secretary, I had made it a point in the early
Spring to visit the St-Vincent de Paul Penitentiary, Institution Leclerc, the
Federal Training Centre and the Gatineau Minimum Security Camp after
having had a conference with the Regional Director for the Province of Quebec.
Later on, accompaned by the Director of Inmate Training Division of the
Canadian Penitentiary Service, Mr. J. C. A. LaFerriere, I made a tour of the
Kingston and Collin’s Bay Penitentiaries, the Prison for Women and the
Joyceville Institution. This, of course, was facilitated by the Commissioner of
Penitentiaries and the Regional Director for Ontario.

It is also planned at the end of the summer to attend part of the Canadian
Bar’s 48th Annual Meeting in Winnipeg and the Canadian Association of
Chiefs of Police’s Annual Meeting at Vancouver, after which members of the
committee will travel to California to study correctional institutions in that very
progressive State.

Trips to Europe by one or two members, especially to England, the
Scandinavian countries, the Netherlands, France and Belgium are being consid-
ered. The rest of Canada will be covered during the fall.

(Translation)

Messrs Joint Chairmen, members of the Committee, I should add that at
the present time we are setting up teams with the help of our consultants and
of experts from outside in order to have carried out on our behalf the best
possible research on the subjects listed in the brochure which I mentioned a
moment ago.

Finally the Solicitor General recently asked us to carry out a study, on a
priority basis, of the construction of maximum security institutions whose plans
were communicated to us and of which we were able to examine a well
prepared model. Unfortunately we have not been in a position, up to now, to
complete this study which is proving to be highly complicated in spite of the
assistance we receive from experts in architecture and others. We do hope,
however, to be able to provide a final report on this matter in the near future.

May I thank you for your kind consideration.

(English) |
Mr. LAcHANCE: If it were possible to file as an appendix to the proceedings

a copy of this questionnaire and the brochure it would be helpful to the
committee.

Mr. Justice OUIMET: I must say I have not looked at the questionnaire
very closely. I know something about the brochure because we all contributed
to it, but the subject matter of the questionnaire was included in the brochure.
I do not know, Mr. Chairman, if you feel the brochure, which has not been sent
out, should be included as an appendix.



20 JOINT COMMITTEE

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think it would be helpful if you could let us
have copies of this brochure.

Mr. JUSTICE OUIMET: As soon as it is in its final form.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.

Mr. JusTice OuMET: I should be glad to do so.

Mr. LACHANCE: Would it be convenient to have the brochure distributed or
filed with the committee?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I don’t think it is possible to file it as an
annex to the minutes of the meeting today because it is not yet in final form. I
think it will probably have to wait for a while, and then as a courtesy to us
perhaps Mr. Justice Ouimet’s staff will see that we are furnished with a copy.

Mr. Justice Ouimet, when I say this, I am speaking on behalf of everyone
here. We appreciate very much what you have told us today, and I wondered if
it would be possible for you, even off the record if you prefer, to indicate to us
whether you feel our committee in studying the state of penitentiaries as such is
going to be overlapping something which you are doing in your Canadian
Committee on Corrections. The feeling of this committee is simply that we do
not want to set about doing something you are already doing, and this is what is
worrying us at this time.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I know that we all appreciate your
report very much, Mr. Justice Ouimet, but we have a recess coming up and that
presents a problem as to what work we should do during the recess, if any. I
agree with my co-chairman; I think the discussion should be off the record. Is
everybody agreed?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Does everyone agree that a short statement
by Mr. Justice Ouimet shall be off the record?

Hon. Mr. FuLtoN: Unless he wishes it on the record.

Mr. JusTicE OUIMET: May I respectfully suggest that if I make a statement
here it should not be off the record, and I respectfully suggest that you are
asking me to pass judgment on the work of your committee. I do not know
whether I have any capacity to do so. I have rendered some judgments in my
life that were rather difficult, but this is the hardest one. I thought that by
giving you indications of the kind of work we were doing it would be possible
for honourable senators and members to come to a conclusion as to whether
there was an overlapping or not, or whether there would be.

Hon. Mr. FurTon: I think it is our responsibility to do that on the basis of
what you have said.

Senator PROWSE: It might be an interesting experience to see if we did
overlap. V

Mr. ALLMAND: When the steering committee has considered in more detail
the statement by Mr. Justice Ouimet, we may be able to determine what areas
the committee should investigate more thoroughly, and what to leave aside. I do
not think we are in a position to make a definite decision on that now.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Could we have a motion now to the effect
that we report to both houses with respect to a quorum? The Steering Com-
mittee has recommended a quorum of ten members.

Mr. LACHANCE: I move that our quorum be ten members.
Senator FERGUSSON: I will second that motion.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): The motion is carried. I think this is already
included in our terms of reference, but the second point discussed by the
Steering Committee was that of sitting during house hours. I think we might as
well at the very beginning ask for permission to do this. We may be refused,

P
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but is is worthwhile asking. I do not expect that the committee will be sitting
during house hours, but having regard to the experience over the last few
months in the house with jammed up sessons on Tuesdays and Thursdays it
would be a good idea, I think, to provide that this committee sit in the evenings.
Is the committee in accord with our requesting this?

Hon. Mr. FurtoN: Do not forget authority to sit while the house is
adjourned. I think you need that authority as well.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Yes, if the Steering Committee so
desires.

Senator PROWSE: Why not get the authority anyway?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): We have a motion to this effect. I am not
clear whether we need a motion to provide us expenses for a trip or two this
summer. Perhaps we should have a motion to that effect because it may be-
come necessary. May I have a motion re travelling expenses this summer?

Senator INMAN: I so move.

Mr. Ricarp: I second that motion.

Mr. LACHANCE: Did we pass a motion to sit during adjournments?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.

Mr. LACHANCE: Only for visits; not for sitting.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): It was thought that the Steering
Committee would consider that. If in its judgment the whole committee has to
meet during the recess then the committee will be called.

Senator PROWSE: Why not get all the authority you might need now?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): We have had three motions and we have
covered all the authority we need. Can we now have a motion to adjourn?

Hon. Mr. FurToN: The Steering Committe will report back if it can before
the recess?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.

The committee adjourned.
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First Session—Twenty-seventh Parliament
1966-67

PROCEEDINGS OF
THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE
AND HOUSE OF COMMONS ON

PENITENTIARIES

TUESDAY, JANUARY 24, 1967

JOINT CHAIRMEN

The Honourable Senator W. M. Benidickson, P.C.
and

Mr. Ian Watson, M.P.

WITNESSES:

Department of the Solicitor General: The Honourable L. T. Pennell,
Solicitor General; A. J. MacLeod, Commissioner, Canadian Peniten-
tiary Service; J. C. A. LaFerriére, Regional Director (Quebec Region), «
Canadian Penitentiary Service; I. B. Simpson, Facilities Planning
Officer, Canadian Penitentiary Service.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1967
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THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE AND
HOUSE OF COMMONS ON PENITENTIARIES

Joint Chairmen
The Honourable Senator W. M. Benidickson, P.C.
and
Mr. Ian Watson, M.P.

The Honourable Senators

Benidickson, Inman,
Cameron, Irvine,
Deschatelets, O’Leary (Carleton),
Fergusson, Prowse,
Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche),

Messrs.
Aiken, Prud’homme,
Allmand, Ricard,
Dionne, Rochon,
Fulton, Stafford,
Lachance, Tolmie,
Maclnnis (Mrs.), Watson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-
IMatheson, Laprairie),
McQuaid, Woolliams.

(Quorum 10)



ORDER OF REFERENCE
(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
March 15, 1966.

Mr. Pennell, seconded by Mr. Mcllraith, moved,—That a joint committee of
the Senate and House of Commons be appointed to consider the state of peniten-
tiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of the
Government in relation thereto with powers to report from time to time its
observations and opinions thereon; send for persons, papers and records; ad-
journ from place to place; sit during sittings of the House; and print from day to
day such papers and evidence as may be ordered by the committee, and that
Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto;

That 15 Members of the House of Commons, to be designated at a later date,
act on behalf of the House as Members of the said committee; and

That a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to unite with
this House for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deem advisable,
some of their Members to act on the proposed joint committee.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said motion it was
agreed to.

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
March 22, 1966.

On motion of Mr. Pilon, seconded by Mr. McNulty, it was ordered,—That a
Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their Honours that this House will
unite with them in the formation of a Joint Committee of both Houses to
consider the state of Penitentiaries unedr the control of the Government of
Canada and that the Members to serve on the said Committee, on the part of this
House, will be as follows: Messrs. Aiken, Allmand, Dionne, Fulton, Lachance,
Macdonald (Rosedale), Matheson, McQuaid, Prud’homme, Ricard, Stafford,
Tolmie, Watson (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Winch and Woolliams.

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE
(SENATE)

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Wednesday, March
23, 1966.

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Senate proceeded to the considera-
tion of the Message from the House of Commons requesting the appointment
of a Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on Peni-
tentiaries.

The Honourable Senator Connolly, P.C., moved, seconded by the Honour-
able Senator Hugessen:

That the Senate do unite with the House of Commons in the appointment of
a Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament to consider the state of
penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of
the Government in relation thereto, and to report from time to time its observa-
tions and opinions thereon;

That nine Members of the Senate, to be designated at a later date, act
on behalf of the Senate as members of the said Joint Committee;

That the Joint Committee have power to send for person, papers and
records; to adjourn from place to place; to sit during sittings and adjournments
of the Senate; to print from day to day such papers and evidence as may be
ordered by the Joint Committee; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Tuesday, March 29,
1966.

With leave of the Senate,
The Honourable Senator Beaubien (Provencher) moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Macdonald (Cape Breton):

That the following Senators be appointed to act on behalf of the Senate on
the Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons to consider the state
of penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of
the Government in relation thereto namely, the Honourable Senators Beni-
dickson, Cameron, Fergusson, Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche), Gouin, In-
man, Irvine, O’Leary (Carleton), and Prowse; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.

The question being put on the motion; it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

J. F. MACNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.
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Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Thursday, June 30,
1966:
“The Honourable Senator Benidickson, P.C., from the Special Joint
Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries, pre-
sented the following report:—

THURSDAY, June 30th, 1966.

The Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons
on Penitentiaries makes its first Report as follows:

Your Committee recommends that its quorum be fixed at ten (10)
members, provided that both Houses are represented.

All which is respectfully submitted.
W. M. BENIDICKSON,
Chairman.
With leave of the Senate,
The Honourable Senator Leonard moved, seconded by the Honour-
able Senator Kinley, that the report be adopted now.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”
J. F. MACNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
July 5, 1966:
“Mr. Watson (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), from the Special
Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries,
presented the First Report of the said Committee which was read as
follows:
Your Committee recommends that its quorum be fixed at (10)
members, provided that both Houses are respected.”

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TUESDAY, January 24, 1967.

Pursuant to adjournment and notice, the Special Joint Committee of the
Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries met this day at 9.45 a.m.

Present: For the Senate: The Honourable Senator Fergusson.—1.

For the House of Commons: Messrs. Watson (Chdteauguay-Hunting-
don-Laprairie) (Joint Chairman), Aiken, Allmand, Dionne, Lachance, MacInnis
(Mrs.), McQuaid, Ricard, Rochon, Stafford and Tolmie.—11.

On motion of the Honourable Senator Fergusson, seconded by Mr. Tolmie it
was RESOLVED that the Committee have power to engage the services of such
technical, clerical and other personnel as may be necessary for the purpose of the

inquiry.
The following witnesses were heard:
Department of the Solicitor General:
The Honourable L. T. Pennell, P.C., Solicitor General of Canada;
T. D. MacDonald, Q.C., Deputy Solicitor General of Canada;
A. J. MacLeod, Commissioner, Canadian Penitentiary Service;

J. C. A. LaFerriére, Regional Director (Quebec Region), Canadian
Penitentiary Service;

Ian B. Simpson, Facilities Planning Officer, Canadian Penitentiary Serv-
ice.

In Attendance: V. Richmond, Regional Director (Ontario Region), Canadian
Penitentiary Service.

At 12.30 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chairman.

Attest.
Patrick J. Savoie,
Clerk of the Committee,

27



Extinin o "ﬁHMIMHIw ) E & i . :

m:ossmamoammm 18 ol | - hesmuride 1
msLmMﬂT

ot soiton baw tnsexrigolbe of tafuewd -

-? ﬂ.‘, t" l.l . ”'—":I“'_ ‘; ? AT*‘H‘? A A 1 . r "1 i I

i) 1O RSP T R |

-Qsc&ins.ﬁl%lmmw‘ andadodink M - WOISTEr -

ginalosh .Jan':qaﬁl BT 05 we h}.‘.. i)

: . \‘1'\-‘- """"_w":“T e . I

$i simloT Al B2 J10 q ke ‘,‘ dewon £ :
dm !0 m > isun I .- G Lﬁf i F. pad! . ' :

o o o2 | . b

P gt ull, g

B W el 1 ety it

|



THE SENATE

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE AND
HOUSE OF COMMONS ON PENITENTIARIES

EVIDENCE

OrTAawaA, Tuesday, January 24, 1967.

The Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on
Penitentiaries met this day at 9.30 a.m.

Mr. Ian WATSON (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Co-Chairman, in
the chair.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I will call the meeting to order. Because
none of the senators will be present this morning, I think the best procedure
will be to ask for approval of our proceedings today at a subsequent meeting
when we do have a quorum.

The first witness this morning will be the Honourable L. T. Pennell, Solicitor
General. I would like to call now on Mr. Pennell.

The Honourable L. T. Pennell, Solicitor General: Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers, ladies and gentlemen, I would like first of all to be granted the privilege of
making a statement.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked to meet with your committee today for the
purpose of placing before it certain materials relating primarily to the design of
the standard maximum security institution which the Canadian Penitentiary
Service proposes to build at the various locations set out in the ten-year plan of
institutional development (one in the Atlantic region; two in the Quebec region,
one of them at St. Anne des Plaines; two in the Ontario region; one in the
western region).

To begin with, I should say that the standard maximum security design
which we will be examining today was drawn up by the Penitentiary Service’s
own architectural team, after approximately three years of planning and design-
mg.

Earlier this year, shortly after I assumed office, several members of the
Canadian Corrections Association questioned certain aspects of the design and I
came to the conclusion after consulting with the Commissioner, Mr. MacLeod,
that it would be useful to submit the Penitentiary Service design to the Canadian
Committee on Corrections for an opinion on it.

Accordingly, on April 21, 1966, I wrote on my own initiative to Mr. Justice
Roger Ouimet, Chairman of the Canadian Committee on Corrections, to ask him
to have his committee undertake an objective study of the proposed design, and
to submit its conclusions to me as quickly as possible. I explained to him that
because of the serious overcrowding which already exists in several of our
maximum security institutions, any review at this time of the design produced
by the Penitentiary Service architects must be treated as a matter of urgency.

There was some exchange of correspondence between Mr. Justice Ouimet
and myself after that date, and we had a number of very amiable meetings, and
then on November 10, 1966, Mr. Justice Ouimet forwarded to me a paper setting
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out a number of criticisms of the Penitentiary Service design, and he also
forwarded a detailed sketch of the design which had been drawn up by Mr. H. B.
Kohl, architect, of Toronto.

I immediately forwarded these criticisms to the Commissioner of Peniten-
tiaries, in order that he might consider them with his staff. The Commissioner
then submitted to me a copy of a memorandum answering the various criticisms
of the Canadian Committee on Corrections, and on November 29, 1966, I for-
warded the Commissioner’s memorandum to Mr. Justice Ouimet. I requested
him to meet me to discuss the matter as soon as possible, and we subsequently
had a friendly meeting to go over the whole matter again.

Today, I propose to have the departmental officials show the Committee a
model of the maximum security design, and discuss it with you. I am also
distributing for the information of members of the committee, the criticisms and
memoranda which I received from the Canadian Committee on Corrections and
the answer of the Canadian Penitentiary Service to the criticism. Finally, I
propose to have the penitentiary officials show you some films, which illustrate in
a very striking way the correctional philosophy which the service is attempting
to put into action.

There are only a few more remarks which I want to make to the Committee
at this time. One is that we all recognize that the overcrowding which exists in
our maximum security institutions, particularly Kingston and St. Vincent de
Paul, makes it imperative that we get on with the job of putting up new
institutions with as little delay as possible. We are still forced to use the same
“bucket cells” which the Archambault Committee condemned almost thirty years
ago. Finally I will say a word or two about the problems which we face in
constructing institutions of this kind, and the philosophy behind the existing
plans.

To begin with, the Penitentiary Service has the difficult job of holding in
confinement men whom the courts have decided are not fit to be at liberty in our
communities. Some of these men have shown themselves capable of very violent
behaviour while at large, and we know from experience they are also capable at
times of violence within our institutions, by assaulting either guards or other
inmates. I will be distributing today figures on assaults within our prisons.

At the same time, we all recognize that in our longer-run social interests,
and in the interests of a humanitarian and enlightened policy, we must make
strenuous efforts to reform these men once we have them in our institutions. Of
course, this is not easily done, partly because in our federal institutions for the
most part we get men who already have substantial criminal careers behind
them.

You will appreciate that in many ways it is self-contradictory to say that we
will attempt to reform men, while at the same time keeping them imprisoned
away from society in unnatural conditions. However, in the present stage of our
knowledge of human behaviour at least, this is a paradox we have to live with.
Therefore, when designing institutions we have to try to strike a compromise
between our two functions. By definition, a compromise is not perfection.

On the security side, as I have said, we have to keep in mind the kind of
men we are dealing with. We owe a duty to the guards to protect them from
violence. We owe a duty to society to see to it that the men we consider to be
maximum security risks (that is, men who would make active efforts to escape
and who would be dangerous if at large) do not escape. I call your attention to
the recent furore in Great Britain concerning the rash of escapes there. Finally,
we owe a duty to the inmates to protect them from assaults from other inmates,
which is a very common occurrence in prisons everywhere. You will agree, I
think, that an atmosphere of personal safety for all who live and work in a
prison contributes in a major way to a lessening of tensions, and therefore to a
better atmosphere for rehabilitation.
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On the other hand, we must install positive facilities for rehabilitation in
these institutions. The Penitentiary Service design has a number of features
which seem to lend itself to this purpose:

the arrangement of the cells is such that inmates can be segregated into
relatively small groups, according to their personal characteristics;
recreational facilities and day rooms are provided in good measure;
all cells have outside windows, quite a unique feature in maximum
security prisons;

the architects assure me that the interior layout is flexible, and can be
adjusted to provide facilities for new programs in the future;

there are good facilities for classroom training for inmates who want to
improve their academic levels, and the industrial shops are designed to
keep all the men busy and provide occupational therapy. Space is also
available for religious functions, and there is adequate office space for
personality counselling, etc.

In a few minutes, I shall distribute to the Committee a more detailed out-
line of the main features of the design.

We are all very anxious that the penitentiaries should become not merely
places of confinement for docile, over-disciplined, persons, but that they should
be dynamic places, with active and challenging programs designed to produce
real results in the way of rehabilitation.

Of course, only time will tell whether this design will really produce the
kind of results we want, in the form of lower rates of recidivism and some
genuine rehabilitation of these difficult cases. In the meantime, I can assure you
that some very hard work, and much thought, has gone into the design before
you.

In closing, I would like to point out that the same team of experts who
designed our medium security institution also designed this maximum security
institution. It is acknowledged that the design of our medium security institu-
tion compares favourably with any in the world. The Canadian Penitentiary
Service feel that they have dealt with this maximum security institution in the
same responsible way.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Pennell, do you want to proceed now with
having the film shown, or would you like questions directed to you now or
afterwards?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: May I respectfully suggest it might be helpful to the
committee if we showed the film and the design, and I would then turn this part
of it over to my officials.

Mr. AIREN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise a point of order at this time.
In view of the fact that we do not have a quorum and representatives of the
Senate here, I think we should defer questions at this meeting. I did not raise
any initial objection, because we have had difficulty in getting this meeting
organized, and the fact that the senators are not here should not delay us in
proceeding with this important work. I understand that the purpose of the
meeting today is substantially, to hear the minister’s statement, to observe the
models and to view a film, and I think that if we restricted ourselves to that we
would justify ourselves to the Senate members when they come back. Beyond
that I think we should not go.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): This seems a reasonable point of order to me.
Does anyone else have any comment to add?

Mr. TouMmiE: When is it proposed to have another meeting when we can ask
questions? The minister has had difficulty in getting to this meeting.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): We are having a meeting on Thursday of this
week to deal with the women’s prison in Kingston. It would probably be possible
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at some point during that meeting to raise questions. We will have the people
from Kingston with us next week.

Mr. Ricarp: Will the senators be present then?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): The senators will be present, I would hope, on
Thursday.

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: May I be permitted to make a comment in connection
with next Thursday? I hope the committee will not take offence at the fact that
the members of the Commission and myself and the Deputy Minister will be in
Halifax, because some months ago we accepted an invitation to address the John
Howard Society and meet with the officials in that province. This was long before
we had any knowledge of the .dates on which the committee would be meeting.
They have already advertized that meeting and accepted it. I hope the committee
will bear with us. The fact that we shall not be at the meeting on Thursday in no
way reflects our views on the importance of the meeting you will be holding
here. I hope you will agree that I ought to fulfil my obligations to the John
Howard Society of Nova Scotia.

Mr. ToLMIE: We have been asked to come here this morning for questions to
be asked of different officials, and we should be allowed to ask them. To organize
another meeting may take weeks if we are to get the same officials back. They
have taken up their time to come here and I think they should be given the
opportunity to answer questions.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Aiken, I have been informed that the
Public Service Committee have on occasions employed this procedure when they
have lacked a quorum; they have asked a subsequent meeting for approval of the
proceedings. Since we are not being called upon this morning to decide on any
item, but are here more for the purpose of obtaining information, I wonder if
you could agree to this procedure.

Mr. A1keN: I did not know who it was intended to call. It was my impression
that we were to hear the ministers’ statement and see the films and the models. If
we have other witnesses, I have no objection. My objection was founded on the
fact that it will be an incomplete examination of the witnesses if the senators are
unable to take part. I have no objection to statements being made by the officials
if they can then be read by the senators, and form the basis of questioning at a
later date. I have very grave doubts about the whole procedure but I do not want
to cause difficulty. However, I do not think we should engage in questions
without a quorum.

Mr. RicAarD: Were the senators also invited?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): The senators were invited by regular notice,
by telegram and also by telephone.

Mr. STAFFORD: And still they are not here. My view would be that if anyone
has any questions they should be allowed to ask them. The senators should have
been here if they wanted to ask any. I cannot see what Mr. Aiken’s objection is,
because all anyone who badly wanted to come to this meeting had to do was to
arrive here. I cannot see how the present position could affect asking questions
after we have heard the minister’s statement. It would be far more sensible to
ask them now than at some time later.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Perhaps we could bring the proceedings to the
attention of the senators who are members of this committee, and inform them
that if they wish to question any of the officials who have made presentations
here today, we will arrange a questioning meeting for them. Would that satisfy
vou, Mr. Aiken?

Mr. AIREN: I do not want to cause difficulty, Mr. Chairman. I merely do not
want to proceed illegally, and I have serious doubts about this procedure. It has
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been done with other committees, but I have grave doubts about it. I will not
press my objection any further, but I will not take any part in the questioning at
the moment.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I notice that Mr. McQuaid has arrived, which
means that we do have a quorum; we now have ten members present.

Mr. AIKEN: But do we have any members of the Senate?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): No.

Mr. ToLMmIE: It is enough that we have ten members of the committee.

Mr. AIKEN: We should have members of both Commons and Senate present.
I think I have a valid objection but I do not press it. On the other hand, I do not
want to proceed without raising it.

Mrs. MacInNis: If Mr. Aiken has a valid objection, I think it would apply
equally well to hearing the minister and the officials as to any questioning. If any
part of our proceeding is valid, then the whole of it is valid and there is no need
to hold over anything to another meeting; consequently, I think Mr. Aiken’s
objection is not well founded.

Mr. STAFFORD: I agree. This is a waste of time.

Mr. AIKEN: Then I say the whole proceeding is invalid. This is the trouble
that arises when trying to compromise.

Mr. STAFFORD: This is a great way of not getting anything done.

Mr. AIKEN: I do not press my objection, but I still think it ought to be made.
I believe it should be made for the benefit of the senators, who are not here, in
case they object, and also as a matter of principle. However, I do not want to
hold up the progress of the meeting if it is the wish of the committee to proceed.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you very much, Mr. Aiken, for making
this point.
Mr. Minister, would you now wish to go ahead with the film?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would. There is one further thing I
would like to say at this point. I hope the committee will excuse me if I now
leave. It is not that I want to evade questions; indeed, I may even be able to
come back later. There is a Cabinet meeting this morning at which I have certain
matters to deal with. As you know, the meeting of this committee planned for
last Tuesday was cancelled.

There is one other thing I should bring to your attention. We acted on our
own initiative in asking the Canadian Committee on Corrections to look at this
design. They found a great deal of merit in our design and they also had some
criticisms. I have had the correspondence mimeographed and it will be distribut-
ed to members of the committee so that they can see the criticisms. We went
over the criticisms with the Commissioner and his staff and they answered them.
You will see in the correspondence the initial criticisms and the reply. We had a
very friendly meeting with Mr. Justice Ouimet and the Canadian Committee on
Corrections, with whom our department is on the best of terms. After that we
suggested that we should come to this committee and explain the design, and
give you an opportunity to look at the criticisms and our answers.

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would invite the Commissioner to take over now
and introduce the officials who are here today.

Mr. A. ]J. Macleod, Commissioner, Canadian Penitentiary Service: Mr.
Chairman, the next presentation will be placed before you by Mr. Ian B.
Simpson. An architect by profession, he is Facilities Planning Officer of the
Canadian Penitentiary Service, located at our headquarters in Ottawa. He has
been with us since early 1961 and has been intimately connected with the
development of the philosophy and design of all our new types of institutions.
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Also here this morning is Mr. V. S. J. Richmond, who has been in the
Penitentiary Service for 40 years. During that period he has risen from the
position of Guard Grade I—as it was known 40 years ago—until today he is
Director of the Ontario Region for the Penitentiary Service. He is therefore
intimately connected with the problems that arise in the Province of Ontario.

We also have here Mr. J. C. A. LaFerriere, who has been in the Penitentiary
Service some 22 years. He has had experience as a Vocational Training In-
structor, Deputy Warden, Warden and Director of the Inmate Training Division
of the Canadian Penitentiary Service at our headquarters. He has recently been
transferred to become Regional Director of our Quebec Region. He also, there-
fore, is intimately connected with problems in the Quebec Region and, what is
perhaps more important, the development of the Inmate Training program for
all our institutions across the country. :

Perhaps now, Mr. Chairman, it would be proper to ask Mr. Simpson if he
will make his presentation. :

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: If I might interject for, I hope, the final time—we also
have here the Deputy Solicitor General, Mr. T. D. MacDonald. When I leave I
hope he will be permitted to occupy my present seat, and I hope to rejoin you
later on this morning.

The Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I now call upon Mr. Simpson to make his

presentation.

Mr. Ian B. Simpson, Facilities Planning Officer, Canadian Penitentiary Service:
Mr. Chairman, in 1961 we had the problem of designing five new medium
security institutions, each with a capacity of 450 inmates. One of these insti-
tutions was specifically for narcotic addicts. Subsequently, in 1963 we em-
barked on the design of the new maximum security insitution. It is my task now
to give you a very brief outline of the way in which we tackled the problem of
the design of these two types of institution. As the medium security institution
preceded the maximum security institution, and as the latter design is directly
influenced by the former design, I will deal with that design first.

I think it is fair to say that the design of a medium security institution is
more complex than that of a maximum security or a minimum security institu-
tion, because the very nature of “medium security” is undefined and varies
greatly between jurisdictions. For instance, in California I think one could say
that medium security starts off with a secure perimeter with towers, and in
Wisconsin one can say that medium security is a “school environment” with
buildings widely separated and the minimum of the visible means of security
and control. I am thinking of Fox Lake.

In Canada, maybe we have compromised midway between these two
viewpoints. We intend to have a greater proportion of our population in medium
security institutions and to reduce as far as possible the population of our
maximum security institutions. At the same time we intend in our medium
security institutions to carry on a training program that will prepare the greatest
number of inmates for a useful and law-abiding life once they have been
released.

As a design philosophy for medium security institutions we started with the
following proposition: “To provide an environment for the inmate that will as
little as possible create in him a feeling of hostility—thereby mitigating against
the Inmate Training program.” This does not provide very much that is tangible
to the architect but it does provide a yardstick against which can be judged the
solutions to the planning problem.

The concept of medium security can, in a way, be described as being the
compromise between control and flexibility, between static security and dynamic
security. Control to us means knowing all about the whereabouts of the inmate.
Flexibility means the ability to carry out varying programs with the minimum of
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impediment by way of custody and the ability to change those programs as
required over a course of years. Static security to us means physical features of
buildings such as bars and barriers, locks and keys and the very fabric of the
walls. Dynamic security means the activities of a well trained, active and alert
staff who can see what is happening and sense the temper of the institution.

We found in our planning that it was possible to divide the physical
requirements of space in a medium security setting into five groups or centres. A
working group, primarily workshop or “daytime activities building”; a living
group, which consists of the cells and day room spaces; a community centre,
which consists of those facilities needed particularly for the evening program,
but also for the day-to-day running of the institution; special handling, which
includes such facilities as sick-bay, the reception-orientation unit and dissocia-
tion. The whole depending on an administration centre. I have indicated on this
diagram in Slide 1 by two black lines the units to and from which the major
amount of traffic by way of inmate movement will occur particularly during the
evenings.

I have already mentioned the capacity of 450 inmates and I have noted down
four further items of planning criteria which we decided were relevant: segrega-
tion by classification, in other words the ability to keep inmates separate in
accordance with their characters or training needs; movement control, meaning
the ability to so control movement around the institution that the needs of
security are met; flexibility for changes, which means the ability to so alter and
adapt buildings that in the future years they can be changed as programs change;
finally, satellite planning, which means that outside the perimeter fence there
are certain facilities that are common to several satellites or institutions. These
consist of items like central administration, central heating plant, central stores.
water supply, sewage disposal, etc. The plan we have evolved for our standard
medium security institution, therefore, reflects these planning principles. A single
14-foot high wire fence encloses an area of approximately 35 acres. A gate house
controls all pedestrian movement into the institution, and a main control located
at the cross-roads of the walkways is the nerve centre of the institution. The five
centres can be clearly seen in Slide 2; workshops, living units, community centre,
special handling and administration. You will recall the double line indicating
the increased traffic during evening hours between living units and the com-
munity centre.

I will now show a few slides taken at Cowansville Institution. On the left of
Slide 3 is main control, and you are looking at the slatted walkway which
connects the living units to the community centre. This walkway is unheated,
provides the degree of control of movement that we need and gives a remarkably
clear view of the surroundings as you walk along it.

In Slide 4 the view from alongside the control centre looks back towards the
main gate.

In Slide 5 the view, turning 90° to the left, looks towards the special
handling unit with the blue door to the sick-bay at the end.

The view in Slide 6, again 90° to the left, is looking down the walkway to
the living unit group.

Slide 7 shows a view, again 90° to the left, looking down towards the
community centre.

You will recall from the planning diagram that we have established a series
of courtyards which are to a degree enclosed, sufficient to control movement of
inmates and Slide 8 shows the view of the courtyard at the community centre
with the dining hall on the right-hand side. Beyond the concrete slatted wall on
the left are located the two chapels and the institutional services building.

Slide 9 is a view looking out of an inmate dining room, of which there are
two, into the courtyard of the community centre. The large building in the
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background on the left is the exercise-auditorium and on the right-hand side is
the school-library building.

Slide 10 shows the same courtyard and the school-library building is on the
right-hand side.

In Slide 11 you see that the special handling group of buildings located
around this courtyard consists of the sick-bay on the left, dissociation ahead of
you and the reception-orientation building on the right-hand side. We call this
group of buildings “special handling” because to this group of buildings inmates
to not normally go. The major traffic is the morning sick parade; the inmates in
the reception-orientation buildings are working under a completely separate
program from the rest of the institution.

The view in slide 12 from the special handling courtyard shows the living
accommodation buildings on the right and the administration building in the
distance on the left; you can just see the covered way connecting the two. The
living units are two stories in height, there are four of them and each contains
108 single cells disposed radially from a central control area.

The four living units are grouped round the courtyard and this view in slide
13 shows the point at which the covered way enters the courtyard.

In slide 14 you see all four buildings, the first immediately on your left, the
second in the distance on the left, the third in the distance on the right and the
fourth on the right-hand side. The roadway that you see leads to the workshops’
area, and all inmates going to work each morning and each afternoon walk
along this roadway from their living units.

We have devised a concrete sun screen shown in slide 15, which provides
us with the static security we feel we require in the living units. Behind this is
an ordinary aluminum double hung sash.

Going to slide 16, in this view of a typical cell you can see the concrete sun
screen touside the window and the buildings beyond it, the double hung sash, the
bed, a desk and chair, a clothes closet and the speaker unit for sound which
includes music on four channels. The lighting fixture is a twin fluorescent tube
unit on the ceiling.

The view in slide 17 will indicate to you the planning concept of the split
level control centre from which the full length of two corridors, one up and one
down, can be seen from the control room. There are three such double corridors
in each living unit.

That then is a very quick run-through of the Medium Security Institution.
The model at the end of the table is of this institution.

As I said earlier we intend to have the larger proportion of our inmate
population in medium security and the bar chart at the top of this diagram in
slide 18 indicates the three main groupings: 15 per cent in minimum security, 50
per cent in medium security and 35 per cent in maximum security.

When in 1963 we came to the problem of designing a maximum security
institution we soon realized that there were very few, if any, precedents on
which to base our design. There was, however, a principle or concept that had
been incorporated in earlier designs and which seemed to us still valid. We call
this “The Dome Concept”, and I will quickly run through a few slides illustrating
this concept.

The older institutions were all multi-classification institutions. They looked
after the full spectrum of the inmate population. The better inmates were
working in the more critical areas and the worst inmates were to a certain extent
influenced by the behavior of the better inmates. In the Canadian Penitentiary
Service we have already removed all the minimum security inmates into some
form of camp institution and we have already removed a number of medium
security inmates. All will be moved by the time the new maximum security
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institutions are completed. What we will have left, therefore, in the new max-
imum security institutions is the true maximum security inmate and within this
narrow spectrum of 35 per cent there are obviously the best of the maximum and
the very worst of the maximum.

The old concept of radial prison, based upon the central dome, a courtyard,
walls and towers, can be said to be a very effective design. Inmates were either
in their cells or in the courtyard; control by the officers in the dome and in the
towers was excellent and there were no blind spots.

Time passed and with changing concepts additional facilities were added
shown in slide 19. Nevertheless, control, although somewhat tenuous in the units
removed from the dome, was still satisfactory.

Time passed and the introduction of inmate training programs necessitated
the construction of new buildings. These had to be within the perimeter security
of the wall and now in slide 20, you can see a situation which is certainly typical
in Canada, and I think is fairly typical in a good many other institutions. The
recent Mountbatten report indicates that in the U.K. the same situation exists.
Whereas the tower officers now have control only of the perimeter, the dome has
no control whatsoever over the outlying buildings and there are great shadow
areas within the courtyard which are unseen either from tower or from dome.
This was the state at St. Vincent de Paul Institution when the riot of 1962
occurred and two million dollars worth of damage was done to the institution.

We feel, however, that the “Dome Concept” is a valid one, because to us the
first principle of maximum security planning is control, and by that we mean
specifically control of inmate movement. This is effected by vision, by communi-
cations, by arms, by barriers and by programmed movement. This is illustrated
in slide 21. Movement through the dome can be as tight or as free as the
temper of the institution allows, and all movement is seen by and permitted by
dome control. In our maximum security design this is our first principle. From
there we went on to decide that the cells should be in small units but with good
visual supervision, that inmate movement should be reduced as far as possible
by providing activity space in the cell units and congregation of inmates should
be limited to 50 or 60 inmates, that officers should be protected as far as possible
from unprovoked, impulsive attack and enabled to report quickly. Above and
beyond everything we had to exercise economy, both in construction and in the
operating cost of the institution.

In our planning criteria we decided that the population of 450 inmates
should be segregated into three distinctly separate cell units, each of 150 cells and
each with its unit control. In planning each of these units they were divided into
five separate groups of 30 cells giving us the possibility of 15 different segrega-
tions within the total of 450 cells. You see this in Slide 22.

We analyzed the remaining facilities required and found that they fell into
three distinet groups: firstly, administration, reception, visiting, staff facilities,
24-hour control centre and the pedestrian entry; secondly, sick-bay, chapels,
exercise-auditorium, dissociation and access to the recreation field; and thirdly,
workshops, maintenance, sub-station, loading dock and the sally-port for all
supplies. You will note from Slide 23 that there is no kitchen, no laundry, no
boiler plant, no stores, no vehicles and no housekeeping administration. In
maximum security planning, we feel that these latter do not belong within the
perimeter security of the institution. They belong outside and in our planning
are common to a number of satellites each with its population of 450 inmates.

Therefore, we arrive at the component parts of the institution indicated on
Slide 24: the three living units for 150 inmates each; and administration build-
ing; a special handling building; a workshops building for all daytime training
activities and the dome control. How to put them together?

Slide 25 shows the lay-out plan. You will see the component parts assem-
bled into a compact unit of the three living units and the three facility buildings

24725—2



38 JOINT COMMITTEE

all connected to the dome, either by the lower floor of one of the wings of the cell
unit or a separate corridor. Within this grouping there are six small yards, which
will be highly landscaped and used by inmates on a basis of privilege for walking
and sitting out. Around the building group we are installing a double wire fence
with four towers enclosing an area of approximately 24 acres, of which approxi-
mately 8 acres are set aside for a recreational field. You will note that the three
activity buildings can all be expanded sideways, whereas the accommodation
buildings cannot easily be added to.

I have some photographs of the model of this institution, which is on display,
and from the view in Slide 26 you can see the component parts: the three living
units, the three facility buildings and the corridor system.

This more oblique view in Slide 27 gives you a better appréciation of the
design; the main pedestrian entry is on the bottom left-hand corner and the way
to the exercise field is on the right-hand side. The sally-port entrance is at the
top left-hand side. The dome is in the centre of the group and all movement from
any cell block to any of the three activity buildings passes through this dome.

Slide 28 is a nearly vertical view with the roofs taken off of the three
activity buildings: the administration building at the bottom of the slide, the
shops building at the top left-hand side and the special handling building on the
top right-hand side.

Slide 29 is a vertical photograph looking down at the administration build-
ing, and in this building we have located the main control and communications
centre, controlling all pedestrian entry into the institution. The Deputy Warden’s
Department is on the right-hand side with the small reception-discharge unit; on
the left-hand side visiting and staff facilities such as cafeteria and lounge.

Within the special handling building, as shown in Slide 30 we have located
on the right-hand side the sick-bay, in the centre right the two chapels and a
clothing issue unit. In the centre on the left the auditorium-exercise hall
equipped for volleyball, but not basketball, and for the showing of movies and
other forms of group recreation. On the left-hand side is the dissociation unit in
two parts with its own walled exercise yard.

The workshop, shown in Slide 31, is one large shell of a building which will
be subdivided to meet our training requirements. In it will go all the workshops,
and such other daytime training spaces as we find necessary. All internal
partitioning will be non-load-bearing and, therefore, movable, and the size of
the building has been designed on the basis of a total inmate occupancy of
approximately 320 out of the 450 inmates in the institution. All in separate small
spaces.

This close-up view in Slide 32 shows you the dome, the three cell wings
come to the dome on the second floor but on the lower floor are three corridors
and the slide shows you the three other corridors leading off from the dome to
the three activity buildings.

This vertical view in Slide 33 shows you the second floor of the link between
the dome on the right and the living unit control on the left.

In Slide 34, this control centre, which is again at split-level, will be located
an officer who controls the locking and operating devices of 150 cell doors on five
floors. Disposed around the control centre are six multi-purpose type of rooms
that we call day rooms, in which any form of training activity or evening activity
for small groups can take place. This oblique view of the living unit control
centre also shows the exit door into the internal courtyards, two of which belong
to each of the living units.

Finally, to supervise activities in these six courtyards, above the dome is
located a third floor with three look-out supervision points for custodial staff.
Which you see in Slide 35.

The model from which these photographs were obtained is the one at this
end of the table.
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you very much, Mr. Simpson. Mr.
Simpson would now like to show members the actual model on the table. If
members gather round the table he will be able to point out the various features
to them.

Upon resuming:

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think we now have a legal quorum, with the
arrival of Senator Fergusson.

Mr. MacLeod, who will testify before the committee in a minute, has
mentioned to me that it would be possible for Mr. Simpson to give the committee
an outline of the special correctional institution at St. Vincent de Paul. As you
have probably noted, there have been some objections to this special correctional
institution. Would the committee care to have a brief exposé of this special
correctional unit? What is the feeling of the committee? Would you be interested?

Mr. STAFFORD: Most of us have seen it, I think.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Is anyone here particularly interested in
having it described? Otherwise we will proceed with Mr. MacLeod’s testimony.

Mr. ToLMmIE: Let us proceed with Mr. MacLeod.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. MacLeod.

Mr. MacLeop: Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement. I was hoping
that perhaps there might have been some indication before me concerning
matters upon which a statement might have been desirable. However, I and the
other officials here are prepared to answer questions if questions are to be asked.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would it be a good idea if you were to tell us the criticisms
the minister mentioned and for us to base our questions on those?

Mr. MAcLEoD: They are at the end of the bundle of correspondence which
has been distributed.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Perhaps, Mr. MacLeod, you could outline the
major objections which were raised concerning the design of the maximum
security units.

Mr. AIKEN: At the same time giving his own views on the objections.

Mr. MAcLeob: It seems to me that the objection we heard most often from
the small committee representing the Canadian Corrections Association concern-
ing the maximum security design was an allegation that it lacked flexibility.
However, we never, as far as I could comprehend, received any specific observa-
tions or examples of the way in which the design you have just had exposed to
you lacked flexibility.

It was our feeling that, since the three main buildings of operation could be
extended as far as was necessary at any time, in the administration building, the
special handling unit and the workshops area, it was therefore possible, at any
time when the need arose for more activity or program space, to extend the
buildings.

We thought it was desirable not to have flexibility in the living areas,
because we have seen too many examples in the development of prisons, in this
country, the United States and England, where a prison has been designed for,
say, 500 inmates, but as time went by it has been decided that rather than build
a new institution more living space should be provided. Consequently, in Canada
we have seen institutions grow from 450 to 700 inmates, and in the case of St.
Vincent de Paul to 1,000. In the United States, at Jackson, Michigan, an institu-
tion originally designed for 1,000 inmates has now been expanded to the point
where it can hold 6,000, and today helds 4,500.

In developing our system we felt it more desirable to limit the extent to
which the inmate population of an institution could be increased. In 1956 the
Fauteux Commission recommended that no prison in Canada should have more
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than 600 inmates, and we thought we were doing very well indeed when we
were able to persuade the Treasury Board that there should be a maximum of
450 inmates in any one of our institutions. If the Fauteux Commission thought it
should be possible to carry on an effective training program for 600 inmates, we
thought it would be possible to carry on an even more effective one for 450
inmates and still ensure that the Canadian taxpayer was getting the best value
for the millions of dollars that were to go into prison construction. Therefore, we
did not think that the criticism on the ground of flexibility was valid.

There was some suggestion, which we found a little difficult to understand,
that the design was repressive, on the ground that there was too much corridor
space, I guess. However, we were satisfied that far from being repressive this
design would give a feeling of openness. Indeed, the construction at St. Anne des
Plaines has now proceeded to the point where our expectations in that respect
have been borne out, because a number of our officials were there last week and
they say it was far from being repressive, because the width of the corridors and
the fact that they are not long corridors compared with other types of prison
design give a feeling of spaciousness. This will be especially the case when the
walls have been painted in appropriate colours.

Those were the two main grounds of criticism as I recall them. Mr. Simpson
may recall one or more others, but those to me were the two main objections,
and we felt that they were not valid. Indeed, there is no other institution design
that has been shown to us that would not suffer the same criticisms in at least
equal, if not greater, degree.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Are there any questions at this point?

Mr. STAFFORD: The minister mentioned that three years’ planning went into
the design of this penitentiary. Is that right?

Mr. MacLEeoD: That is right.

Mr. STAFFORD: How many people have you in the Penitentiary Service?

Mr. MacLeop: We have a staff of approximately 3,800 at the moment.

Mr. STAFFORD: In designing this penitentiary over the three years, do you
have the benefit of the opinions of all those 3,8007?

Mr. MacLeop: No, not by any means, but we feel that through our Wardens’
Conferences, Deputy Wardens’ Conferences and conferences between various
people working in institutions, such as classification officers and assistant deputy
wardens, we were able to determine pretty broadly what our staff wanted to
have in the design of a new institution to provide appropriate custody and be
able to carry on an effective training program.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would there be anyone in Canada more qualified to suggest
the requirements of a prison than those groups?

Mr. MAcLEop: No, I should think not, because our people have worked
under the very ancient system whereby an inmate spent 16, 17 or 18 hours a day
in his cell and for the rest of the time was out either breaking large stones into
little stones, picking oakum or doing other such unproductive work. They have
worked in institutions where that situation prevailed and have seen the Inmate
Training program develop over the years, until it is now a very broadly based
program. Instead of the inmates being in their cells for 16, 17 or 18 hours a day,
the vast majority of them are in larger cells for only 7 or 8 hours a day and for
the rest of the time are out engaged in institutional activities.

These people are experienced. They have over the years determined and
seen in operation the character of the Canadian criminal. The Canadian criminal
cannot necessarily be compared with the English criminal, the American crimi-
nal, the Spanish criminal or the Italian criminal. We have special problems in
this country, and it was our feeling that we must design a program of training
and a system of institutions appropriate for Canadians, and that is what we have
tried to do.
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Mr. STAFFORD: Would I be correct in assuming that most of these people who
have worked their way up in the Penitentiary Service have a great interest in
the rehabilitation and welfare of the inmates?

Mr. MacLeop: Absolutely. They would not have remained in the Peniten-
tiary Service for all these years if they were not genuinely interested.

Mr. StaFFORD: I take it there would be no other group of people in the world
who would have the vast knowledge of conditions in penitentiaries and what is
needed than these people have?

Mr. MacLeop: Well, in the United States, if the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons were going to design an institution in his country I would
expect him to seek the counsel and views of people experienced in his federal
system.

Of course, one of the interesting things about the development of both these
institutions, the medium security and the maximum security institutions, during
which we had the opportunity to consult with an American architectural firm in
St. Louis, was that when these institutions were designed the correctional
consultant to that firm, a man who sat in on our discussions on design, was the
former Deputy Director of the United States Federal Bureau of Prisons, who
since that time has been appointed Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons.
Therefore, in developing this design we certainly had the benefit, not only of the
experience of our own people in Canada, but also one of the most experienced
men in the United States.

Mr. STAFFORD: Actually, any objections would be matters of opinion, would
they not?

Mr. MacLeob: I think one would have to say that there is no perfect design
of a prison program or of the physical attributes of a prison.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would you agree with the minister that it is a matter of
compromise, and, by definition, compromise leading to perfection?

Mr. MacLeop: Absolutely. Some people who observe the correctional scene
in Canada will say the most important thing is security, that you must so operate
your prisons that no one can ever get away until his term has expired or until he
is released on parole. Another person, equally sincere, will say, “We can run the
risk of a fair number of escapes in our system, therefore we should be ready to
sacrifice security in the interests of having a more intensive program.” It is a
matter of compromise between those two extremes.

Mr. STAFFORD: The architects you hired in the United States were ex-
perienced and qualified in designing prisons, were they?

Mr. MacLEeobp: Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD: Do you feel they were equally experienced and qualified as.
the architect hired apparently by the Canadian Committee on Corrections,
named in this letter we have here?

Mr. MacLeop: I really do not know what Mr. Kohl’s experience has been. I
had been led to understand that he had done some work in Ontario, I think in
the design of a women’s prison in the Province of Ontario. I do not think his
experience has gone beyond that, but I certainly do know that in developing his
design for the Canadian Committee on Corrections he had many hours of
consultation with our Mr. Simpson.

Mr. STAFFORD: In designing a prison perhaps the greatest benefit an ar-
chitect gets is the advice he receives from the people who have the most
experience?

Mr. MacLeop: Oh, yes. I would go so far as to say that architects of
themselves do not know a great deal in the beginning about correctional pro-
grams, correctional principles or correctional planning. They look to the person
who has a requirement for some kind of an institution or building. When the
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person making the demand, who has the requirement, interprets his needs to the
architect it is then the problem of the architect to reflect those needs and satisfy
them in a building or series of buildings. This applies in the development of large
department stores, I should think, in parking lots or parking buildings. Any kind
of construction must, I think, reflect the fulfilment of a need by an architect
pursuant to a demand by a subscriber.

Mr. STAFFORD: It has been said that Canada is leading the way in prison
reform. Do you agree with that?

Mr. MacLeop: I think we are certainly in the vanguard. I am not going to
say we are first, but I know of no other country in the world that is doing so
much so quickly. We have been in consultation at international conferences; we
attend the annual meeting of the American Corrections Association; we talk with
our colleagues in the United States; we put on a program for 300 American
correctional administrators in Baltimore last August, which was extremely well
received. We have a fine on-going program, and the volume of our mail demon-
strates the interest of other countries in what we are doing.

Mr. STaFFORD: The minister said that the medium security prison already
designed is one of the best.

Mr. MAacLeop: I have no hesitation in saying there is not a better medium
security prison in the world. Again it is a matter of opinion.

Mr. STAFFORD: Is it correct that the same architects who designed the
medium security prison also designed the maximum security prison?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes, the same correctional people, the same group.

Mr. StarrorDp: With the advice of the people who apparently know most
about it?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right. The maximum security design was designed for
50 per cent of our inmate population, 15 per cent going into minimum security.
We were designing an institution that would be for the worst one-third of our
inmate population. The design of the maximum security institution was a direct
development out of the design of the medium security institution.

Mr. STAFFORD: Do I understand that Mr. Simpson is an architect?

Mr. MacLEoDp: Yes, he is an architect by profession.

Mr. STAFFORD: The minister mentioned in his opening statement that there
were figures on assaults. Are these available?

Mr. MAacLEobp: Yes, I have some here. These are assaults upon officers over
the last six years. In 1961 there were 17, of which 15 occurred in maximum
security; in 1962 there were 25, of which 19 occurred in maximum security; in
1963 there were 33, of which 30 occurred in maximum security; in 1964 there
were 31, of which 29 occurred in maximum security; in 1965 there were 28, of
which 24 occurred in maximum security; in 1966 there were 28, of which 18
occurred in maximum security.

I would say that those assaults were not limited to cases where an inmate
takes his tray and throws it in an officer’s face, or perhaps jabs him in the
shoulder. These are somewhat serious assaults that in most cases require some
degree of medical treatment upon the officer.

Mr. STAFFORD: When I was at Kingston Penitentiary a few months ago the
warden mentioned a case in the workshop when a prisoner suddenly got up and
assaulted the workshop manager very seriously merely because he mentioned
that the man should get a haircut. Do you remember that?

Mr. MacLeop: No, I do not remember that case myself, but I am not
surprised.

Mr. STAFFORD: But that would be an example of a typical assault, would it?

Mr. MacLeob: That is right.
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Mr. STAFFORD: There must be some form of correction or punishment for
such people, otherwise there would be no way of correcting it.

Mr. MacLEop: That is right. We have disciplinary proceedings, depending
upon the degree of seriousness of the assault. If it was very serious the inmate
would be charged in an outside court. It is a matter of judgment in each case
whether the man should be charged in an outside court or be dealt with by a
disciplinary body of officers within the institution.

Mr. STAFFORD: Judging by what you have said already, I take it the special
correction unit would take care of these cases?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right.

Mr. STAFFORD: The aim being to rehabilitate those already in maximum
security?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right.

Mr. ToLMmIiE: Mr. MacLeod, your Commission has judged that perhaps 35
per cent of the inmates would be incarcerated in maximum security prisons. Is
that correct?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right.

Mr. ToLmIE: That would be one out of three prisoners. This means, as I
understand, they would endeavour to escape?

Mr. MAacLEoDp: You cannot be arbitrary, but we say they are likely to make
efforts to escape; some may, some may not, but they are likely to; they have
demonstrated by their conduct in the past as we have observed it that they have
an attitude towards this idea; there are personality features in the group of those
likely to make active efforts to escape, and if they do they might very well be
dangerous to society.

Mr. ToLMIE: Are you trying to say, then, that one out of three prisoners has
that characteristic, that they would try to escape and if at large be dangerous to
the public?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes, I would say that those are the views of our officers. In
coming to this conclusion we did canvass our experienced officers. This is not an
egg-head view taken by non-prison experienced people at Ottawa; it is the judg-
ment of our experienced people.

Mr. ToLmiE: Would most of these inmates be imprisoned for crimes of
violence?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes, in maximum security. Well, let us say that the majority
of the inmates in maximum security are there for offences of breaking and
entering and theft, offences against property, but offences involving a threat of
violence even if violence was not used. Another large category is that of the
armed robber. The armed robber may not actually use violence, but he carries
a weapon of some description and is capable of using violence.

Then there is the psychopathic type, the completely unpredictable prisoner,
who never reckons the consequences of his conduct, who wants always to take
the shortest path between A and B in fulfilling his desires or achieving his
objectives and is readily, or at any rate usually, given to violence in his conduct.
These are unpredictable types; all you know about them is that they are
psychopaths and are dangerous.

Mr. ToLmIE: Who determines whether a prisoner goes into a minimum
security or maximum security prison?

Mr. MacLeop: It is done by a classification board in each region. That
classification board is under the direction of a psychologist, usually a psycholo-
gist from the regional headquarters, and a classification officer, one of the
treatment officers from each of the institutions in the region. They sit down, go
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through the files and come to a judgment where the inmate should go, whether
he should be graduated from maximum security to medium or go from medium
to maximum?

Mr. ToLmIE: Do you have any influence on that decision?

Mr. MacLeobp: No, I try not to.

Mr. TorLmIE: Do you though?

Mr. MacLeob: I could.

Mr. ToLmIE: But do you?

Mr. MacLeobp: No, I do not.

Mr. TorLmiIeE: As far as the training program is concerned, I understand
rehabilitation will be emphasized even in the maximum security prisons. What is
the nature of the program, what facilities do you have and what staff in the
maximum security prisons?

Mr. MacLEeobp: All we can do is to try to carry on the same kind of program
that we are carrying on in medium security, making allowances for whatever
limitations are imposed by the nature of the inmates we have. We have to try to
motivate the inmate to want to improve himself first, and our medium and
minimum security inmates are those who have shown the greatest motivation to
improve themselves by reason of their prison experience. Our maximum security
inmates are most likely going to be those who have shown the least motivation
to change their attitude.

We will have the usual skill of classification officers; we will have psychia-
tric services available, psychological services, school teachers, trades instructors
—all the things that go on in any kind of prison setting where you are trying to
change attitudes and bring about improvements.

Mr. TorLMiIk: I realize that your aims are laudable, but I am just wondering
how realistic the realization of these aims will be. As I understand it, there is a
very severe shortage of psychiatrists, psychologists and teachers, and most will
not go to a penitentiary to teach or participate, (a) because they do not like the
atmosphere, and (b) because they do not like the pay.

Mr. MacLeop: Well, that may be. It is only fair to say that as of, I think, a
month or so ago we had 29 positions for psychologists, of which I understand 14
were filled, so we have 15 positions open. The scales of pay for psychologists set
by the Treasury Board conform with those paid, as I understand it, to psychol-
ogists for other Government departments such as National Health and Welfare,
Veterans Affairs, Northern Affairs and National Resources.

We do our best to make the salaries for psychologist competitive. My
recollection is that they vary from $6,500 to, for a Psychologist I, I would say,
$8,500; the top grade of psychologist would go up to $10,300, and with a special
allowance for working in maximum security of $750 it would give him $11,000 a
year. That certainly is competitive, as I understand it, in the Province of Quebec,
where the provincial government pays from $10,000 to $12,000 a year.

Mr. ToLMmIE: I am not so concerned with the monetary aspect. I can sympa-
thize with the position. I know from my observation and from information given
to the Supply Committee that though the monetary compensation is comparable
with other positions, there is still a reluctance on the part of certain personnel to
enter the Penitentiary Service. In view of this, would you agree that if your
program is to be realistic and beneficial you should have added monetary
inducements?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes, I think we encounter this in every penitentiary field
when it comes to staffing. There are many social workers who do not want to
work in penitentiaries; there are a lot of psychiatrists who do not want to work
in penitentiaries; there are a lot of schoolteachers who do not want to work with
penitentiary inmates, but who would be quite happy to work with some other
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government departments. It is one of the problems we are trying to beat, and
we are succeeding a little, I think.

Mr. ToLMIE: You are working on that?
Mr. MacLeob: Oh yes, very much so.

Mr. ToLMmIE: The special handling building intrigues me a little. What is the
actual nature of this building and what is in it?

Mr. MacLeop: We call it the special handling building because it is the place
where people go, not as an ordinary part of the routine of the institution. The
routine of the institution is, shall we say, starting in the morning, having
breakfast in the living unit where the person is, one of the 15 living units, the
inmate will have breakfast either in his cell or in the common room attached to
his particular group, his particular cell unit; he will then go to his employment,
to school or whatever his training program is for the morning; he will have his
lunch, then go through the program in the afternoon, carrying on with the
morning program; go to dinner, and then in the evening there would be recrea-
tion groups or study groups. This represents the routine for the vast majority of
the inmates.

However, there is a group of inmates who have to go to the medical officer in
the morning. There is a group, for example, of those who, having been on sick
parade, are in the sick bay for hospitalization. There is a group of those who are
under discipline, who have been disciplined and, in effect, sentenced to imprison-
ment within the prison for a period of days—three days, seven days, ten days,
sometimes fourteen days.

Mr. SimPsON: In maximum security we classify chapels and auditoria as
part of that group, because they are not part of the normal routine.

Mr. MacLeop: As Mr. Simpson says, chapels and auditoria are included.
Chapel is not a daily activity. In maximum security, auditorium will not be a
daily activity, because the congregation of inmates would not be more than 100,
shall we say, possibly 125.

Mr. ToLMmIE: Getting back to this special handling—

Mr. MAcLeoD: These are all activities that go into it.

Mr. ToLMmiIE: I see; and part of it, but not exclusively, is the punishment
aspect?

Mr. MacLeob: Yes.

Mr. ToLMIE: Is there provision for corporal punishment in this particular
unit?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes. There will be corporal punishment until our regulations
say that corporal punishment will no longer be a punishment to be imposed for
disciplinary offences, or until the criminal code says that corporal punishment is
no longer a judicial punishment under law. While the criminal law of Canada
provides for the imposition of a sentence of corporal punishment by a court in
conjunction with a penitentiary sentence we must have facilities to carry it out.

Mr. ToLMIE: I quite agree with that, but in your experience—perhaps this is
a general question which is very hard to answer—in some instances is corporal
punishment more effective as a deterrent than, say, solitary confinement?

Mr. MacLeop: I do not mind expressing my personal opinion on this,
because I have done it before. I do not believe in corporal punishment as a
matter of principle, any more than I believe in capital punishment. I think it is
necessary for us to have it as disciplinary punishment in our maximum security
institutions, because when you have an inmate who the psychiatrist says is not
mentally ill but who time after time does everything he can to frustrate the
administration, by way of assaulting officers, assaulting other inmates, possibly
setting fire to government property or smashing up government property, who is
put in dissociation, even to the extent, shall we say, of taking away his mattress
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for an evening or two, who is put on a reduced diet which will give him bread
and water for breakfast and supper and a full main meal without dessert at
lunch time, yet none of these things does any good, there comes a time when all
that is left is corporal punishment. That is why we in our institutions, at least in
our institutions where we have had overcrowding for so long, have felt it
necessary to continue it as a punishment.

My own feeling is that corporal punishment does have a short range
beneficial effect, but I do think that in the long-run, when society makes use of
this hostile kind of activity in relation to an individual there is a very great
danger that at a much later time that individual will turn that hostility back
against some member of the public.

Quite frankly, it is my hope that when we have all our institutions organized
the way we want them, and when we have no more than 450 inmates in an
institution, we will be able to say, “No corporal punishment; it is no longer a
disciplinary punishment.”

Mr. ToLMIE: You have decided upon this design for the maximum security
prison and you are now in the process of building one?

Mr. MAcLEoD: Yes, at St. Anne des Plaines.
Mr. ToLMIE: When do you expect to have that completed?

Mr. MacLeEop: We hope by December. They are making fairly good progress.
We hope by December of this year. If not by December this year, then I should
think by February or March next year.

Mr. ToLMmIE: Is the food the same in the medium, minimum and maximum
security prisons? Is the food basically the same?

Mr. MacLeoDp: Yes, the ration scales are the same. Perhaps the committee
might be interested if I read the menu for a few days for the week ending
January 15 at Kingston Penitentiary. You will recall that we had a little trouble
there, with 250 or so inmates sitting out in the auditorium and refusing to return
to their cells. One of their allegations was about the food. This is the breakfast on
Monday, January 9: fruit juice; cream of wheat, milk and sugar, two hot cakes,
corn syrup, hot toast, bread and butter, coffee, cream, sugar. Lunch was: tomato
and rice soup, Boston baked beans, pickled beets, cole slaw, bread and butter,
pineapple-rhubarb sauce, with fruit cookie, tea with milk. Supper: hot soup,
grilled Salisbury steak, onion gravy, deep brown potatoes, buttered mashed
turnips, bread and butter, cherry cobbler, coffee, cream, sugar.

If you would like to print that, I have the menu for the whole week.

Mr. ToLMmIE: That is sufficient. I am getting hungry just hearing it.

Mr. MacLeop: Perhaps I could just add this in relation to that particular
incident. Our investigation indicated that this sit-down was organized by four or
five, perhaps six or eight, so-called strong-arm boys who intimidated the re-
maining 220 or so into staying in the auditorium and not going back to their cells
under threat of violence to those who did go back to the cells.

I am informed that the ringleaders were asked what were the complaints
about food and they said, “Well, you don’t serve French fried potatoes often
enough.” Apparently they thought there was too much mashed, hashed, brown
and maybe scalloped potatoes and we do not serve French fried potatoes often
enough. Another was that cocoa was supposed to have been on the menu as a
beverage the previous week but was not served. The fact was that it was not on
the menu. Finally, the inmate at the serving area, putting butter on the inmate
trays, was not wearing rubber gloves when he was seen. Those were the
objections that were put forward by this particular group of people.

Mr. AIREN: I would like to ask a few questions in relation to the definition of
“maximum security prisoners” and the possibility of changing the designation.
Firstly, is our definition of “maximum security prisoners” in Canada different
from that in the United States and Britain, for example?

A
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Mr. MacLeop: In the United States you find 51 prison systems; each state
has its own prison system and its own system of institutions for persons convict-
ed and sentenced to imprisonment under the state criminal law; and, of course,
the federal system is in existence for those sentenced under federal law. There is,
therefore, no uniform standard definition of types of institutions in the United
States.

When we looked for an effective definition we could not find one that was
specific enough for our purposes. We felt that before we could start designing an
institution we must have a definition and we came upon this one in a United
Nations publication. It was not that of any particular member of the United
Nations; it was in material which had been prepared, it was a proposal, and it
appealed to us.

Mr. AIKEN: So this definition of maximum security prisoner as being, in
effect, one likely to make efforts to escape who might be dangerous if he does is
the Canadian definition?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right.

Mr. AIKEN: I am wondering about the number of persons contained in the
maximum security institution and whether or not the definition is too broad. Is it
the classification board which determines the percentage of maximum security
prisoners, or does the board make its decision without regard for the number of
people there is accommodation for?

Mr. MacLEoD: At the present time we must keep in our maximum security
institutions people who are medium security, and until we get the new
maximum security buildings we shall have to keep medium security prisoners
there.

It seems to me that as we go along it may be that the overall character of
our prisoners will change; maybe we shall have a different kind of criminal in
Canada ten or fifteen years from now than we have at present, just as we have a
different kind now from what we had twenty years ago. The ones today are
much younger, more violent and more unpredictable than they were twenty
years ago.

When we have sufficient space to group all of our types, then we can carry
on a true classification program so that the inmate will go to the type of
institution which will do him most good.

Mr. AIKEN: This is more or less what my questions are directed towards,
whether ultimately the percentage of prisoners going into maximum security
institutions might be as low as ten?

Mr. MacLeobp: That is possible.

Mr. AIKEN: And they will be given regular security treatment to the point
where the security in such a place could be increased rather than decreased?

Mr. MacLeobp: That is very true. If there is one thing that prison adminis-
trators have learned it is that it is very difficult to build in security when it has
not been there in the first place, but it is very easy to take out security if you do
not need it, and this type of institution lends itself very well to a medium
security program. If ten or fifteen years later there were another switch in types
of inmate and you had to use the institution for maximum security, then you
could do it because you have everything that you need already built in.

Mr. AIKeEN: How often are prisoners’ classifications reconsidered? Is there a
regular review of whether or not they may have lost their initial desire to
escape, if they had one, or their initial danger, if there was one, to the point
where they could be transferred perhaps to a minimum security institution? Is
there a regular review on those lines?
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Mr. MacLeop: It is done by application in many cases. Any inmate in a
maximum security institution who applies to go to a medium security institution
has his case considered. But we find that we must go further than that and look
to the classification group in, for example, Kingston Penitentiary to bring for-
ward from their own observation to the regional classification board the names
of people they think are ready to go into medium security. The people in the
classification section know all the inmates in the institution.

We are finding now, with the opening of an institution like Cowansville,
which opened six or eight months ago, that we had to go through all the files of
inmates at St. Vincent de Paul Penitentiary to determine whether there were
people who should be transferred to Cowansville. With the opening of the
Springhill institution in Nova Scotia in a few months as a medium security
institution we shall have to do the same. Similarly in Manitoba and Saskatche-
wan.

Mr. AIREN: What I was trying to get at was that the classification program
now goes along with what you have available?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right. We are in a transitional stage, and we are
hoping with the development of these institutions that we will have a better
package of activities than we have been able to have thus far.

Mr. AIReN: It would probably be fair to say that occasionally people get into
maximum security institutions that you would rather not see there if you had the
choice?

Mr. MacLeop: Going back to the other point about our definition of the
degree of security, you might be interested in the recommendations made by
Lord Mountbatten in his report after the inquiry into prison escapes and security
in the United Kingdom. I am reading from the summary of the report in The
Times of Friday, December 23, 1966:

Prisoners should be divided into four main categories.—

Group A, those who must be sent to the new maximum security
prison.

That is the one it is proposed to build on the Isle of Wight, and it is the
equivalent of our special correction unit.

Group B, those for whom escape must be made “very difficult”.
That is equivalent to our maximum security.

Group C, those who cannot be trusted in open conditions, but who do
not have the ability or resources to make a determined escape attempt.

That would be our medium security.
Group D, those who can be housed in open prisons without danger.

That is equivalent to our minimum security. I do not know whether they got that
grouping from us. I know we did not get it from them.

Mr. AIReEN: Do you believe that the ultimate objective is to have as many
classifications as the four in Britain, the three in Canada, or do you think the
objective might eventually be to have two classifications, minimum and max-
imum?

Mr. MacLeop: Oh, I do not know. I think we have not yet had enough
experience with our existing three and with the S.C.U., which will be our fourth,
or with the special institutions such as our narcotic addicts institution at Mat-
squi, or with the special medical psychiatric centres, of which we want at least
one in each region, or with the community release centres that we want to
establish in each of the major cities—call them prison boarding houses if you
want to. I am afraid our feeling is that we want more differentiation; we want
more distinctions drawn, we want a greater variety of institutions for the
different types of people to be provided for.
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Mr. AIKEN: This includes the hostel type institution?

Mr. MAacLeobp: That is right.

Mr. AIKEN: Where physical and mental problems and educational problems
are separate, where these people can get specialized treatment. This is what you
feel is the objective?

Mr. MAcLEoD: That is right.

Mr. AIKEN: Really this would be an objective aiming towards having a large
number of types of institutions?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right. Perhaps I could just run down, for the benefit
of the committee, the ten-year plan we are working on, which we are about
four-tenths of the way through at the moment. It calls for six different types of
institution in each of the five regions of Canada.

First, a regional reception centre, to which every inmate will go from the
court to be analyzed and diagnosed over a period of three to five weeks, so that
we can determine what kind of institution he should be sent to initially.

Then there will be the maximum security institutions for those whom we
have defined, medium security institutions, minimum security institutions, a
special correctional unit, a medical and psychiatric centre and a community
release centre. Whether in each region or not, if the Matsqui institution for
narcotic addicts proves to be successful it will probably be justification for
building a comparable one in Eastern Canada.

We have yet to determine on, and in any event are not yet ready to proceed
with, a special institution for sexual offenders. Only some 4 to 6 per cent of those
who come to penitentiaries in any year have been convicted of sexual offences;
that means about 120 a year in all of Canada that we get. We are not ready yet,
in the midst of our present programming and building, and getting on with it, to
get into the much more detailed problem of speical institutions for sex offenders.

Mr. A1keN: What is the ultimate objective in respect of prisoners you
receive who you come to the conclusion should never have been sent to prison?
What I have in mind is this. There is such a divergence of sentences between
magistrates, judges and juries that there must be a number of people sent to
penitentiaries who, it may become obvious to your staff before very long, should
never have been sent there. Granted, this is a problem you do not have to deal
with, but what can they do in such a case? Do they actually make recommenda-
tions?

Mr. MAcLEoD: You are not saying the man should not have been convicted?

Mr. AIKEN: No.

Mr. MAcLEoD: He committed the offence right enough?

Mr. AIKEN: Oh, yes.

Mr. MacLeop: But he should have been placed on probation?

Mr. AIKEN: He should not have been sent to the penitentiary, in your view.

Mr. MacLeop: There is very little we can do except bring the case to the
attention of the Parole Board at the earliest possible stage, because it is only the
Parole Board who can release him. If we feel he should not have been sent to
prison in the first place we would send him as quickly as possible to a minimum
security setting, and there he would remain until such time as the Parole Board
authorized his release. But that is all we can do.

Mr. AIkREN: It is another problem, but I think it is a serious one because it
affects many people.

Mr. MacLeop: Perhaps I might add this footnote to what you have said Mr.
Aiken. In Canada it is no wonder that we have no uniformity of sentence when
there are at least 350 magistrates, 150 county court judges and at least 100
Supreme Court judges, some 600 people imposing sentences in this country with
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no guidelines, with no established principles under the criminal code or any
other legislation; it is not surprising that we have great variations in sentences.

Mrs. MacInNis: Mr. MacLeod, you have expressed the hope that perhaps
maximum security prisons might be established where, because of the conditions,
it was possible to get along without corporal punishment. Could you indicate
whether or not in any of the countries you know throughout the world—Britain,
the United States or elsewhere—when the number of inmates has been reduced
has there been any change in the use of corporal punishment?

Mr. MAcLEoD: I am not competent to say that, Mrs. MacInnis. Some coun-
tries have it, some countries do not have it; some states in the United States have
it, others do not.

Mrs. MacINNIS: In other words, you could not express an opinion on the
conditions under which corporal punishment could be done away with?

Mr. MacLeop: I am hopeful that when we have a proper system of institu-
tions in which we can carry on proper types of inmate training, meeting the
needs of the various types of individuals whom we have, then it may very well
be that we can eliminate corporal punishment, and this will be our objective.
But, for the reasons I have explained, we cannot look to that objective while we
have overcrowding in our maximum security institutions.

Mrs. MAcInnis: I would like to ask a few questions about the training. When
we visited Kingston Penitentiary and talked to some of the men there they
indicated that there was not enough real training to go round for those who
would benefit from it. That was their opinion. They mentioned that in the
workshop building there was not enough equipment to go round, and those who
had it did not want others to have it. Will there be enough training facilities for
all those who can benefit from them in the new maximum security prisons?

Mr. MAcLEoDp: Yes, there will be. The workshop building provides ample
space for trades training, and indeed for classrooms for academic training. We
hope in this institution to do a lot by way of academic training. For example, if
an inmate comes in with a grade 7 education, I think we would do much better to
turn him out at the end of two or three years with a grade 10 or possibly grade
11 education than turn him out as a poor carpenter, poor plumber or poor welder
so that when he tries to get a job in one of those trades he cannot. I think we
would do better by improving him academically, and this is a great part of our
program.

Mrs. MacInnis: Will the academic standard be such that he could, if he
wanted, continue in educational facilities at the same standard outside; and
would the trades training enable him to reach the standard of, say, plumbers in
the trade outside prison?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes, we have such arrangements now with the provincial
authorities, and I am confident that we can continue to expand them.

Mrs. MAcInNis: With ordinary civilians, getting paid for their work is
considered to be quite an incentive. I recall that during the war it was possible
for men in the forces to build up a credit with what they got for their military
service so that when they came out of the forces they had something to go on
with. I am wondering whether any consideration has been given to giving proper
rates of pay for the job done, keeping the money and then, not necessarily giving
it out in one lump sum, but allowing the man to use it during the period of
rehabilitation and getting back into society. Has any consideration been given to
that?

Mr. MacLeop: All prisoners who work, who are occupied in the institution,
are paid at the present time. A person who is studying is paid.

Mrs. MacINNIS: But not rates comparable with those outside.
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Mr. MacLeEop: The pay rates may sound ridiculous to members of the
committee. There are four pay rates: 25c. 35¢. 45¢. and 55¢c. a day. Every inmate
starts at 25c. and he is allowed to spend 15c. of it on various things in the canteen,
such as tobacco and chocolate bars. The remaining 10c. is compulsory savings. A
proportion of each rate is compulsory savings which cannot be spent but must be
kept for the day of release. Is that the kind of thing you mean?

Mrs. MacInnis: Yes, except that I did not have in mind that sort of pay. I
had real pay in mind, so that the person would have something behind him to
help over the difficulties of getting back into society. I know some people say,
“Why pay them for being bad?” but we have got to the stage where on release he
should be trained and educated for work outside and I was wondering whether
thought was being given to the idea of getting him into a financial position to
iake up the burden of returning to the community.

Mr. MacLEoD: Yes, it is but a lot of factors are involved here. First of all, the
Treasury people usually need some return on their investment when it comes to
prisoners. On the other hand, we can do what is done in some jurisdictions, and
that is to take one institution and turn it into a gigantic factory where they turn
out a particular material, where nothing else is done, where it is just a factory.
But this seems to me to be the industrial tail wagging the correctional dog.

Our attitude as a matter of policy is that industrial production and training
in industrial production must be part of the overall correctional program, and
you must never cut down your counselling, athletics, visiting, cultural develop-
ment, whatever it may be; you must not cut any of these aspects of an all-round
training program down just to get industrial production which will pay part of
the cost of operating the prison.

I do not say the time will not come when we shall be able to give higher
rates of pay and reward inmates with the incentive of a greater financial stake at
the time of release, but we are not ready for it yet it seems to me. We still have
to get our system set down on a solid basis before we start rushing off on new
experiments. Many people think we are already experimenting too much.

Mrs. MAcINNIS: I am aware that there are certain recognized committees or
agencies in the penitentiary through which inmates can make their feelings
known to either this committee or other outside bodies. There is an inmate in one
of the penitentiaries, who will be well known to you, who wants to have a group
of inmates make their opinions known to this committee on what should or could
be done, but not through any recognized agency. I believe that this is at present
forbidden by regulation, and I have had a letter to that effect. What is the real
root objection in your mind to allowing any group of prisoners who wish to do so
to make their feelings known to this committee on what should or should not be
done?

Mr. MacLeEob: The root objection lies in the nature of a certain percentage
of our inmates, especially in a maximum security institution. There are organiz-
ers in every institution, just as in the life of any community there are people
who want to organize committees and get on committees to exercize influence of
one kind or another.

Our experience in the Canadian Penitentiary Service has been that if you let
one inmate organize a committee for a particular purpose you soon find they
develop into a bunch of “wheels” in the institution; scon the main purpose for
which that group was formed is forgotten and it attempts to influence an awful
lot of other activities in the administration of the prison; it attempts to exercize
andue and undesirable influence over other inmates. The policy that the
minister has laid down in this respect enables us to avoid that problem in the
general administration of our penitentiaries, and yet makes it possible for any
inmate who wants to express his opinion to any of the established committees to
do so.
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Mrs. MAcInnis: In other words, you do not think they should express their
opinion to the committee?

Mr. MacLeop: No. On the basis of our experience, all these other things are
likely to happen when you let an inmate organize even a small group of people
he wants to sit down with him. There is a certain percentage who have an
inveterate tradition of trying to exercize influence within the institution, either
to influence other groups of inmates or to influence the administration to do
something. Indeed, this is what a prison operation is in the view of some authors
on the subject; it is a continual swing of the pendulum between the administra-
tion on the one side and the inmate body on the other side.

Mrs. MacInnis: Do you think there are enough proper channels so that
nobody need lack an opportunity of getting his voice heard?

Mr. MacLeob: Yes, there are adequate proper channels.

Mr. McQuaip: Mr. MacLeod, some criticism has been directed at this par-
ticular plan that we have before us this morning, some of which has already been
mentioned. It seems to me almost logical to assume that in a prison population
such as we have in Canada today there will be some of the prisoners, trusted
prisoners within prison limitations, who would have some really good ideas on
how a prison should be designed. Have you consulted with any of them?

Mr. MacLeop: Oh, I do not think so, Mr. McQuaid. No, there was no formal
consultation by our institutional planning committee as such. But I will say this,
that in 1959 and 1960 we had the Correctional Planning Committee in operation,
which was a committee appointed by the Minister of Justice of the day, who
came up with a blueprint for federal correctional development. When we went
round to all the institutions in the country we then talked to inmate groups and
individual inmates and got a lot of ideas on the subject from inmates.

In the result, the Correctional Planning Committee has worked very closely
with the development of these institutions. The other two members of our
committee were Col. J. R. Stone, who is the Deputy Commissioner, and Mr. J. A.
McLaughlin. We did get views, but not in any formal way.

Mr. McQuAIp: These views were helpful to you?

Mr. MacLEeobp: Yes, in certain respects.

Mr. McQuaip: Do you propose to adopt any of their ideas?

Mr. MacLeob: No.

Mr. McQuaAip: May we inquire why not?

Mr. MacLeop: I do not want to appear hidebound, but it would strike me as
a remarkable development for the Government to submit to inmates the design
of prisons it proposed to build.

Mr. McQuaip: But you agree that on a previous occasion they had come up
with some worthwhile suggestions. It occurs to me that perhaps this design could
be improved if we had some so-called expert advice, because these men have
spent a long time in prison and probably would have some ideas that you, your
designers or architects, or even the Minister himself might not think of.

Mr. MacLEeop: Yes, if you could be perfectly satisfied the motivation of the
inmate was to improve the design of the prison in accordance with our objec-
tives, namely security and program.

Mr. McQuaip: During our visit to Kingston I talked with several prisoners
who felt they could benefit from the services of a psychiatrist but still they were
not able to get psychiatric treatment. It is obvious that you have not got enough
trained psychiatrists in these institutions. Do you think it is worth while giving
some additional incentive to psychiatrists? Their scale of pay would probably
have to be above even that which you mentioned this morning.
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Mr. MacLeop: You see, we are not now taking psychiatrists on the staff as
members of the public service. We are now hiring psychiatrists ‘on contract, and
on that basis we have a full-time psychiatrist at Kingston Penitentiary and two
part-time psychiatrists; and with Queen’s University, Kingston, we are working
out a program whereby we shall have from their medical school the assistance of
psychiatric interns who can work with us while pursuing their course of post-
graduate psychiatric training.

We are improving the situation, but psychiatrists are very reluctant to come
and work with us. We are lucky to have a full-time one out in British Columbia
at Matsqui, the narcotic addicts institution. We are negotiating with another
full-time one for Ontario. We have not yet been able to get a full-time psychia-
trist at St. Vincent de Paul. I think that is right.

Mr. J. C. A. Laferriere, Regional Director, Quebec Region: That is right.

Mr. McQuAiD: Are you offering them enough money? They are not going to
work in a penitentiary for less than they can get in a hospital.

Mr. MacLeEop: I am fairly confident the people we have approached have
never made an issue over the salary.

Mr. McQuAIp: That is exactly what I was wondering.

Mr. MacLeEop: Dr. Gendreau, of our medical services headquarters, and I
were at the annual meeting of the Psychiatric Association last summer. We spoke
to the delegates at that convention and impressed upon them our need and our
desire that they should interest themselves in our work. As a result of that
meeting I think we shall be able to work out the psychiatrist internship scheme,
but there was no objection made there to the salary scales paid.

Mr. McQuaAID: Do you think there would be any advantage in turning over
the responsibility of providing these psychiatrists to the Department of National
Health?

Mr. MacLeEop: We have considered that, but from some inquiries we made
some years ago I do not think that department is particularly interested. It may
be now but it was not then.

Mr. McQuAID: You are satisfied in your own mind that it is not a matter of
dollars and cents that is the difficulty in getting them?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right; that is not the major issue.

Mr. McQuaAIlp: Just one question in connection with the design. There is
no attempt made there to provide for segregation of different types of prisoners.

Mr. MAcLeop: Yes, there are 15 attempts made. There are 15 separate
groupings, each with its own range and each with its own common room.

Mr. McQuaAIp: I am sorry, I had not understood that.

Mr. MacLeop: It is the most advanced maximum security prison in the
world from that point of view, with 15 separate groupings.

Mr. McQuaAip: Have you anything in the planning stage for relieving the
province of the responsibility of looking after what I call short-term offenders,
who may be there for six months, a year or something like that?

Mr. MacLeop: That is still very much in the minister’s mind, I know, but
again we must get our own house in order. If we can go back to the history of
this, it was recommended by the Fauteux Commission in 1956 that sentences of
more than six months should be federal and of six months and less provincial,
and there was an understanding between the attorneys General of the provinces
and the Attorney General of Canada in 1958 that we would proceed to design our
system on the basis of that proposal.

It was then necessary for the correctional planning people to work for 15
months, to do a survey of the whole system and come in with a report, which

they did. Then it was necessary to get the design and development under way.
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Now, we are still in the position where we have 850 inmates at St. Vincent de
Paul, a penitentiary where we should have no more than 400. We have 850
inmates at Kingston Penitentiary, where we should have no more than 450.
There are 625 in Saskatchewan, where there should be no more than 400.

It is only when we have these new institutions built so that we are down to
450 in each that we can think seriously of taking on these additional responsibili-
ties, because if we were to take on those additional responsibilities it would add
4,000 inmates to our population and increase our population from its current
7,000 to 11,000. It is a practical problem; I do not think there is any lack of good
will.

Mr. McQuAID: There is not much immediate hope then?

Mr. MacLEeobp: I would say there is no immediate hope at all. Mr. MacDonald
has reminded me that the committee might be interested in the fact that whereas
in 1963 we expected the inmate population to go from 7,400 to 8,000 by the end
of 1966, by 1964 it went to 7,600, but over the last two years instead of going up
another 400 to 8,000 it has dropped 600 to 7,000. That improves the situation
substantially, because by our standards 1,000 inmates is slightly more than two
institutions. However, we have no way of knowing what will happen this winter;
it may suddenly go from 7,000, as it is now, to 7,600 by April or May.

Senator FERGUSSON: You spoke of the corridors in the new maximum

security building being painted in “appropriate colours”. What are the appropri-
ate colours, and who decides what they are?

Mr. MAcLEoD: We are looking for psychological and psychiatric advice
from colour experts on this. I assure the committee we will not colour them
red. This is no reflection on the colour of Senator Fergusson’s or Mrs. MacInnis’s
dresses!

Senator FERGUssON: We will take note of that.

Mr. MacLeop: We find that red is not a very suitable colour in an institu-
tion.

Senator FERGUSSON: Who are the experts who take these decisions?

Mr. MacLeop: This is something we refer to our psychiatric advisers. In
Montreal, I am sure we shall consult with Dr. Cormier and his colleagues. All I
know is that there are experts on colour. I think the colour scheme at the new
Cowansville institution is quite attractive, and I have no reason to believe that
that at the institution at St. Anne des Plaines will be less attractive.

Senator FERGUSSON: It is not likely to be stone grey, as the walls used to be?
Mr. MacLeop: Not at all.

Senator FERGUSSON: We saw the rations when visiting the penitentiary and
the menus seemed very attractive. I do not know if I asked this when we were
there. Who decides on the menus? Is there a nutritionist who decides whether it
is a balanced diet?

Mr. MacLeEop: We have a Director of Food Services at our headquarters. We
do not have a dietician on our staff, but we have a Director of Food Services at
our headquarters who consults with dieticians from National Health and Wel-
fare. We do not need a dietician on a continuing basis, but someone with dietetic
experience with whom we can consult on the general adequacy of diets. It is
done not only at headquarters, but also I understand at the regions, where the

regional directors’ staff consult with dieticians at the Canadian Forces Hospital,
for example.

Senator FERGUSSON: The Canadian Forces Hospital has a dietician?
Mr. MAacLEoD: Yes.

Senator FERGUSSON: Why do they need one more than penitentiaries?
Mr. MacLeop: Well, they have people on special diets.
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Senator FERGUSSON: Would there not be the same requirement? ..
Mr. MacLeop: We have special diets too.

Senator FERGUSSON: You said definitely you do not need dieticians, but I
would like to be convinced.

Mr. MacLEop: Maybe I need to be convinced too, senator. I have raised the
question in the past. For example, I could not understand why, if the Mounted
Police have a dietician—I do not know whether I was being envious or not—we
could not have a dietician. I was satisfied at that time that our arrangements
were adequate. However, on the basis of the senator’s question I will look into it
again.

Senator FERGUSSON: You spoke of recalcitrant prisoners being punished in
one way or another, and you referred to reduced diet being one of the final
things that might be imposed. Is any care taken to see that this reduced diet
provides them with a proper balanced diet to keep them healthy?

Mr. MacLeEop: Yes. We are satisfied that the reduced diet provides some
2,000 calories a day. D

Senator FERGUSSON: But that might not necessarily be a balanced diet. You
could get 2,000 calories a day and not have a balanced diet.

Mr. MacLeEop: There is a lunch-time meal every day, and my assurance is
that the lunch-time meal every day does provide a balanced diet over the week.

Senator FERGUSSON: What brought this to my attention was that recently I
was in Calgary, where they provide a meals-on-wheels service to old people in
their homes. In most places they give just one hot meal a day and think this is
adequate. This body in Calgary has amongst its volunteers a great many nutri-
tionists and dieticians and they said definitely that one hot meal a day could not
provide a diet to keep a person healthy, that they would have to have one good
meal supplemented by something in the evening.

Mr. MacLeop: This may well be the case when you are feeding a person one
meal a day over a long period, but if you are feeding a person one meal a day for
only seven days or ten days I do not think it applies.

Senator FERGUSSON: How long do you have people on a reduced diet?

Mr. MacLeop: It rarely exceeds seven days, I should think; ten days,
possibly fourteen days.

Senator FERGUSSON: Could you tell us from your experience of other coun-
tries and things you have read and seen if they have had as much difficulty in
other countries in getting psychologists, psychiatrists and social workers to work
in their prisons as we do in Canada?

Mr. MAacLeop: Yes, I find this in the United States. It is the United States
with which we are most familiar, and they certainly do have that problem. It is a
common North American problem in the field of correction.

Senator FERGUSSON: Do you use female psychiatrists, psychologists or social
workers in the men’s prisons at all?

Mr. MAcLeoDp: Yes, we have done. We have a female psychologist at our
Leclerc Institution, at St. Vincent de Paul in Quebec. We have two in the
Kingston region, and I know we have female classification officers at various
institutions across the country. There is one at the British Columbia institution
and there are several more at other institutions.

Senator FERGUSSON: And social workers too?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes. We have no prejudice against female professionals, I
assure you.

Senator FERGUssSON: I did not ask that question because I thought there was
any prejudice, Mr. MacLeod, but because when I was in New Zealand last year I

visited a number of prisons there, and I remember that at Mount Eaton the
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warden told me they had just started using female social workers there, which is
one of their maximum security prisons, and he found it most successful. I was
wondering if we werg also doing that. It was not put on the basis that I thought
you were prejudiced against women.

Mr. MacLeop: It is only in the last half-dozen or so years that we have

taken to using female clerical staff, and we have a large number of female
clerical workers in our institutions now.

Senator FERGUSSON: You said you did not think the salaries affected people
accepting positions in the Penitentiary Service, that they would not refuse to
come on that account. Would an increase in salary encourage them to enter the
service? I am thinking of the Nerthern allowance; people do not want to go to
the North but the extra money offered induces them to go. Could you tackle it
from that angle, by increasing the salaries in places like prisons?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I am sorry to interrupt, Senator Fergusson,
but it is necessary that we complete one item of official business while Mr. Aiken
is still with us. Would you permit an interruption for that purpose?

Senator FERGUSSON: Certainly.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Last year the committee requested the
Steering Committee to look into the matter of engaging technical personnel for
the committee. The Steering Committee in turn delegated to Senator Beni-
dickson and myself the choice of a technical adviser. We have tentatively
engaged as an adviser to our committee Mr. R. M. Price, who is one of the people
responsible for the report on juvenile delinquency.

Mr. Price is an Associate Professor in the Law Faculty at Queen’s. He has
also more recently acted in an advisory capacity with the group working on
security regulations at the federal level.

In order to hire Mr. Price we discover that we must have power to do it. At
the moment the committee does not have that power, and I would therefore
request a motion from a member of the committee to request both the House of
Commons and the Senate to give us power to engage the services of such
technical, clerical and other personnel as may be necessary for the purposes of
the inquiry. Could I have a motion to that effect?

Mr. AIKEN: Mr. Chairman, right at this moment, just looking forward, I
think none of us know how long the session will last, so we do not know what the
life of our committee will be. I hope it will not be very long, but I would also
hope it would resume immediately after the new session starts. The question is
whether it is useful at this time to bring this in, or whether it should be left until
the new session.

Co-CHAIRMAN (M. Watson): I think it would be useful in that it would be
necessary if this committee is to be at all useful. My reason for saying that is
that in discussion with the Steering Committee it was felt that if this committee
is to be at all useful we should consider one, two or three specific items and
produce an interim report on those specific items.

On Thursday we shall be interviewing some ladies concerned with the
problem of the women’s prison in Kingston. Next week we shall hear from the
prison psychiatrist at Kingston concerning the psychiatric facilities there. I
would hope that we could deal with both these items fairly fully, and perhaps
touch on at least one other item and produce an interim report. Otherwise, in my
view our committee might just as well not exist. To do this job properly I think
we need a qualified expert. I have spoken to a number of people, and so has
Senator Benidickson, and we consider we need a qualified person.

Mr. STaFFoRD: If I might ask a supplementary question which might help
Mr. Aiken, I was wondering what Mr. Price was going to do as an expert and
what spec1al qualifications he has that the experts in the department do not
already have.
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): It is my view that the committee is acting on
its own, independently of the department, and that we should have our own
expert and be prepared to reach our own findings, come to our own decisions. To
do this I think we need somebody.

Mr. STAFFORD: You did not answer the first part of the question. What
qualifications has Mr. Price not possessed by, for instance, some of us who have
defended hundreds of people and visited many institutions, looked at the prob-
lem and thought about it, which would qualify him to further our understand-
ing? .
Mr. ToLmie: Mr. Chairman, could I answer that for you? In the first place, I
do not think we should delay taking a decision on hiring Mr. Price because of the
possibility that the session may end. Parliament is unpredictable and' it may not
end until November or Christmas. In my opinion, we should hire this gentleman
immediately, for what I think are very valid reasons. He will have the time to
study the questions placed before this committee. We are an independent com-
mittee and we need someone to give us independent adv1ce we do not have .to
rely upon the Penitentiary Service.

According to my information of Mr. Price, he is certainly well qualified. He
participated in this report on juvenile delinquency, and I think made a contribu-
tion to it. To be realistic we should have someone to guide our task. We come
here trying to get a quorum, we are always busy; we do not have enough
information at our fingertips and we need someone to coordinate our information
and direct our questions.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I should add that Mr. Prlce lectures in- erimi-
nology at Queen’s, and according to my information he was largely responsible
for writing the excellent report on juvenile delinquency which is presently in
the hands of the Government. ;

Senator FERGUSSON: What form should the motion take"

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think the motion should be that we ask the
Senate and the House of Commons for power to engage the services of such
technical, clerical and other personnel as may be necessary for the purpose of
this inquiry. . i oo

Senator FERGUSSON: Then may I move the motlon
Mr. ToLMmIE: I second the motion.

Mr. AIKeN: Now that a motion has been made, let .me. say I was not
objecting to this; I was questioning whether the servxces would be available at a
time useful to the committee. If this gentlem@n is avallable now and the
committee is to make an interim report during this session, then I assume we
could go ahead. My doubt was whether it mJght be some months before the
appointment could be made, and whether we would require these services before
the end of the session. If this gentleman 1s ava1lab1e now and is going to help
make the report, then I agree. : R (1%

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): It is my information that this gentleman will
be available, not this Thursday, but at subseguent meetmgs Is - this mouon
unanimously adopted? 3 bl g 4

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: Agreed. W

Resolved,
That the committee have power to engage the services of such tech-
nical, clerical and other personnel as may be necessary for the purpose of
this inquiry. {

Senator FERGUssoN: Unfortunately it was 1mpossﬂ)1e for me to be here in
time to hear the minister make his statement or to see the slides, but I would like
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to know if anything was said about the proposed women’s prison. The minister
shakes his head. Will there be a time when we shall be told something about
this?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: If I may be permitted to answer the honourable senator,
I specifically asked the chairman if he would convene the meeting to deal with
maximum security, and made it clear at that time that I would be prepared to
return with officials and discuss other matters of interest, including the women’s
prison. However, there is a great time element with pressure building up so far
as the maximum security prison is concerned, with tremendous overcrowding
at St. Vincent de Paul and Kingston.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Do you have any further questions now,
Senator Fergusson?

Senator FERGUSSON: No, thank you.

Mr. Ricarp: If I understood you correctly, you said that because of the
different habits and attitudes of inmates in different countries you were forced to
face considerations in our country in a different way from other countries. Could
you elaborate on that?

Mr. MacLeop: I think an excellent example is what is happening in the
United Kingdom. The history of the operation of United Kingdom prisons has
always been that their prisoners have been less violent, less open to escape and
more readily amenable to the quiet life in the institution, not so likely to indulge
in insurrection, riots or disturbances, as ours were thought to be until around
1910 or 1915, more particularly in the thirties. Since the thirties, in North
America our inmates have become more difficult inmates, more prone to attempt
to escape, more prone to indulge in disturbances, more prone to commit assaults.

My own feeling is that the United Kingdom is just catching up with North
America. We had some warning of what was coming in our system, and it is only
now that in the United Kingdom they are getting the warning of what they must
do in order to cope with a different person than they have had heretofore.

Mr. RicARD: Are our inmates on the same basis as those in the United
States?

Mr. MacLeop: By and large, with this difference, that in the federal system
we have to design our program right across the country from coast to coast in
terms of sentences under the criminal law. In the United States, since the
criminal law falls within the jurisdiction of each of the 50 states, each state has
its own problems, and the geographical factor in an individual state is not as
great as it is with us. In the United States, in a small state you are perhaps likely
to get a more homogeneous type of person within the state than we have in
Canada with our quite large regions.

Mr. STAFFORD: When were the plans for the maximum security institution
completed?

Mr. StmPsSoON: It was approximately June last year that they finally went to
tender.

Mr. STAFFORD: Land was purchased for the new penitentiary near Kingston?
Mr. MacLEeop: That is right. It was purchased about 1963-64.

Mr. STAFFORD: We are hearing all these complaints about Kingston Peni-
tentiary, but were it not for the objections made to the plan, mainly from people
with merely opinions, the new penitentiary would be almost finished now, would
it not?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes. Millhaven would be in the same position as St. Anne des
Plaines. Millhaven would have gone to tender too, or tenders would have been
accepted in June in respect of Millhaven, as they were in relation to St. Anne des
Plaines, if we had been able to go ahead with Millhaven.




PENITENTIARIES 59

Mr. STAFFORD: And it is your desire to look into all these objections and see
what weight they have that has put back the construction of this much needed
penitentiary?

Mr. MacLeop: Yes. The Minister took this responsibility after consultation
with his officials.

Mr. STaFrFoRD: With all your knowledge and all the help you have of men
who perhaps have more to do with penitentiaries than anyone else in Canada,
have you seen anything in any of these objections suggesting changes which
would result in a penitentiary which you would consider better than the plans
that were submitted?

Mr. MAcLEOD: There are certain minor suggestions that were made that we
have adopted, by way of providing space which probably will provide some
additional flexibility. It was our view that we had sufficient flexibility, but
certain changes have been made to which we have no objection, which may
make the design more palatable to others.

Mr. STAFFORD: The institutions that are now designed will be much better
than, for instance, the penitentiary at Kingston at the present time?

Mr. MacLeop: Infinitely. Kingston maximum security institution has been
operating since 1835.

Mr. STaAFroRrD: The longer we take to look into this the longer the Peni-
tentiary Service will have to wait for a penitentiary they deserve. Is that right?

Mr. MacLEoD: Yes, that is right. I would have to say this in clarification, I
think. At St. Anne des Plaines the new maximum security institution will look
after 450 of the present 850 of St. Vincent de Paul prisoners, but there are still
over 400 “bucket cells” being used, as the minister mentioned earlier, at St.
Vincent de Paul. If over the next year or fifteen months the courts send us
inmates at the rate at which they sent them to us in 1962 and 1963, we shall have
another 600 or 700 inmates in the St. Vincent de Paul area, and if that happens
we shall not be much better off.

Mr. STAFFORD: No matter what kind of prison you design, you have no
reason to believe that you will not find someone who would not criticize it?

Mr. MacLeobp: Of course not.

Mr. STAFFORD: Someone will always have different views?

Mr. MacLeop: That is right.

Mr. ToLMIE: You mentioned “bucket cells”. What washing facilities do the
new cells have in maximum security?

Mr. MAcLEOD: The new ones have combination toilet bowl and wash basin
on top, made of aluminum. They are very fine texture, and used in most of the
new institutions in the United States and Canada.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Are there any questions to be directed to the
Honourable Mr. Pennell?

I had a few questions I wanted to direct to Mr. MacLeod, if no one else has
any questions.

Mr. MacLeod, my understanding of the approach used by the department
was that they asked for the comments of the Canadian Committee on Corrections
on the maximum security prison plans which you had, and the Canadian Com-
mittee on Corrections then asked an architect, Mr. Kohl, to draw up some
suggested changes. Do I understand correctly that you have incorporated these
changes suggested by Mr. Kohl into your plans, or what has happened?

Mr. MacLeop: The minister is more familiar with this because he presided
over the meeting. Perhaps the question should go to him.

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: I had some meetings with the Canadian Corrections
Association, as I think I made clear this morning. There is a Canadian Committee
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on Corrections, which is a voluntary group. When I first took over my duties we
were dxscussmg this maximum security institution and of my own volition,
having discussed it with the Commissioner, I suggested that perhaps we should
speak to the Canadian Committee on Correctlons and ask them if they would
come and look at this and give us some views on it. The Commissioner readily
agreed, so we went to the Treasury Board and asked them to provide us with
some funds so that the Canadian Committee on Corrections could have a look at
it. We obtained permission for them to engage Mr. Kohl, an architect in Toronto.

They looked at it and came back with some criticisms, which you will find in
the bundle of correspondence already distributed. We examined the criticisms
and I discussed the matter with the Penitentiary Service, who gave their answers
to the criticisms. These answers were sent to Mr. Justice Ouimet and we asked
his committee to meet us. Some of the committee were not able to be present,
but we discussed it, and I think our position is summed up in the last paragraph.
We found that there was no fundamental difference between the proposal put
forward by the Ouimet committee and that of the Canadian Penitentiary Serv-
ice. We did in fact knock out about 18 cells, if my recollection is correct,
enlarging the day room to make more space available for meetings, and also
agreed to forego the wire fence if you call it that or divider down the middle of
the corridor. These were two basic changes we made, and they were not
fundamental changes I must at once acknowledge.

We also looked at the plan, and we were satisfied the plan was flexible
enough if we wanted to expand any of the services to be provided; certainly the
bulldlngs could be extended.

We felt these meetings were frmtful and very helpful, but I think that

generally sums up the situation. We reduced the number of mmates from 450 to
432, 1 believe it was.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): In effect, you met at least two of the obJec-
tions which the' Ouimet committee raised at the start?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: One other objection was that they felt perhaps too
much time would be spent in moving inmates from their cells to the workshops,
that they 'would not then be doing useful work and it would be time-consuming.
Since then the Canadian Penitentiary Service carried out some tests and were
satisfied in the beginning that this was not a problem.

I must say, with great respect to the committee, that I was not disturbed
about it, because I felt that with men serving anywhere from two to ten years in
an institution, taking a little extra time going from their cells to the workshops
might afford some therapy in moving about a bit and that it was not all that
harmful. We were satisfied ourselves, and T think satisfied the committee after
we met them, that it would not take nearly the amount of time to move prisoners
from the cells to the workshops and other places as had at first been thought.

A visit has been made to Attiea in New York, which is a maximum security
institution. They have 2,100 maximum security inmates in that institution and
have now added a .wing to take another 450, bringing the total up to 2,500. One
of the problems they face is that of funds; they just have not got the funds for a
new institution and have had to extend the present one. In their defence, I would
say it is a superior institution to either St. Anne des Plaines or Kingston,
although I suppose any institution would be better than either of those. I am
certainly not recommending it as a model but I merely point out that we are
not alone in our problems. )

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson) : The letter from the Canadian Committee on
Corrections mentioned medical psychiatric centres. Do I understand that these
maximum security prisons as planned will have such centres?

Mr. MacLeop: ‘Each region will have a self-contained institutio’r_l wpich will
be a medical psychiatric centre as part of the overall complex of institutions. The



L 4

PENITENTIARIES 61

one that we build for the Quebec region will be on that tract of land at St. Anne
des Plaines; the one we build in Ontario will be on that tract of land at
Millhaven.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I do not think anyone has given us an accurate
estimate of the capital cost of this 450-cell unit. What is your forecast now?

Mr. MAcLEoD: The St. Anne des Plaines tender was accepted at $7,100,000,
in round figures. There will be at St. Anne des Plaines an additional sum of $2%
million in development of the site, but that development will provide services
which will also be available for other institutions to be built there in due course.
The basic cost is $7,100,000.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): What will the annual cost be?

Mr. MAcLEoD: The annual cost of operation will be in the order of $1%
million to $2 million.

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: The cost is round about $22,000 per cell approximately.
Am I right?

Mr. MAcLEOD: Yes.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): The annual upkeep?

Hon. Mr. PENNELL: No, the cost. Building, providing the services, getting it
ready, will be approximately $22,000 per cell, I believe.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Aiken asked about certain prisoners who
he felt should not be in prison. Is it your feeling that the Parole Board regula-
tions should be revised to permit referral of such cases as Mr. Aiken mentioned
to the Parole Board at a much earlier date than is now permitted?

Mr. MacLeEop: We do refer them early. Although the regulations say that an
inmate becomes eligible for parole after he has served one-third of his sentence
or four years, whichever is the lesser, the Parole Board can nevertheless make
exceptions to that rule in cases where it deems that course to be proper. It seems
to me that perhaps there is a legislative formula that could be used to make it
clear that in pronouncedly exceptional cases the board could act to give effect
to that, but I do not know how tha would be done. There is no legislative
restriction right now on the board acting.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mrs. Maclnnis asked about education and
training. It is a grade 10 or grade 11 training that you give these men. Is a cer-
tificate given that is recognized by industry?

Mr. MacLeop: I think it is in all provinces now. I would refer to Mr.
LaFerriere.

Mr. LAFERRIERE: By most, I think.

Mr. MacLEoD: In most provinces now, and we are working on this.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): If you give a man training in a trade, do the
trades union recognize his qualification?

Mr. MacLeop: Most of the trades in most of the provinces. I do not think I
can say better than that.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Which provinces do not?

Mr. LAFERRIERE: Ontario in certain trades.

Mr. MAacLeob: Certain trades in Ontario are not accepted.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Are there any further questions?

Mr. AIKEN: Will this model which is before us, if accepted and found
reasonably satisfactory, form a standard model maximum security building?
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Hon. Mr. PENNELL: If I may be permitted to answer that, Mr. Chairman. I
was speaking to one of the members of the Canadian Committee on Corrections
yesterday, and he said if it was decided to go ahead with this design which is
before you, he wondered if the Canadian Penitentiary Service would consider
experimenting, in the general sense of the word, in designing another one, then
perhaps out of the two types experience would show which was the better. I said
I would be pleased to discuss this with the Commissioner and members of the
staff.

The committee adjourned.
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THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE AND
HOUSE OF COMMONS ON PENITENTIARIES

Joint Chairmen

The Honourable Senator W. M. Benidickson, P.C.

Benidickson,

Cameron,

Deschatelets,

Fergusson,

Fournier (Madawaska-
Restigouche),

Aiken,
Allmand,
Dionne,
Fulton,
Lachance,
Matheson,
McQuaid,
Prud’homme,

and
Ian Watson, M.P.
The Honourable Senators
Inman,
Irvine,

O’Leary (Carleton),
Prowse,

Messrs.

Ricard,

Rochon,

Stafford,

Tolmie,

Watson (Chdteauguay-
Huntingdon-Laprairie),

Winch,

Woolliams.

(Quorum 10)




ORDER OF REFERENCE
(House of Commons)

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
March 15, 1966.

Mr. Pennell, seconded by Mr. Mcllraith, moved,—That a joint committee of
the Senate and House of Commons be appointed to consider the state of peniten-
tiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of the
Government in relation thereto with powers to report from time to time its
observations and opinions thereon; send for persons, papers and records; ad-
journ from place to place; sit during sittings of the House; and print from day
to day such papers and evidence as may be ordered by the committee, and that
Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto;

That 15 Members of the House of Commons, to be designated at a later date,
act on behalf of the House as Members of the said committee; and

That a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to unite with
this House for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deem advisable,
some of their Members to act on the proposed joint committee.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said motion it was
agreed to.

Extract from the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons, Tuesday,
March 22, 1966.

On motion of Mr. Pilon, seconded by Mr. McNulty, it was ordered,—That a
Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their Honours that this House will
unite with them in the formation of a Joint Committee of both Houses to
consider the state of Penitentiaries under the control of the Government of
Canada and that the Members to serve on the said Committee, on the part of this
House, will be as follows: Messrs. Aiken, Allmand, Dionne, Fulton, Lachance,
Macdonald (Rosedale), Matheson, McQuaid, Prud’homme, Ricard, Stafford,
Tolmie, Watson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Winch and Woolliams.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House of Commons.

ORDER OF REFERENCE
(Senate)

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Wednesday, March
23, 1966.

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Senate proceeded to the consideration
of the Message from the House of Commons requesting the appointment of a
Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries.

The Honourable Senator Connolly, P.C., moved, seconded by the Honou-
rable Senator Hugessen:

63
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That the Senate do unite with the House of Commons in the appointment of
a Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament to consider the state of peniten-
tiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of the
Government in relation thereto, and to report from time to time its observations
and opinions thereon;

That nine Members of the Senate, to be designated at a later date, act on
behalf of the Senate as members of the said Joint Committee;

That the Joint Committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records; to adjourn from place to place; to sit during sittings and adjournments
of the Senate; to print from day to day such papers and evidence as may be
ordered by the Joint Committee; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

Extract from the Minutes and Proceedings of the Senate, Tuesday, March 29,
1966.

With leave of the Senate,

The Honourable Senator Beaubien (Provencher) moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Macdonald (Cape Breton):

That the following Senators be appointed to act on behalf of the Senate on
the Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons to consider the state
of penitentiaries under the control of the Government of Canada and the plans of
the Government in relation thereto namely, the Honourable Senators Beni-
dickson, Cameron, Fergusson, Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche), Gouin, In-
man, Irvine, O’Leary (Carleton), and Prowse; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to inform that House
accordingly.
The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.
J. F. MacNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, January 26, 1967.

Pursuant to adjournment and notice, the Special Joint Committee of the
Senate and House of Commons on Penitentiaries met this day at 3:30 P.M.

Present: For the Senate: The Honourable Senators Benidickson (Joint
Chairman), Cameron, Fergusson and Irvine—4.

For the House of Commons: Messrs. Watson (Joint Chairman) (Chdteau-
guay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Aiken, Dionne, Lachance, MacInnis (Mrs.),
McQuaid, Prud’homme, Stafford and Tolmie—39.

On motion of Mr. Dionne, seconded by Senator Cameron it was RESOLVED
that this Joint Committee order that the Joint Chairman do have printed from
day to day, as part of the proceedings, such papers as in their discretion are
helpful to the consideration of this Joint Committee.

The following witnesses were heard:

Miss Isabel Macneill.
Mrs. Marion E. Batstone.
Miss Margaret Benson.

A statement by Miss MacNeill was ordered to be printed as appendix No. 1
to these proceedings.

At 6:00 P.M. the Committee adjourned.
At 8:00 P.M. the Committee resumed.

Present: For the Senate: The Honourable Senators Benidickson (Joint
Chairman) and Irvine—2.

For the House of Commons: Messrs. Watson (Joint Chairman) (Chdteau-
guay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Aiken, Allmand, Maclnnis (Mrs.), McQuaid,
Rochon, Stafford, and Tolmie—38.

Miss Macneill, Mrs. Batstone and Miss Benson were questioned further.
At 10:30 P.M. The Committee adjourned to the call of the Chairmen.

Attest.
Patrick J. Savoie,

Clerk of the Committee.
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THE SENATE

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF
COMMONS ON PENITENTIARIES

EVIDENCE
OTTAWA, Thursday, January 26, 1967.

The Special Joint Committee of the Senate and the House of Commons on
Penitentiaries met this day at 3.30 p.m.

Senator W. M. Benidickson, P.C., and Ian Watson (Chdteauguay-
Huntingdon-Laprairie) M.P., Co-Chairman.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Members of the committee I see a quorum. It
has been the practice in this committee, to date, to alternate chairmen, and since
I was the chairman of the meeting held last Tuesday I will call upon Senator
Benidickson to chair this meeting.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Members of the committee, may I
express my regret in not being present on Tuesday last. I am grateful to Senators
Cameron and Fergusson for being here, and thus making sure that we had a
joint committee quorum.

While it has been the practice of joint committees to alternate the chair-
manship, I would ask Mr. Watson to carry on this afternoon until I get the feel of
the committee, having regard to the fact that this is only the second meeting of
the committee this year.

Most members present were at Kingston, and they received before the
Kingston visit—and, indeed, since—some representations that give some back-
ground information with respect to the witnesses we shall be hearing today. May
I express my personal pleasure in the fact that we have been able to get Miss
Macneill and her former associates from some distance and at personal incon-
venience to attend this afternoon to give us the benefit of their advice.

If Mr. Watson will now carry on as chairman I would appreciate it.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you, very much, senator, for your
confidence. There is one problem that we may have to face this afternoon. The
members of this committee who are also members of the House of Commons may
be called back into the chamber at any time because there are going to be
several votes in committee there. However, it the interval I will carry on.

I should like to convey the apologies of the committee to the ladies for any
inconvenience we have caused them by cancelling the meeting in Decem-
ber—and I am afraid we did cause them inconvenience. However, we are very
pleased to have with us today Miss Macneill, Miss Benson and Mrs. Batstone. We
shall follow the procedure of having each of the ladies outline the briefs, copies
of which you have before you. Miss Macneill will touch also on the brief which
was submitted to us on our visit to Kingston. After that the members of the
committee will then direct their questions to the ladies.

I have been notified that Mr. Dionne has a motion that he would like to
present to the committee now. Mr. Dionne, you have a motion?

Mr. DioNNE: Yes, Mr. Chairman.
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(Translation)

I move THAT this joint Committee order that the Joint Chairmen do have
printed from day to day, as part of the proceedings, such papers as in their
discretion are helpful to the considerations of this Joint Committee.

(Text)
Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): For the benefit of the members of the commit-
tee who do not speak French I will repeat this motion in English:
I move THAT this committee order that the joint chairmen do have
printed from day to day, as part of the proceedings, such papers as in their
discretion are helpful to the considerations of this joint committee.

Is there a seconder for that motion?
Senator CAMERON: I second the motion.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Is this motion unanimously agreed to?
MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: Agreed.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I now call upon Miss Macneill. Perhaps we
could have each of the three ladies make their statements, which will be followed
by questioning by the committee. Is this a line of procedure which the committee
accepts?

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: Agreed.

Mr. STAFFORD: Do you mean, Mr. Chairman, that all three ladies should
finish their statements before we ask questions?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.
Mr. Starrorp: Would it not be better to ask questions as each one finishes?
Mr. AIKEN: I thought that that was your idea, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STAFFORD: I think I shall find it difficult to direct questions to all three
witnesses after they have all finished.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think that this is what was generally agreed
upon. Will you proceed, Miss Macneill?

Miss Isabel Macneill: Messrs. Chairmen, and members of the committee:

When the Commissioner of Penitentiaries offered me the position of sup-
erintendent Prison for Women in November 1960, he knew I was interested in
the treatment approach rather than in operating a conventional prison.

The Archambault Report of 1938 and Fauteux Report of 1956 had recom-
mended liaison with universities to formulate policies for the training of officers,
and more classification and treatment of inmates. I believed that a different
Penitentiary Service would be created by the newly appointed Commissioner
who seemed to favour a scientific approach.

The Penitentiary Service of Canada has not been particularly successful in
rehabilitating inmates. It is my conviction that the attitudes of many staff to
inmates, their lack of knowledge of the reasons for criminal behaviour and lack
of faith in the majority of inmates ability to reform, are the reasons why prisons
have not been more successful.

From 1961 with the help of staff who felt as I did and the support of the
Commissioner up to 1963, there were changes in staff attitudes in the Prison for
Women. The physical plant was deplorable, classification of the many types of
inmates committed was impossible, most staff were lacking in training in under-
standing the reasons for inmates behaviour; but something was happening to
change many inmates.
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The program was difficult for staff—there is no easy way to change the
inmates’ long established anti-social behaviour. Staff who supported the new
approach, and inmates who wanted to change had to reject the traditional
barrier between the custodian and the incarcerated.

From 1964 onwards several important decisions were made by the Pen-
itentiary Service in relation to the Prison for Women and policy for federal
female offenders generally, contrary to my recommendations and convictions.
These decisions were the responsibility of the Penitentiary Service to make but I
felt they obstructed the program which had reduced recidivism, and expan-
sion of it in future when proper facilities and sufficient staff could be provided.

When I resigned on December 1, 1965 the Commissioner in accepting my
resignation wrote: “...the program in the institution has borne fruit. This is
indicated by the substantially lower rate of recidivism in recent years”.

The problems facing the Commissionner in 1960 are appreciated. An in-
creasing number of male inmates were incarcerated in grim maximum security
prisons. As medium security institutions were completed they became over-
crowded. I suspect that the overcrowding is largely due to a high rate of
recidivism. It is possible that if the Archambault and Fauteux Report recom-
mendations had been followed in relation to liaison with universities in formu-
lating policy for training of correctional staff, recidivism might have been
reduced. The training of penitentiary staff to-day appears to be conducted
largely by Penitentiary staff and stresses regulations, custody, control, with
little accent on the contributions behavioural scientists might make.

Prison for Women had no problems of overcrowding 1961-66. It was first
occupied in 1937 and for many years did not approach capacity. In 1959 commit-
tals rose drastically, largely due to the enforcement of the Opium and Narcotics
Drug Act. It was anticipated that this trend would result in an increase of
population to 150. A new building with accommodation for 50 was started in
1960, finished in 1961. Contrary to expectations the population decreased from an
average of 125, 1961-63 to an average of 115, 1964-66. Of 127 women released
between February 1959 and January 1961, 29 returned to the prison within a
year of release. Of 144 women released between February 1961 and January
1963 only 14 returned within a year.

During this period federal male inmates, far fewer of whom were narcotics
addicts likely to recidivate, did not remain out of prison, even for one year after
release, in the same proportion.

The most urgent problem in relation to female federal offenders was to
provide classification based on potential for rehabilitation. The Prison for Wo-
men population consisted of:

(i) A few professional criminals, damaging to persons and property
for financial gain.

(ii) Narcotics addicts, equally divided between Eastern and Western
Canada.

(iii) First offenders convicted of serious crimes against persons and
property.

(iv) Young women often committed for absconding from or upset-
ting provincial institutions—their initial offenses being relatively trivial.

When the decision was made to create an institution for western female
narcotics addicts at Matsqui, B.C., I protested. My reasons were:

(i) Institutions of a similar type in the United States had not been
successful.

(ii) For reasons unknown the committal of addicts to the federal
Prison for Women had been decreasing since 1961. The work of addiction
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foundations in Ontario and British Columbia, a different approach by
RCMP, and perhaps Prison for Women policy in treatment of addicts, with
encouragement to settle in non-addict communities with support provid-
ed, may have contributed.

(iii) I believed the $3,000,000 or more required to build the plant at
Matsqui for female western addicts, the salaries of 60 or more staff
required to operate it, could be expended more effectively on a new plant,
with proper psychiatric and hospital facilities, and classification according
to rehabilitative potential for all female federal offenders. The total popu-
lation of female federal offenders has never exceeded 140.

(iv) If the federal government intends to assume responsibility for
all female offenders sentenced to one year or more, in accordance with the
recommendations in the Fauteux Report, it would seem logical to have
one female federal institution, with facilities and trained staff appropriate
to rehabilitating all types of offenders some time before the “take over”.
Some provincial jurisdictions are progressive in their approach to female
offenders. They have recognized the necessity for classification, despite
small numbers—and I refer particularly to the government of Ontario
which has those institutions for females.

The Fauteux Report of 1965 recommended experimentation in all phases of
the correctional system. I specifically recommended ‘‘a more intensified system
of varied forms of treatment” in the Prison for Women, Kingston.

In my initial terms of reference I was responsible to the Commissioner for
the treatment and training of inmates and the direction of staff. Other respon-
sibilities, finance, supply, maintenance were divided between Kingston Peni-
tentiary and Collins Bay, which made administration complex. When the re-
gional system was implemented in 1962 I had no objection to Regional direction
of finance, supply, maintenance. I had reservations about the treatment and
training of inmates and direction of staff being removed from the supervision of
the Commissioner to the Regional Director, Ontario. The Commissioner had
indicated willingness to experiment, had supported a more intensified system of
treatment. The selection of staff, with final approval by Penitentiary Service
Headquarters had been a Prison for Women responsibility.

My terms of reference were not changed officially until December 1, 1965.
However from 1964 onwards Penitentiary Service Directives gave more and
more authority to Regional Headquarters for all aspects of the service.

There were some 2000 male inmates in the Ontario Region, 115 female. The
flexibility and individual approach possible in a small institution were being
submerged in a mass of directives, perhaps necessary for large institutions of
400-1000 males, but not appropriate for a small institution for females. Regional
Headquarters assumed responsibility for establishment—that is the establish-
ment of the institution—selection, promotion and training of staff, and many
other matters concerned with treatment and training of inmates, and direction
of staff.

It is logical that Regional Headquarters would wish conformity in all
institutions under their control, but I believed there were basic differences
between Prison for women and other institutions in the region.

(i) The majority of female inmates are self-destructive, their
offenses due to addiction to narcotics or alcohol. Intensive treatment is
desirable for many inmates but is essential for addicts who are asking for
help by their behaviour and can be reached if a non-punitive attitude is
adopted.

I had requested more custodial staff, and promotions of some cus-
todial staff since 1962. More were approved but few promotions. In 1964
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when it was apparent that more young emotionally disturbed difficult
inmates were being committed (a trend most female correctional institu-
tions will confirm) I requested more classification staff. The need for staff
who could devote their full time to counselling inmates, contacts with
families and agencies, planning release was acute. More inmates were
seeking help. This request was refused on the basis that Prison for Women
had 1:40 classification staff (one was supernumery assigned to Matsqui)
male institutions had 1:150. I suggested the lower rate of recidivism in
females might be related to this 1:40 ratio but additional classification
staff were not approved before I resigned.

(ii) The female inmates were committed from all of Canada except
Newfoundland. When custodial staff establishment was increased in 1964 I
suggested that efforts should be made to secure staff representing two
minorities in the prison who were unhappy—French Canadians and
Canadian Indians. No effort was made by the Service to acquire such
people. The regional aspect of administration was emphasized to the
detriment of the national aspect.

(iii) All male institutions are designated as maximum, medium or
minimum with varying degrees of custody and privileges, provided by
detailed regulations. To administer Prison for Women, which contained
such a variety of inmates, by adhering to the detailed regulations was
illogical. I believe inmates should not be assessed by past offenses, their
conformity to institutional regulations, but rather by their indication of a
desire to change: and change is much harder for some than for others.
Some inmates used treatment, religion, education, recreation—partici-
pation in all positive activities. Others used rebellion, but identified with
one staff member, whom they trusted to interpret their desire for change
to administration. There were consequences of physical agression to staff
or other inmates. Isolation until control was regained and loss of time
permanently, were routine. If government property was deliberately de-
stroyed financial consequences resulted.

Staff took into consideration the fact that inmates were living in a
frustrating situation removed from normal life. The imposition of lengthy
isolation with dietary restrictions of bread and water two meals a day was
rejected as a rehabilitative consequence of misbehaviour.

In my experience the inmate who conforms, and who gives no trouble
to authority, is either a person who is doing time to assuage societies
desire for punishment, but could be more effectively treated on probation,
or is a person who has learned to adjust to imprisonment, and is unlikely
to adjust to society after release.

The process of changing inmates from the law breaking to the law abiding is
complex. No one factor is effective. In the past six years the Canadian Peniten-
tiary Service has provided educational and vocational training programmes,
food, clothing, pay, possibly better than any correctional system in the world.
These are essential in any correctional system, but are not the only requirements
for rehabilitation, as is indicated by recidivist rates.

There will never be sufficient professional staff to treat all inmates. Many
inmates do not require intensive therapy. There should be sufficient professionals
with proper physical facilities to treat the seriously disturbed. A secondary and
most important function of professionals is to act as advisers to senior adminis-
trative personnel. The training of staff, classification of inmates, consequences for
misbehaviour of inmates are matters best understood by the behavioural scien-
tists. The time has come when leg irons, windowless cells, bread and water two
meals a day, prolonged isolation for punishment, should be removed from our
correctional system.
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It seems unlikely that deprivation of initiative by providing regulations for
every possible eventuality concerned with inmates will enable them to adjust
easily in a free society. A program which offers choices, with logical conse-
quences for the wrong choices gives more hope for personal growth.

I believe the most positive factor in changing inmates is their identification
with law abiding members of society. The men and women placed in authority
over inmates must present a good image of our society—a society which should
be concerned with their rehabilitation as individuals. The attitude that criminals
are a mass, with criminality the common factor, eliminates the possibility of
reaching the individual inmate. Staff must reject criminality, but accept the
inmate as being something other than a criminal. The majority of inmates are
inadequate, unmotivated, uneducated and hostile: most of them with reasons
dating from childhood. Staff trust and concern for inmates as individuals worthy
of respect, often engenders self respect.

There is only one reason for prisons: to protect society. Our laws do not
provide for the detention of dangerous criminals until cured, if cure is possible.
Society is not protected from them. The only way in which society can be
protected, and the ever increasing cost of crime stemmed, is to ensure that the
greatest possible number of inmates emerge from prisons able and willing to
become law abiding.

I believe many prison for women staff, including Mrs. Batstone and Miss
Benson, who gave leadership in the treatment approach, were accomplishing the
objective of changing the law breaking to the law abiding. Their resignations
indicate that the trend that caused my resignation, subjection of an individual
approach to mass conformity—is increasing.

The majority of federal female offenders are imprisoned because of addic-
tion to narcotics, or for crimes committed because of addiction to alcohol. The
professional female criminal, damaging to persons and property for financial
gain is rare in Canada.

From 1960 I estimate some $4,000,000 has been spent on the institution for
western female narcotic addicts at Matsqui B.C. and renovations and additions to
Prison for Women, Kingston. As of October 1966 I believe some 110 staff are
employed by the Penitentiary Service to administer, train, treat some 112
inmates.

I believe the problem of the federal female offender could be resolved in a
more effective and less expensive way.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Miss Macneill, would you like now to go
through your second statement? Does your second statement lead on from your
first?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, but there are more observations on philosophy, and
that sort of thing.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Do you want it on the record?

Mr. ToLMiIE: Perhaps Miss Macneill’s second statement could be placed on
the record and taken as read. We have gone over this first statement, and I think
some time would be saved.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Is this acceptable to you, Miss Macneill?
Miss MACNEILL: Yes, if it goes into the record as a statement.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Does the committee agree that this second
statement of Miss Macneill be part of the record?

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: Agreed.
(For text of second statement of Miss Isabel Macneill see Appendix No. 1.)

[ =)
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Would you care to make your statement now,
Miss Benson?

Miss Margaret Benson: Messrs. Chairmen and members of the committee:
When I resigned my position as psychologist in the Prison for Women in August
of last year, I withheld any comment in the hope that consideration of a brief
submitted to the Solicitor-General by the Elizabeth Fry Society of Kingston
would bring about some changes which would help to return the Prison for
Women to the status of an institution aimed at the rehabilitation of its inmates.
I and other senior staff members at the Prison for Women had assisted in the
preparation of this brief which was prepared at the request of Justice Minister
Lucien Cardin.

The Prison for Women, when I first joined its staff, was one of the bright
progressive spots in the Canadian correctional field. However, the restrictions
imposed on it by the Regional System of the Penitentiaries Branch, particularly
by the local rigid interpretation of this system, began to prove too restrictive for
an institution of the nature of the Prison for Women which is not a regional
prison in any sense of the word and cannot be fitted into any of the existing
categories of penitentiaries used for male offenders..

In March, 1966, Miss Isabel Macneill resigned her position as Superin-
tendent. Following her resignation, there has been complete implementation of
the male penitentiary service organizational set-up.

I would like to make a few comments on the chances of effective rehabilita-
tion and treatment under these conditions. The effect of a system of rigid
enforcement of rules is conformity. However, conformity can come from respect,
from fear, or from both. If conformity from fear alone could alter the
behaviour patterns of the women with whom the prison is dealing, the very
sentencing of them to prison should have achieved this effect. However, of the
371 women admitted to the Prison for Women during the period from April 1,
1961, to March 31, 1966, 32 per cent had previously received sentences to some
correctional institution, reformatory, jail or the Prison for Women.

Conformity from fear alone obviously does not work. It is the gradual
development of inner rather than outer controls that can lead to lasting change.
From 1961-1966 the Prison for Women emphasized the learning of conformity
through respect and the development of inner controls. Of 58 recidivists admit-
ted to the Prison for Women during that period (all of whom had been in the
Prison for Women at least once previously) 41 per cent had been returned to a
useful life in the community and has stayed out of trouble (as of July 15, 1966).
With a minimum of one year since release, only 31 per cent of that group of
known recidivists had been returned to the Prison for Women. Such results are
dramatically better than those obtained elsewhere in the Canadian Penitentiary
Service.

Up to 1961 recidivism rates for the Prison for Women had been similar to
those in the men’s penitentiaries. Each year 7 cut of 10 persons released were
returned to either provincial or federal correctional institutions. Coinciding with
the change in philosophy and program in the Prison for Women, the recidivism
rate for women dropped to an average of 3.5 in every 10 persons per year. These
results were not found to be related in any particular way to age, number of
previous convictions, or type of offence. The recidivism rate in the men’s institu-
tions remained virtually the same although there had been improvements in
training programs, pay for work, remissions, and other specific items in their
program. The most obvious difference is the philosophy of rehabilitation, based
on individual worth and an emphasis on closely coordinating the training and
treatment program with after-care planning and assistance. It would appear
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that this philosophy, then in force in the Prison for Women, had a direct bearing
on the dramatic improvements in results.

With the return of a system of inflexible rules, cne could predict some subtle
effects. These were already noticeable at the date of my resignation.

A system of more or less inflexible rules builds up the inmate-staff barrier.
The primary emphasis is placed on the difference between staff and inmates
rather than on respect for the individual as an individual. This strengthens the
inmate image of “we’re different and we’re inferior”. Lack of self-respect is a
characteristic in the female offender which is extremely hard to overcome.
Imprisonment entails loss of freedom and further loss of freedom and further
loss of self-respect. We surely assume that the aim of a correctional system is to
bring the offender back into the law-abiding group, more desirous and more
capable of being a part of society. If this is the aim, then one of the vital tasks of
a correctional system is to bring to the attention of the offenders what they share
in common with society—the emphasis must be on the positive elements in the
individual, the elements that society accepts and respects and for which society
can be proud of that particular individual.

The classification department in the Prison for Women operated in an
effective and close-working relationship between classification staff, psychologist,
psychiatrists, nurses, aftercare society workers, and other community agencies.
Without any doubt, this system maximized the usefulness of all these services.
During the months just before my resignation, I could see the classification
department rapidly being reduced to an appendage to the system, rather than an
integral part of it.

As a professional person with a need to respect the system for which I work
and to be proud of the work that I am involved in, I found it intolerable to
remain under a system where it now was becoming so unnecessarily difficult to
work constructively.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you very much, Miss Benson. If it is
acceptable to the committee, we will change the announced procedure slightly.
The statement which Mrs. Batstone made in November was apparently not
received by all members and Mr. Savoie, our Clerk, is downstairs having
photocopies made for everyone. I wonder if we could proceed now to question
Miss Macneill and Miss Benson and have Mrs. Batstone’s statement later? Is this
acceptable to the Committee?

Senator FERGUSSON: I do not want to start questioning now because I am not
prepared to do it, but it is customary when we have witnesses to have them
introduced with something said about their qualifications, which I do not think
we have had. I realize that these are professional people who have had consider-
able experience, but I think their qualifications should be set before the commit-
tee. Whether you have them or whether you might ask them to give their
qualifications themselves, I think they should be made known to this committee
before we question them.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I would like to apologize to the ladies for this
negligence on my part. I did not have the information in front of me.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I have some of it, Senator Fergusson.
I do not know in what detail I should give it. I was going to ask in the case of
Mrs. Batstone what we were lacking before we had her evidence. This is in some
detail.

Senator CAMERON: Could not Miss Macneill make a brief statement herself
for our benefit on what her background and experience is, and do this with each
one?
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you, Senator Cameron, I think that is
an excellent suggestion. Would you do that, Miss Macneill?

Miss MACNEILL: During the war years I served as a commander, the com-
manding officer of H.M.S. Conestoga, which was the basic training establishment
for all Wrens; some 6,000 Canadian Wrens went through this establishment.

When I left the training establishment I went to Halifax as Staff Officer
W.R.C.N.S. on the staff of the Commanding Officer, Atlantic Coast, and I was
responsible for the demobilization of some 2,300 Wrens in the area, which
involved liaison, of course, with many organizations in Canada when we were
trying to place these people back in civilian life as smoothly as possible.

Then I was asked to assume the superintendency of the Ontario Training
School for Girls, which was a school for the juvenile delinquent group aged 10
to 15 in the Province of Ontario. I served in that position for 6% years.

Then I was asked to return to the Navy to create a small permanent force of
R.C.N. Wrens, and I remained in that position for three years.

For the next two-years I did nothing, for personal reasons, illness in the
family. Then I went to Europe and spent a year visiting correctional institutions.
By that time I had had some contact with the late Brigadier Gibson, who was the
Commissioner of Penitentiaries, and he gave me introductions to many institu-
tions in Europe. I returned to Canada, and in 1960 was appointed Superintendent
of the Prison for Women.

I have been a member of the Elizabeth Fry Society for about 18 years. I was
a member of the Ontario Council of Canadian Corrections from 1954 to 1957.
I am a member of the editorial board of the Canadian Journal of Corrections. I
was invited by the American Society of Criminology to chair their meeting on
female offenders in Montreal in 1964. I was head of a committee on juvenile
delinquency in Halifax, Nova Scotia, in 1958.

At the present time I am about to assume a position with the Addiction
Research Foundation of Ontario. I am also going to act as consultant to the Joint
Commission on the Training of Manpower and Corrections in Washington, D.C.
I was offered a position with this commission but decided to remain in Canada.

Senator CAMERON: What was your educational background previous to these
experiences?

Miss MACNEILL: Strangely enough, I was educated as an artist; I attended
the Nova Scotia College of Art and received a diploma in teaching. Then I went
to England and spent some time there studying and working as a scenic designer.
My qualifications professionally for this work are limited, but when I got into
the training school business at Galt I availed myself of every opportunity to
learn. I think my concern for people is the great advantage I have in this work.

Senator CAMERON: You graduated in the school of experience then.

Mr. ToLMIE: On a point of clarification, you have had no formal training in
this particular field?

Miss MACNEILL: I am not a professional.
Mr. ToLMIE: You have no degree?
Miss MACNEILL: That is correct.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you very much, Miss Macneill. Miss
Benson, perhaps you could outline to the committee your educational qualifica-
tions and also your experience.

Miss BENsoN: I have an Honours B.A. degree from Queen’s University, with
a major in psychology. I am currently completing a master’s thesis from Queen’s
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University in clinical psychology, which includes clinical training, mental hos-
pitals etcetera.

I spent a year acquiring a diploma in criminology at the University of
Cambridge in England. This course includes field work and visiting a considera-
ble number of institutions, finding out about probation etcetera.

When I returned to Canada I began as psychologist at the Prison for
Women, where I remained until last August. Since then I have visited a number
of institutions on the west coast of Canada and in California.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Thank you, Miss Benson. We will now, with
the committee’s approval, proceed to question Miss Macneill and Miss Benson.
We will await the questioning of Mrs. Batstone until we have her statement and
she can then make it.

The first member who has indicated that he wishes to ask questions is Mr.
Stafford, then Mr. Aiken and Mr. Tolmie.

Mr. STAFFORD: Miss Macneill, you generalized a lot, gave many impressions
and expressed a great number of strong opinions. In reviewing any case we must
discuss these rules, regulations and directives, and the committee must deter-
mine whether or not your opinions are based on the facts necessary to counter
those opinions or conclusions. What were the differences in the restrictions right
after you went to the women’s penitentiary compared with what they were
before?

What I would like you to do is to express no opinions in reply to my
questions at this point; I would just like the facts. Just list the facts for us, as
shortly and concisely as possible, and let the committee come to a conclusion
whether your opinions are properly based or not. What were the differences in
the rules, restrictions or directives, which you have put so strongly? After you
arrived at the women’s penitentiary, what were the differences which made it so
different and so much more effective?

Miss MACNEILL: When I arrived at the prison there was no educational
program. A psychologist had been appointed. Mrs. Batstone had been there for
three years working valiantly—

Mr. STAFFORD: I just want the facts.

Mr. AIKEN: Mr. Chairman, surely we must let her answer. Mr. Stafford
should use his common sense.

Miss MAcNEILL: The inmates of the prison were working four hours a day in
the laundry, in the kitchen, in the shirt factory. They were locked up in the
evening; there was very little evening program, although the Elizabeth Fry
Society did come in one night a week. I am not suggesting that I created this
program. This program was created by the Commissioner of Penitentiaries; he
provided additional staff; it was agreed that inmates could go to school full time,
and those who wished to went to school full time; he provided better clothing,
better food and so on.

1 think that what happened in the Prison for Women has been publicized
very generally over the last six years. I understood your question initially, Mr.
Stafford, was what was the difference between the beginning period, that is 1963,
when I—

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): No, November, 1960.

Mr. StaFrForD: What I wanted, without taking up too much time, was this.
You talk about directives.

Msis MACNEILL: Yes, this is what I was coming to.
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Mr. STAFFORD: You were forced to do things. I want to divide my question
into iwo parts. What new directives were given after you took over, and what
new directives were given to cause you to quit? Then we can analyze them.

Miss MACNEILL: There were very few directives when I arrived in the Prison
for Women. There was a small handbook of about 40 pages of guidance to
penitentiary officers. This was supplanted by several volumes of directives
covering every single aspect of the operation of the Penitentiary Service.

Mr. STAFFORD: When did that happen?

Miss MAacNEILL: Well, it was happening over the years from 1963, 1964, 1965.
There was a deluge of directives on many things. As an example, inmates bring
into the prison a certain amount of money, or they earn money by their spare
time work. I am not referring to the pay they get, which must be controlled.
Eventually we had to produce a detailed list of every single thing that an inmate
could buy with her own money. I felt that this was bad training for the inmate.
The inmate has a limited amount of money, whether she has earned it or
whether it was sent in, and she should be learning to make the right choices in
the expenditure of her money.

Mr. STAFFORD: You said you had to make lists of what she purchased.

Miss MACNEILL: No, of what she was able to purchase, a detailed list down to
such things as bobby pins and so on. Now this—

Mr. STAFFORD: Just a minute. What things were not on the list that you felt
should be?

Miss MACNEILL: I could not tell you because from time to time different
situations arise. For instance, we had Doukhobors who came in and wanted to eat
dulse and wanted special oils for cooking, things they were prepared to buy at
their own expense. Special letters had to be written to get permission.

An arthritic woman came in, an elderly woman who wanted a deck chair
because she could not sit on the ground, but deck chairs are not provided by the
Penitentiary Service. There were many details of this sort.

In answer to your question, I would refer to section 26 (a) of the Penitentia-
ry Act, which permits leave of absence, with or without escort, for humanitarian
and rehabilitation reasons. Prior to 1963 I would present the case to headquar-
ters, and on no occasion was this privilege refused. That is leave for over three
days for rehabilitation and humanitarian reasons. There was only one occasion
when this went wrong. As this became the authority of the regional director
these permissions were refused.

In two such cases the inmates were about to be paroled; they were married
women of 45 years and over. They had been separated from their husbands for
three or four years, and it was the feeling of the institution that it would be
beneficial to these women’s ultimate rehabilitation that they should spend the
Christmas holiday at home and come back to the prison, at their own expense.
This request was refused. Both women were paroled within three or four
months. I maintain that the purpose of this act is to facilitate the return of people
to the community, and then if they run into problems bring them back into the
institution.

Mr. STAFFORD: You mean when you first took over you could make your own
decisions?

Miss MAcCNEILL: No, I did not make my own decisions. The decisions were
approved by headquarters.

Mr. STAFFORD: By whom? The Parole Board?

Miss MACNEILL: No, by the Director of Inmate Training.
24727—2
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): At Ottawa?

Miss MACNEILL: In Ottawa.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): But when it became regionalized?
Miss MAcNEILL: The Regional Director had the approval.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): You felt you did not have the same
endorsation of your recommendations in respect of personal visits?

Miss MACNEILL: Not the same flexibility.
Mr. STAFFORD: When was the first one turned down?
Miss MACNEILL: Christmas, 1965.

Mr. STarFrorD: How many were allowed out on your recommendation
without any refusals up to that time?

Miss MACNEILL: Four or five.

Mr. StarFForD: How many since the one you have just mentioned did you
have refused?

Miss MACNEILL: Three. I did not ask any more because I realized it was
futile.

Similarly, section 26 (b), which allows leave up to three days on my
authority, was used extensively on the recommendation of the staff. For instance,
we had a well educated woman who wanted to attend the Dunning Trust
Lectures at Queen’s; she was a reliable person and was allowed to attend those
lectures. We had inmates who wanted to take a course in art and they were
allowed to go to a local exhibition. We had a plan for weekends when a group of
inmates were taken out to the staff college.

In any case where we felt rehabilitation would be helped by outside activi-
ties this was done, but then I was told very firmly by the Regional Director that
this was contrary to penitentiary policy, that no inmate should get any special
attention because of her ability or special qualities. This is not the practice now. I
read in the paper that a man in Saskatchewan was attending university. But I
was told then that no inmate must be allowed out in this fashion.

Senator CAMERON: Was any reason given?

Miss MAcCNEILL: The reason was that no inmate should have any special
attention because of any particular ability or interests that she might have.

Mr. STAFFORD: You say that that problem is non-existent at the present. Is
that right?

Miss MACNEILL: I do not know about the Prison for Women, but I read in the
press that a man is allowed to attend the University of Saskatchewan.

Another point of conflict was the decision to move the classification depart-
ment geographically from the hospital area and the psychiatrist’s office to a
remote part of the prison where it would not be near the hospital ward or the
psychiatrist. The classification officers and the psychologist were to be quite
removed.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would that make _much difference?

Miss MACNEILL: It would make a great deal of difference. Their records are
shared; frequently there are conferences. Many of the patients, the inmates, with
whom these people deal are in the hospital area.

Mr. STAFFORD: What would be the distance between the two offices?

Miss MACNEILL: The distance is perhaps not as important as the fact that
there are barriers to go through. This is being done now. If you wanted to look at
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a file you would walk up a two-storey stairway. Confidential letters might go
back and forth and there is always the possibility of them being mislaid.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): If I might ask a supplementary question on
this point. Were these physical changes necessitated by anything that you saw?

Miss MACNEILL: No. The idea was that in the Penitentiary Service the
classification department comes under the Deputy Superintendent; there was not
room for the Deputy Superintendent in that area and therefore a new area was
created so that the Deputy Superintendent would have the classification depart-
ment near her.

In my opinion it is more important to have the classification and treatment
people in close contact with the psychiatrist, nurses and medical officer than the
Deputy Superintendent, who in general in the Penitentiary Service is not a
professional person.

Mr. STAFFORD: He would be actually responsible .though, would not he?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): It is a her. The classification départ-
ment was described as being headed by a her. Is not that so?

Miss MAcCNEILL: The Deputy Superintendent is a man or a woman.
Mr. STAFFORD: But the Deputy Superintendent is over her in rank.

Miss MAcNEILL: This is a very interesting point. This is one of the reasons
why the Penitentiary Service is not getting professional staff, because a person
with a university degree is not prepared to be responsible to a person, however
estimable that person may be, who has worked up through the guard level, and
certainly knows custody, but does not know treatment.

Mr. StarrForDp: Did the Deputy Superintendent ever interfere with a psy-
chologist or psychiatrist in the treatment? Would he interfere in any direct way?

Miss MAcNEILL: Not when I was there, Mr. Stafford, but I do not know. I
have heard that this happens in institutions, and I have talked with professional
penitentiary staff who feel they were interfered with in that way.

Mr. STAFFORD: In many businesses today all across this country we find
owners of businesses, factories and corporations who have very little education
hiring people of very high education, do we not, and being their bosses. Would it
be any different in a penitentiary?

Miss MACNEIL: Yes, it is different when these people are treating inmates
and inmates are being treated as required by their emotional and mental
problems. There are quite often conflicts in ways of treatment; conflicts on how
long a person should be locked up or whether they should be deprived of basic
privileges. There are conflicts.

Mr. STAFFORD: I take it you feel that the psychiatrists or psychologists
should be more or less in control and not take directives from above?

Miss MACNEILL: I do not think they should be in control, but I think
professional people should be in the position of advisers.

Mr. STAFFORD: You know that there have been many complaints emanating
from, I take it, your statements and those of Mrs. Batstone and Miss Benson, on
television, and so on, concerning the Women’s Prison since you left. I heard a
program in which Doris French gave a summation after, it would seem, she had
been talking to you. Do you remember that?

Miss MAcNEILL: I have not talked to Doris French.

Mr. STAFFORD: She said that the Women’s Prison at Kingston had “changed
drastically for the worse since the resignation last March of its progressive and
24727—2}



80 JOINT COMMITTEE

far-sighted Superintendent Isabel Macneill.” Do you agree it has changed dras-
tically for the worse?

Miss MAcNEILL: I do not know anything about it; I have not been in it. I
think you should ask the other members.

Mr. STAFFORD: So as far as you are concerned the women’s penitentiary may
be as good now as it was when you were there?

Miss MACNEILL: From personal experience I am not prepared to discuss
what it is like at the moment. I have talked to its ex-inmates and I have talked
to people who have been in it who feel that there is a difference. I am not
prepared to say it is better or worse, but it is different.

Mr. STAFFORD: I went down to the women’s penitentiary a few weeks ago. I
cannot remember just when; it was after the visit of the committee to Kingston.
I then interviewed approximately 40 girls and took fairly extensive notes from
21 of them before I almost gave out. Would it surprise you to know that I found,
after talking to them one at a time all by myself, with no superintendent, getting
very directly to the point, that they had nothing to worry about in what they
said about the new superintendent, every one of them to whom I talked liked it
much better under the system now? I was unable to find one who did not. I put it
to them in a fair manner, saying, “I am here to see if we can make this better.
Have you got any complaints? What do you think of it now as compared with
when Miss Macneill was here?” Would it surprise you that each one of them
without exception—and I can give you the names of the 21 if you wish—thought
it was much better under the system now than it was before, and that what they
are learning now puts them in a much better position to accept life on the outside
than when you were there?

Miss MACNEILL: No, it would not surprise me in the least.

Mr. McQuaAip: Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if the witness should be
subjected to this type of questioning.

Miss MACNEILL: I do not mind in the least.

Mr. McQualp: If a member of the committee wants to set himself up as a
witness, that is different.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Let me say this. I personally—and I think I
can make this interjection—interviewed six inmates, four of whom were highly
in favour of Miss Macneill’s method and two or three of the other method. I
think all members here have their own views on what is going on at the
Women’s Prison. We are here to get as much evidence as possible drawn out of
the witnesses we have. I think Mr. Stafford’s method of questioning will draw
out the sort of evidence that we all want to hear, and I think Miss Macneill is
quite capable of handling the questions.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Miss Macneill says that she is. I want
to raise one question, having made some inquiries on my own part, having,
perhaps unlike Mr. Stafford, an assistant. My wife also made similar inquiries.
The question I want to have resolved is, not whether they like it better, but
whether, in Mr. Stafford’s phrase, they were learning more.

Mr. STAFFORD: I am only quoting the summation.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I want to know whether they liked it
better or whether they were learning more, and what is the difference. I missed
your point.

Mr. McQuaAIp: There is a proper way to ask that question, Mr. Chairman. It
ought not to be prefaced by a long statement on the information one of the
members of the committee received from one of the inmates. Let the question be
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asked of the witness without prefacing it by a statement. If he wants to set
himself up as a witness, that is all right, but the witness ought not to be
subjected to this form of leading questions. I do not think it is a proper way to
conduct the meeting at all, if you will pardon my saying that.

Senator FERGUSSON: I think some of us would appreciate hearing Miss
Macneill’s answer to that question just the way it was asked.

Mr. STAFFORD: We will probably never get down to it if Mr. McQuaid has
his way.

Miss MACNEILL: May I answer it?
Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.

Miss MAcNEILL: It would not surprise me in the least that inmates are
infinitely happier in the Prison for Women. I know quite a lot about inmates, and
I think most people who have known me will agree with that. Inmates in
institutions want to do their time in peace; they do not want any challenges;
they do not want anybody, as they said, “bugging” them to change.

The program we had in the Prison for Women caused turmoil. It caused
turmoil intentionally. We wanted to encourage treason to criminal society, and
we did it. We divided inmate against inmate population; they were not solid. An
institution where the inmates are happy is usually an institution where there is
great division—staff on one side, inmates on another; they know their places and
they stay in them.

After all, inmates are, with very few exceptions, weak persons and they are
quite happy to fit in. Some of those who might not be happy to fit in must fit in,
because in an institution there is always a core of strongly—I do not like to use
the word criminally orientated, but anti-law, anti-authoritarian people who tend
to run the institution, and they will get the others to conform because if people
conform you get more privileges, you get late TV, all these things, privileges that
are very pleasant inside.

However, I do not think the inmate is the person to say she is being treated
in a manner which will make her more ready to fit into our society. I think that
must be proven in time. I think all three of us here stand on the record, which
we have had checked by the RCMP. The survey carried out in 1963 was checked
by the RCMP and then re-checked by the Psychology Department at Queen’s,
and they said the statistics are valid.

Mr. STAFFORD: Do I understand you correctly that the real difference in
what happened when you were there, especially at first, is the fact that you more
or less gave them more privileges, you let them make up their own minds more?

Miss MACNEILL: Not privileges, no. They had to make up their minds, but
they were not given any more privileges. They have to earn privileges.

Mr. STAFFORD: Then would you list the differences in more factual form,
when you felt it was just right and when you felt it was wrong?

Miss MACNEILL: The women’s prison just right? I never felt the prison was
just right.

Mr. STAFFORD: As right as it could be under your guidance.

Miss MAacNEILL: When you are dealing with a group of people you must have
flexibility. The population of a prison changes, it changes very quickly, remarka-
bly quickly. When I first went to the prison there were very few young people
and we were able to relax a number of the regulations. The first thing I believed
in was free movement inside the institution, because I do not think any human
being will adjust in society if she cannot make choices as to whether she will be
in the right place at the right time. That is the first choice.
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Mr. Starrorp: What is another one? That is what I am looking for. The
word ‘“flexibility,” if you understand what I mean, is a general term, it could
mean anything. We have free movement within the institution under your
guidance. What is another quality?

Miss MACNEILL: Another quality was that when people deviated—they knew
where they were supposed to be and when they were supposed to be there—

Mr. STAFFORD: What do you mean? When they deviated from what? Their
free movement?

Miss MACNEILL: When they deviated from the regulation that said where
they were supposed to be they were spotted by staff and brought before the
disciplinary committee. We determined what they needed, why they behaved in
this way. In the Prison for Women in 1961, 1962, 1963 and 1964 the reason
sought for misbehaviour was always “Why?” Not how they behaved but why
they behaved in this way.

Mr. STAFFORD: You missed my point. How could you have a deviation from
absolutely free movement?

Miss MACNEILL: My choice of words may not be good, but they had free
movement to go from the dining room to classes or to the work areas.

Mr. STaAFForRD: What do you mean, any time of the day or night they could
go to classes?

Miss MACNEILL: During the day hours. You were in the prison, you know the
routine. They spend a certain amount of time in the cells; in the day time they
are in classes or work areas, and at meal times they are in the dining room.

Mr. StaFFoRD: The point I am getting at is this, so that we can put it down
in factual form: the difference between free movement, when you thought it was
correct and when you thought it was incorrect.

Miss MAcNEILL: I did not think free movement was ever incorrect. Individ-
uals who violated it were dealt with.

Mr. STAFFORD: But when it was changed?
Miss MAcNEILL: I was not there, Mr. Stafford, I do not know.

Mr. STAFFORD: So all the time you were there you certainly agreed with the
free movement?

Miss MACNEILL: Indeed I did, yes.

Mr. STaFFoRD: Then what quality was changed, or what directives changed
it to make it so bad that you resigned? Could you list them? That is what I am
getting at.

Miss MACNEILL: There are many things, but I think the simplest thing is that
I happen to believe in treatment, I believe in the treatment process as the
important thing for changing people. I do not think that people can be changed
by directive; I do not think they can be changed by incarceration.

Mr. STAFFORD: I do not want to interrupt you, but—

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Stafford, I am giving you free rein in your
questions, but I think we should give Miss Macneill an opportunity to answer
fully.

Mr. STAFFORD: I just want to put one question to Miss Macneill that, with
respect, I think is very important. Could you give us the facts? What do you
mean by “treatment”?

Miss MACNEILL: Selection of staff with the right attitude towards the in-
mates; selection of staff with the right educational background. These things are
all described in my—
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Mr. STAFFORD: What was it—

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think we should allow Miss Macneill to
answer each question fully without any interruption. We will have to bear with
Mr. Stafford, who is a very competent criminal lawyer, and he is cross-examin-
ing Mrs. MacNei’'l in a capable way. It is because of this that I am accepting his
type of questioning, and I think we are getting to the root of the matter by this
line of questioning. I think Miss Macneill is quite capable of handling it if she is
permitted to answer the questions in full.

Senator CAMERON: Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted to make one observa-
tion? I have not had very much to do with Mr. Stafford; he may be a very
eminent criminal lawer, and he is certainly acting like one today, but that is not
the purpose of this meeting. He has the right to ask questions here the same as
anybody else, but personally I think we are now wasting time on minutiae that
do not mean one darned thing in terms of hard facts. I think some of the other
members of the committee might have something to say.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Stafford, we will give you another seven
minutes to complete your questioning.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Mr. Stafford, I am not chairman
today, but as I have listened to your examination, which has been quite exten-
sive, I wondered whether it could be confined to perhaps a question without
detai's. Miss Macneill came in 1960, she resigned in March, 1966. Could you not
confine your questions to the reasons for her resignation in March, 1966, the
programs that she had developed over those years that were either changed or
not accepted?

Senator FERGUSSON: We have other witnesses, I would like to remind the
chairman.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would you then answer the senator’s question, Miss Macneill,
as he put it?

Miss MACNEILL: Mr. Chairman, there are many reasons. I cannot possibly go
into all the reasons for my resignation. The main reason is, I think, I felt the
Penitentiary Service was not following what I believe to be a very important
part of the rehabilitation of criminals, and that is providing the type of staff who
can work closely with inmates.

I am not suggesting that the Penitentiary Service can employ endless psy-
chiatrists, psychologists and social workers. I feel that other staff could be
trained in this sort of thinking. Inmates are anti-social, they have reasons for
being anti-social, there are techniques for changing thinking and this requires
intensive individual or group therapy.

I asked for classification staff in 1964. I did not get them.

Mr. STAFFORD: Did you have them before?

Miss MAacNEILL: I had Mrs. Batstone who did classification. She had two
secretaries, and she was carrying a tremendous load. We were one year without
a psychologist. I do not know why the Penitentiary Service could not get a
psychologist, but we were one year without one, and this made the treatment
program, the team approach which I believe in, impossible.

In Galt I had the experience of having a psychiatrist to begin with with no
supporting staff. It was completely ineffective. You can have five psychiatrists in
a prison for women, but if they do not have the social workers, psychologists,
guidance counsellors, call them what you like, working with the inmates, then
they are ineffective. I went through this at Galt, and I ended with a full-time
psychologist and eight social workers for 125 children.
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Mr. STAFFORD: What was the total number of employees in the women’s
penitentiary when you quit?

Miss MacNeIiLL: When I went there there were 46, when I left there were
56, and now there are 79. I do not understand, and will never understand, why
I did not get the staff that I required.

Mr. STaFFORD: That was 56 for how many inmates?

Miss MACNEILL: One hundred and twenty-five; 130 at the top, and it went
down to 103. That was the average.

Mr. StarrorD: I would like to get back to the question I was on before the
co-chairman asked you his question. What directives actually changed some time
before you resigned?

Miss MAcCNEILL: There were not directive changes. There were new direc-
tives brought out.

Mr. STAFFORD: What were they? That is what I am asking. Would you just
list a few of them? My time is nearly up, you see, and I want to get an answer.

Miss MAcNEILL: Well, every single aspect of inmate life is covered by a
directive. Inmates must have passes to go everywhere; there must be control; the
handling of the disciplinary board.

Mr. STAFFORD: How?

Miss MACNEILL: It sounds like a sort of court-martial. In other words,
testimony taken and so on. Now, these are inadequate people whom you can get
at by counselling, but not by having a secretary sit down and take notes of
everything that person says, because usually they say nothing and you get
nowhere.

Mr. STAFFORD: Would you just list a number of these directives given, I
think you said, by regional headquarters?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I used the word ‘““‘directive” not as something that is typed
out, although there are hundreds of those. There was a directive that the
classification department was to be moved. Another directive I was given was
that polyethylene would be better in the cells than curtains.

Mr. STAFFORD: Are these the directives?

Miss MAcCNEILL: There was a directive concerning barriers after we had
some trouble. Eight inmates were involved in trouble in January 1964, and
temporarily I agreed that barriers had to be locked. After a few weeks the
institution settled down very quietly and I wanted to open the barriers, but the
Regional Director said no, that it was safer to leave them that way. In other
words, a maximum security institution. This is the type of thing I am talking
about as a directive.

Mr. STAFFORD: Are there any more?
Miss MACNEILL: There are many more.

Mr. StaFrForD: What I wanted to do was to ask you what these stern
directives were that you indicated in your opening and let the committee come
to the conclusion whether they merit any comment.

Miss MAcCNEILL: Mr. Stafford, if the committee is going to investigate the
Penitentiary Service you will have the opportunity of reading these directives.

Mr. STAFFORD: I just wondered if you could name a few, just list them
briefly. Could you do that? Then I will end my questioning there for now.

Senator FERGUSSON: The seven minutes have expired, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. STAFFORD: Would you just list the directives?
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): There are now thirty seconds left.

Miss MAcNEILL: Thirty seconds is too short a time. I will send them to Mr.
Stafford.

Mr. ToLmIE: In defence of Mr. Stafford, I would say I think this is very
valid. If the answer is not forthcoming, that is fine, but I think this is quite
relevant.

Mr. McQuaIip: We could all get copies of these directives.
Mr. STaFFOoRD: We will listen to your questions and see how direct they are.

Miss MAcNEILL: I would like to say that we had three people administering
the institution when I went there. I was the superintendent, I had an assistant
superintendent for organization administration and an assistant superintendent
for supply. We were running an institution which was as complex in character,
although not as great in numbers, as Kingston Penitentiary.

As these directives came out they established procedures for a staff of
80—special service officers, staff training officer, vocational training officer and so
on; there was a set of directives for the operation of all these people, whom we
did not have. I tried very hard to keep up with these directives, but we had a
staff shortage and I would have had no time to run the institution if I had
followed the directives. If you get hold of the volumes I think you will under-
stand what I mean.

Mr. AIKEN: I have just two or three questions to put to Miss Macneill. From
1960 until you resigned you were part of the Canadian penitentiary system and
associated with the governing body of the male prison as well as the female. In
other words, you had contact back and forth with everyone in the Penitentiary
Service in the Kingston area and Ottawa. Is that correct?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. AIKEN: Do you find that the Penitentiary Service has a natural magnet-
ism towards rigidity, conformity and punitive measures, that this is the basis
from which the Penitentiary Service traditionally operates?

Miss MAcNEILL: Rigidity and conformity; I would not say punitive, except in
a very few instances. I have observed things that I consider punitive. For
instance, I consider taking a man to court in leg irons unnecessarily punitive;
I do not think these things are needed today. However, I would not agree in
general that the Penitentiary Service is punitive.

Mr. A1kEN: Would you have said restrictive?
Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. AIRKEN: Actually your struggle was an effort to move away from this
rather natural inclination of the Penitentiary Service and bring in measures that
were more fitted to the individual prisoners. Is that correct?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. AIKEN: Do I understand from your evidence that you thought the Prison
for Women should be responsible directly to the Commissioner rather than be
under a regional area?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, I did.
Mr. AIRKEN: Do you feel that fundamentally this was the problem you

encountered as there was a change in policy, putting you under the regional
area?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes. I would not like to suggest it was a question of
personalities. The point was that as the Penitentiary Service developed from 1960
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the regulations just became more and more restrictive and a certain authori-
ty was given to the Regional Director. For instance, he had the authority under
section 26 to let people go off for two or three weeks with or without escort, but
he did not have authority to send a person to hospital, the doctor’s permission
would have to come to Ottawa for this, and I found this very confusing.

Initially everything went to headquarters. I can see that headquarters could
not possibly be concerned with all the institutions now, but I do believe the
Prison for Women is different, it has a different type of population. It was also
small enough for experimentation, and this is what we were doing, we were
experimenting; some experiments worked, some did not.

Mr. AikKeN: Would you like to make any comment on other specialized
reform institutions, say minimum security institutions or centres for addiction or
others like that? Would you feel that perhaps special responsibility for them
should be directed towards the Commissioner, giving them a little more freedom
in their own field?

Miss MACNEILL: I cannot really speak about them because I do not know
enough about them. I have not visited Matsqui. I do not think the program there
is under way because they have not got enought inmates. I believe there are
other minimum security institutions, but I would not make a statement on that
aspect, because frankly I do not know.

Mr. AIKEN: From your experience in the Prison for Women, would you feel
there might be tendency for specialized agencies to get bogged down in paper
work and regulations, as you were, when trying to do a specialized job?

Miss MAcCNEILL: Yes, I would go along with that.

Mr. AIREN: My comments are based on the fact that one or two minimum
security institutions are under the same difficulty.

Miss MAcCNEILL: I do not know whether they are under difficulty, because all
their paper work is done by the parent institution, so they do not really have the
same problem I had.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): You mean they are—

Miss MAcCNEILL: They are satellites.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Satellites, that is the right word.

Mr. AIRKEN: Is the office of the Regional Director for Ontario located in
Kingston?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. AIREN: In fact, there is quite a substantial complex of prisons and
penitentiaries?

Miss MAcCNEILL: Yes. There are some 2,000 men, I think, in the area.

Mr. A1keN: Fundamentally, then, your complaint is that the Prison for
Women is a specialized institution which is different from the others there for
men, and that you could more easily be self-contained if you were under direct
instruction from Ottawa, from the Commissioner, rather than from the Regional
Director?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, I believe this.

Mr. AIKEN: You said you believe it is not a question of personalities?
Miss MAacNEILL: That is right.

Mr. AIKeN: It is a question of the organizational set-up?

Miss MACNEILL: That is correct.
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Mr. AIKEN: And anyone who was superintendent of that Prison for Women
would run into the same problems as you did if they were tied down with the
type of paper work and directions that you encountered?

Miss MACNEILL: If they wished to run a creative institution and experiment,
yes.

Mr. AIKEN: So there is a direct conflict between the regional set-up and the
independent staff that you think you should have. That is all, thank you.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Miss Macneill, I am abusing my
privilege here, but could I ask you this. You used an interesting word, “satellite”.
The Prison for Women is one of a kind, a national institution for women. Were
you in any sense a satellite of the complex at Kingston? Did you have to sub-
scribe to some senior person at Kingston?

Miss MAcCNEILL: Initially my terms of reference made me responsible to the
Commissioner of Penitentiaries for the treatment and training of inmates and
the direction of staff. All other aspects of management were the responsibility of
Kingston Penitentiary. Then it was split: supply and maintenance went over to
Collin’s Bay, so I had liaison with the Warden of Kingston Penitentiary and his
staff, the Warden of Collin’s Bay and his staff, the Commissioner of Peniten-
tiaries and the Regional Director and his staff. It was a nightmare of administra-
tion, because the areas were not defined.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): If I may ask one question to follow
that up. You were unique in that you were a national ladies’ institution?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, sir.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): But under some re-organization in
the early sixties there was developed a regional authority to which you reported,
notwithstanding the fact that you were national in your activities?

Miss MAcCNEILL: Correct.

Mr. ToLMmIE: Of the approximately 7,000 penitentiary inmates, to how many
do your remarks apply?

Miss MACNEILL: My remarks about treatment?

Mr. ToLMmIE: Yes. How many are in the institution to which you are
referring?

Miss MAcCNEILL: The female situation is different from the male.
Mr. ToLMmIE: How many in numbers?

Miss MACNEILL: I am sorry, I do not follow.

Mr. ToLMIE: What I am trying to arrive at in perhaps a cumbersome way is
this. There are approximately 7,000 penitentiary inmates. How many are in the
women'’s institution at Kingston?

Miss MAcNEILL: I do not know, but I believe at the moment there are
roughly 75 in the Prison for Women and about 25 in Matsqui. I am not sure of
the figures.

Mr. ToLMmiE: Then we are discussing 75 inmates. As I understand your
contention, which I think you have very vividly stated, the Penitentiary Service
does not stress rehabilitation but tends to emphasize custody and security. All
the evidence presented to the committee, and my information, has been to the
contrary. For example, in the evidence submitted by the Honourable L. T.
Pennell, the Solicitor General, he states that the penitentiary system has in the
past, and will even more so in the future, stressed the question of rehabilitation,
and he cites various programs they are carrying on such as leisure time, religion,
contact with families, contacts with social agencies, contact with society, clas-
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sification process, diagnostic service, counselling and education. On page 1 of
your statement you say:

It is my conviction that the attitudes of many staff to inmates, their
lack of knowledge of the reasons for criminal behaviour and lack of faith
in the majority of inmates’ ability to reform, are the reasons why prisons
have not been more successful.

This seems to be a divergence of opinion. Would it be fair to say that the at-
titudes of yourself and the Penitentiary Service are the same, and that it is just
a question of having the personnel and facilities to attain these goals?

Miss MAcNEILL: I think that is a fair statement. My statements are based on
certainly two studies that I know of, one by Dr. Ciale of the University of
Montreal on St. Vincent de Paul and the Federal Training Centre, in which it
was indicated that some 68 per cent returned in five years, and recently in the
Canadian Journal of Corrections there was a study on recidivism and parolees by
Mr. Andrews. To my knowledge, not a great deal of research has been done on
recidivism, but by following the Commissioners’ reports over ten years you do
get a picture.

Mr. ToLMmIE: I just want to get back to my original question.
Miss MACNEILL: I agree.

Mr. ToLMmIE: There was no divergence of opinion as to the necessity of the

rehabilitation attitude towards inmates between yourself and the Penitentiary
Service?

Miss MAcNEILL: No. I think there is a diversity of opinion perhaps on the
necessity to have more therapy in institutions. I know there are many vacancies
for psychologists.

Mr. ToLMIE: Are you prepared to say your aims and the aims of the service
are the same, but it is difficult to get the personnel?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, I agree they are the same.

Mr. ToLMIE: So you are all working together, but it seems that at the
present time you just have not got the facilities. I think that is basically the
position.

Miss MacNEILL: I think the approach as well as the facilities. We must
recognize that there are still a great many, if I may use the phrase, old-timers in
the Penitentiary Service. Undoubtedly there has been an effort to train them, but
if you study the curriculum of the Ontario Staff Training College you will
observe that there is very little in it on the personality of the offender; the
curriculum tends to stress how to handle people rather than why they behave as
they do.

Mr. ToLMIE: Would you agre that the Solicitor General in his statements
and by his record has indicated a desire to emphasize rehabilitation?

Miss MACNEILL: Very definitely.

Mr. ToLmIE: And that ultimately he is responsible for the attitude in
penitentiaries, and therefore, since he feels that way, this is now in the process of
being implemented, and will be more so in the future?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, if he is left. In my opinion some of the most pqsitix{e
statements ever made on penitentiaries were made by Mr. Favreau in his
speeches.

Mr. ToLMmIk: I do not think the questions put by Mr. Stafford were at all
irrelevant, because you categorically stated that there were certain changes in
the regulations, and restrictions.

-~
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Miss MAcCNEILL: Not changes. Regulations and restrictions were created, in
my opinion unacceptable to an institution of 100 people.

Mr. ToLMIE: That is fine. Now we have arrived at this position, that new
regulations were instituted. You mentioned two or three things that were
proceeding very nicely and then they stopped. You mentioned more movement,
that you created more movement, and you mentioned the question of barriers.
Did these regulations curtail educational facilities? Just “Yes” or “No” if you
can.

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, I would say they did, because in the beginning we took
groups of inmates in school out to educational institutions and this was curtailed.

Mr. ToLMIE: It was curtailed?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): When?

Miss MAcNEIL: In about 1964.

Mr. ToLmie: Did they curtail entertainment?

Miss MAcNEILL: No, there was no curtailment of entertainment.

Mr. ToLMiE: Did they curtail religious knowledge?

Miss MAcCNEILL: No, definitely no curtailment of religious knowledge.
Mr. ToLMiIE: Did they enforce longer hours in the cells, for example?

Miss MACNEILL: It was suggested. I resisted this. This is one of the things I
would say I disobeyed.

Mr. ToLMIE: You mean you changed the regulation?

Miss MACNEIL: No. The decision was left with the superintendent, but it was
suggested after this disturbance that inmates should be locked up again at 8
o’clock. I said I saw no reason for restricting 100 people because of the activities
of only eight, that I preferred to deal with the eight.

Mr. ToLMIE: So it was not put in a regulation?
Miss MAcNEILL: No, it was not a diktat.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Are the members of the committee
who attended the Kingston institution right in their impression that, except for a
lack of facilities in that there are perhaps 75 female inmates and only perhaps 55
acceptable rooms, the rooms are not locked rooms, they are open for sociability,
the doors are open for a relatively long period of the day? In fact they are
always open; there are no locks on the 50 or so rooms that I observed.

Miss MAcNEILL: That is correct.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): They looked like nice bedrooms to
me.

Miss MACNEILL: Very nice.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): They are better than many bedrooms
in girls’ colleges, but there are not enough of them in my opinion. There are still
30 people not in them, some of whom do not need a poor establishment and could
have a better establishment.

Miss MAcCNEILL: That is correct.

Mr. Tormig: Is it not true that there are more vacant cells than are
required?

Miss MAcCNEILL: The Prison for Women has never reached capacity, but a
number of inmates were transferred to Matsqui and a number of inmates were
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paroled. I do not know anything about it. I do not know why the population is so
low, except that the people we had over the years are not coming back.

Mr. ToLMIE: It is not a crowded prison then?
Miss MAcCNEILL: It is not a crowded prison.
Mr. ToLmiIE: But they cut down visiting privileges?

Miss MAcNEILL: I had some trouble over visiting privileges. When the
regulation came out it specified very clearly one hour a month, which could be
divided into two half-hour visits. Previously, because we had inmates from long
distances, we would allow parents to visit every day. I do not know whether it
has been cut down or not; I would not be able to answer that. Certainly that
was the regulation as issued. In other words, I was constantly in the position of
ignoring the regulation.

Mr. ToLMIE: You ignored the regulation?

Miss MAcNEILL: I had to ignore the regulation, yes. The Commissioner knew
I was ignoring the regulations and he agreed that I could ignore them, but the
regulation was there.

Mr. ToLMIE: You say the visiting privileges were changed but perhaps not
curtailed. ;

Miss MACNEILL: They were not changed; they were defined by regulation.
When I went to the prison, by custom over the years, if a visitor came to the
prison from hundreds of miles away—

Mr. ToLmIE: Miss Macneill—

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Let her finish her answer.

Mr. ToLmie: I would like to have an answer to this very simple question.
Mr. AIKEN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order—

Mr. STAFFORD: Let him finish.

Mr. ToLMIE: Miss Macneill cannot finish an answer if it is not an answer to
the question asked.

Mr. AIREN: This is ridiculous.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Order. Mr. Tolmie, I think we should allow
Miss Macneill to answer that question fully and then you can proceed.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Miss Macneill, would you finish the
answer about visitors coming from more than a hundred miles?

Miss MACNEILL: You see, this is one of the things that makes this institution
unique. More than half the population at one time were from the west coast,
drug addicts and so on; they had very few visitors, but if a visitor came and
spent three or four days there that visitor was permitted to visit every day. This
was contrary to the regulations issued in the directive; the directive stated that
for a maximum security institution the visit would be so-and-so. The Commis-
sioner was very understanding about this and said that certainly they could visit.
I was therefore in a position where over and over again the regulations did not
fit the situation.

Mr. ToLMIE: Then in the case of visiting privileges you found that in order
to administer the visiting hours properly, sometimes regulations would have to
be overlooked in the interests of the inmates?

Miss MacNEILL: That is correct.

Mr. Toumie: What I gather from your answers, Miss Macneill, is that you
were more or less disturbed by the actual administration according to the
regulations?




- PENITENTIARIES 91

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. ToLMiE: But the general philosophy does not seem to be so paramount.
It is a matter of the routine in administration changes to which basically you
took objection. Is that correct?

Miss MAcNEILL: I think there was a change in philosophy after 1963. There
were a number of troubles in the Penitentiary Service in 1962, and although
certainly rehabilitation remained the goal I think that there were some changes
in attitude.

Mr. ToLMmIE: Have you studied other comparable women’s institutions in
other countries?

Miss MACNEILL: I have visited about 50, I think.
Mr. ToLmIE: How would this one compare?

Miss MAcNEILL: Oh, this is a very rigid prison today. I do not know of
another women’s prison where passes are required to move from one area to
another. Most institutions have a perimeter which is a wire fence, and within
the perimeter there is free movement, except that each supervisor of an area is
responsible for having the people she should have in her department, but it is
left up to the inmates to go. Alderson, West Virginia, which is a federal prison
for women, is a large college type campus, and women move quite freely
between buildings. There is one house there which has no staff supervision, one
cottage of 35 women.

I visited Holloway, which is, of course, a medieval building, where most
women who are a long time there can move to a prison farm, Askham Grange,
where there is no fencing; these women live in a country house and can go by
bus to York and work.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Tolmie, I wonder if I could interrupt
your questioning to allow Senator Fergusson to put some questions?

Mr. ToLmik: I had finished.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mrs. Maclnnis, you should come next, but
would you permit Senator Fergusson to interpose?

Mrs. MacInnis: Certainly.

Senator FERGUSSON: I have to leave to catch a plane. I had hoped to have the
chance to ask a number of questions, but one of the things I particularly wanted
to ask Miss Macneill about was the condition she found in the prison when she
went to it in the first place. I had visited the prison in the fifties and came away
then feeling very distressed that we should be treating people as they were being
treated. I made a speech in the Senate on it, but I do not suppose any of the rest
of you ever heard about it. I felt very badly about it.

There were at least six things I listed then which I thought were dreadful,
and when I went back after Miss Macneill had been there some years I found all
of them had been changed under her supervision. What I wanted to ask was
what she found, what changes she made and if they are now going back to the
previous system. I am not able to say. I thought it might be useful for the
committee to know she had made such great advances.

There are a number of other questions I wanted to ask her. Is it right
anyway to have only one prison for the women from all over Canada?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I think there were tremendous changes in the penitentiary
service in 1960, and I think the reason for them was the foresight of the
Commissioner of Penitentiaries. When I went to Kingston the inmates were
practically in rags. There was no educational program. They were working only
four hours a day. But, these things changed, certainly within the next year or so,
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in the Prison for Women, and this was due to the provision of funds by the
Commissioner. The thing that was not changed to my satisfaction during the
whole period was the quality of the staff. There were some very, very good
people in the prison when I arrived, but there were other people who were
basically non punitive—it was not a punitive institution. There was a rejection
of the potential for inmates to change. This was the general atmosphere. How-
ever, Mrs. Batstone is far more qualified to discuss this than I am because she
was there three years before. I think she can tell you about it.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I think that the committee is going to have
to sit this evening, if there is agreement in that respect. I am sure members of
the committee have many more questions that they want to ask Miss Macneill. I
have a number myself, and I know that several other members have indicated
their wish to ask questions.

Miss Macneill, perhaps you could answer for the record the last question
which Senator Fergusson directed to you, which was: Do you feel that a single
women’s prison is adequate for Canada, plus the one in British Columbia?

Miss MACNEILL: Well, I personally believe that one prison for Canada is
quite adequate at this stage, with the possibility of repeating the same facilities.
Most of the inmates come from the central part of Canada. I think that one must
be practical. Of course, it would be ideal to have seven prisons, each containing
30 inmates, but this is—

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): You are still dealing with 75 inmates.

Miss MAcCNEILL: Yes, but there are 20 or more in the west. But, I cannot see
more than one prison in Canada at this point of time. If the offenders sentenced
to one year or so are going to be assimilated by the federal Government then
that is another story. But, I think one prison would be adequate, especially if
pre-release houses were established as they are needed, because there certainly
must be a transition between the prison and the community, and it should be
under the supervision, I believe, of the Penitentiary Service.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): On what do you base this opinion that there
should be a single prison for women in Canada?

Miss MACNEILL: Because you can get the quality of staff.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): I would ask the members of the committee,
and Mrs. Maclnnis in particular, to permit Senator Cameron to ask a few
questions. He has to attend the Public Service Committee this evening.

Senator CAMERON: Mr. Chairman, may I preface what I want to say by
saying that in the person of the present Minister, Mr. Pennell, we have a person
who is as sympathetic and as forward looking by temperament as could be found
anywhere today. I think that that is a positive factor. However, I have been
around here long enough to know that ministers can become captives of the
establishment, and thus not able to do everything they might like to do. I do
not intend to say anything more about that. One of the things that interested
me, Miss Macneill, is the statement on page 12 of your submission that in 1966
there were 110 staff for 112 inmates.

Miss MAcNEILL: That is correct.

Senator CAMERON: Is this a normal ratio of staff to inmates?

Miss MACNEILL: No.

Senator CAMERON: Well, could you give very briefly the composition of this
staff?

Miss MACNEILL: Well, I do not know, Senator Cameron. I am not there, you
see. There are 79 in the Prison for Women, and I believe about 34 in Matsqui. I
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do not know the composition of the staff. I think Miss Benson or Mrs. Batstone
can answer you, because I have not been in the prison since March.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): This is the only women’s institution,
but from the figures given to the committee, as I recall them, I think I would be
correct in saying on a broad basis that there was at least one member of staff for
every two inmates in other institutions. I am thinking of the male institutions.

Miss MAcNEILL: When I left this was the ratio, senator.

Senator CAMERON: As you know, I live in Banff, and we jokingly refer to
the Banff Springs Hotel as having one staff member for every ‘“inmate”. This
ratio is pretty much the same for the Prison for Women? But, what percentage
of these 110, as you knew the figures, are educationally qualified or educationally
oriented to give this rehabilitation outlet which you emphasize, and with which I
agree?

Miss MACNEILL: When I left the Prison for Women there were 56 staff. There
were two teachers. I consider nurses professionals, and there were three nurses.
Mrs. Batstone was a social worker, and Miss Benson was the psychologist. There
were two extremely competent secretaries in the classification department who
of necessity had been worked into the program of the classification department. I
think that that is all.

Senator CAMERON: The rest would be custodial personnel?

Miss MACNEILL: Or vocational teachers, but usually we promoted custodials
to run the laundry and the shirt factory, and so on.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): That is, supervising the work done
in the laundry, because the manual work is done by the inmates?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Senator CAMERON: Would this add another two or three to the so-called
teaching staff?

Miss MAcCNEILL: The teaching staff in Home Economics, and the teaching
staff in the shirt factory—certainly, there was not much opportunity to teach in
the kitchen or to teach in the laundry. This was work. The rest were administra-
tive or correctional.

Senator CAMERON: What percentage of the staff, roughly, were administra-
tive?

Miss MACNEILL: There were 26 custodials when I left, and roughly five
administrative.

Senator CAMERON: And what would be the qualifications of the custodials?
What educational or what—

Miss MACNEILL: We always looked for Grade 12 at least, and we looked for
people who had been involved in working with people in, say, church groups. We
had a number from the Ontario Hospital who had been nurse’s attendants.

Senator CAMERON: Would they be nurse’s aids?

Miss MAcNEILL: Nurse’s aids, yes, but actually the determining factor in our
recommendations was their attitude towards people. We wanted people who
could accept even the most unacceptable.

Senator CAMERON: We will leave that. What percentage would be the
turnover of population per month?

Miss MACNEILL: Of inmates?

Senator CAMERON: Yes.
247273
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Miss MAcNEILL: Four in and four out— no, five and a half out.
Senator CAMERON: Five and a half out?
Miss MACNEILL: Yes, and four in.

Senator CAMERON: Of these you have referred to a number of Indians and a
number of French Canadians, who for obvious reasons would require some
specially qualified people to deal with them effectively. What percentage would
there be of Indian inmates, roughly?

Miss MACNEILL: When I arrived in the prison it was unusual for the first two
years to have more than two or three. When I left there were 18.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): In the two groups—Indian and
French Canadian?

Miss MAcNEILL: No, Indians, and about the same story with respect to
French Canadians. When I arrived there were two or three French Canadians.
The predominant people in the prison for women in 1960, 1961 and 1962 were
narcotic addicts from British Columbia and Toronto, and I think when I left
there were 12 French-speaking Canadians. I made recommendations to Ottawa,
and to the Regional Director, that an effort should be made to obtain a French-
speaking custodial officer. I said that there ought to be one on duty on all shifts
because some of these girls, when they came in, could not speak English at all.
However, they learned quickly.

Senator CAMERON: Did you succeed in getting a French-speaking custodial
officer?

Miss MACNEILL: No. When I went there there were three custodial officers
who spoke French, and one of them went to Matsqui, one resigned, and went
back to Montreal. It was then that I made my efforts to replace them.

Senator CAMERON: In your opinion is there an abnormal number of written
regulations applying to the administration of the prison?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Senator CAMERON: More than in other institutions with which you have
been associated?

Miss MACNEILL: Oh, much. Yes, in the Department of Reform Institutions I
was running an institution for children. Policy was established, but the operation
of the institution was left entirely to the Director of Training Schools, who was
my superior, and the superintendent. There again, we were the only female
institution, and a very different approach was taken. I have never seen in the
Home Office in the United Kingdom or anywhere else anything comparable. My
original terms of reference referred to organizational directives which I would
recommend, and now the idea is that there are rigid standing orders plus
directives.

Senator CAMERON: Well, through the generosity of the Department I have
been allowed to be astounded at the volume of directives and orders that have
come out. I happen to have had some experience in running institutions—but not
prisons—and my observation is that the more written regulations you have then
usually the poorer the operation of the institution. You have to have a certain
minimum number, but the less the better. Would it be true to say that if we
could rehabilitate a high percentage of the inmates—20 or 30 per cent—and
avoid their coming back to prison, we could afford the extra staff necessary
without adding to the costs of the present administration? In other words, if we
could increase the percentage of inmates who have been rehabilitated and
absorbed into society by 10 or 15 per cent then we could be a long way along the
road towards making it possible to pay for the additional staff necessary?
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Miss MACNEILL: Qualified staff.
Senator CAMERON: Yes, qualified staff.

Miss MACNEILL: You would also reduce the necessity of building more
prisons.

Senator CAMERON: Do you find any difficulty in engaging qualified staff,
because it is—shall I say?—an abnormal employment? In other words, they
would be dealing with a population which is not in a normal situation. Is there a
reluctance on the part of psychiatrists, nurses, teachers and so on to go into that
kind of a situation?

Miss MACNEILL: In my experience, if you can persuade people then you get
the best. This is a tremendous challenge. But, it is not easy, and it is not easy in a
rigid situation. There are many professional people who are very anxious to be
involved in experiments in correction. I have recently been involved in discus-
sions with the Joint Commission on the Training of Manpower in the United
States, and this is one of the points that has come up with respect to correctional
institutions, so something different is being tried that will attract good people.

Senator CAMERON: Is it your feeling—that is not a very precise term, but is
it your feeling that since 1963 there has been a more restrictive attitude towards
experimentation, as you put it?

Miss MACNEILL: In the Prison for Women?
Senator CAMERON: Yes.

Miss MAcNEILL: I think there has been some experimentation elsewhere, but
I think—in the Prison for Women, yes.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Senator, you mentioned the year 1963. Has it
some significance in the testimony that I have forgotten?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes. \

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Was that when the original setup was made?

Miss MACNEILL: The original setup was made in 1962, but it really did not
start working until 1963-64. I felt more and more that the suggestions I would
make about programs were discouraged, particularly the business of getting
inmates out to things, and the removing of barriers. The idea was that there
were directives, and directives had to be followed.

Senator CAMERON: I have one final question. What criteria could be used to
determine the efficiency of the different types of approach to custody—in other
words, he rigid authoritarian approach and the approach that emphasizes reme-
dial and rehabilitative training? What documentation, if any, is available to you?

Miss MACNEILL: There is very little, and this is one of the disadvantages we
have in Canada. We have done insufficient research on the results of various
minimum, maximum and medium—I remember at one point the Regional
Director commented to me that he was very concerned about recidivism from the
minimum institutions in Ontario, because this lack of recidivism is one of the
things that should encourage people to stay out. But this, again, is a question of
money and staff, and it is stressed tremendously in many other countries because
research is the only way in which we can do this.

Senator CAMERON: Somewhere in your paper you say that there was a
feeling on the part of some of the custodial staff that emphasized the difference
between those who were in and those who were out?

Miss MAcNEILL: This was in Miss Benson’s paper.

Senator CAMERON: Then‘,- I will come to that again. Those are all the
questions I have for the moment.
24721—3}
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Mrs. MacINNis: I would like to ask, first of all, whether in the back of your
mind, Miss Macneill, there was an idea that because the Prison for Women was
relatively small, and was more or less one of a kind, that it could be used in a
sense as a pilot plant to advance the new penology a little faster than would be
the case in the general penal system.

Miss MAcNEILL: That is correct. Before I went to the Prison for Women
pre-release was established through the cooperation between the Commissioner
of Penitentiaries and the Elizabeth Fry Society. It was the first pre-release in the
federal system. I think that we developed it so that everybody on pre-release
was placed in an area accessible to a community agency. I do not know how
much it is used.

Mrs. MAcINNIS: Would you say that basically the difference between—there
has been a bit of a dichotomy between what the system is and what you have
been trying to do. Would you say that the difference there was that you felt it
could be accomplished more quickly by the approach to self discipline and inner
control, than in the case of the general—

Miss MACNEILL: I think the difference, Mrs. Maclnnis, was in the team
approach—that is, the psychiatrists, the classification people, the nurses and the
administration people all working together, and information being fed in from
the correctional officers. It was a program of learning as much as possible about
the individual. Now, this is difficult with an institution of from 400 to 1,000, but
this is one of the things that made the Prison for Women different. These people
were really under a microscope. Their attitudes, their depressions, their mis-
behaviours and why they misbehaved—all of these things were known to the
senior staff. ;

' Mrs. MacInNis: Do you feel that perhaps part of the tension between the
Prison for Women and other parts of the penitentiary system arose from the fact
that you were proceeding at a greater rate to apply the new ideas of penology
than was possible in the larger system?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mrs. MAacInnis: I would like to refer you to a question that was asked in the
House. Questions were placed on the Order Paper of the House of Commons, and.
I would like to refer to one of them, and also the answer to it. The question is:

What role does the Superintendent of the institution play in the
selection and supervision of staff?
The reply, which no doubt was prepared by somebody in the penitentiary
service, is:
Assuming that by “Superintendent” it is meant “Superintendent,
Prison for Women,”” a senior representative of that institution sits on
Regional Selection Boards for staff other than professional and the Su-
perintendent personally is on Regional Selection Boards for the selection
of professional staff. No Physicians, Psychiatrists or Psychologists are
appointed without the approval of the Commissioner’s office.

Miss MACNEILL: In my experience I was never asked to sit on a board. The
representative of the Prison for Women was designated by the region. I protest-
ed this to Ottawa, and it was not changed. I felt it very important that certain
people should sit on certain boards, and I also felt it important that there should
be a predominance of Prison for Women Staff on the board, and not a predomi-
nance of male penitentiary officers. I cannot speak for what is going on now, but
from late in 1964 and 1965—this was the period during which there were
vacancies; before that, you see, there were very few vacancies in the establish-
ment. The staff was increased only by ten, but I never sat on a board. I never
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had the opportunity. The person who sat on the board was de51gnated by the
_Deputy Regional Director.

Mrs. MacINNIS: You have referred to the fact that you believe there should
be one prison for women in Canada. Is that your only or major objection to the
establishment of the women’s prison at Matsqui for drug addicts?

Miss MAcNEILL: I do not believe that drug addicts can be cured in an addict
society. In other words, when you have all addicts in a prison which is located
in a community which is notorious for addition—that is, Vancouver,—then I
think the chances for these people—this is an opinion and it cannot be proven
for some years, but certainly Okalla which released people into the community
there did not have much success in rehabilitation. It is very difficult for women
to get employment in British Columbia except in Vancouver, and we believe
that the key to our success in that regard, which was quite unusual, was because
we got them into non-addict communities. We encouraged them to choose to
go somewhere else.

Mrs. MacInnis: I have just one more question. Supposing this development
that caused your resignation had not come along—these changes in attitude, and
so on—what was the next development you envisaged in and around the Prison
for Women?

Miss MACNEILL: The brief of the Elizabeth Fry Society was submitted to the
Solicitor General, and this was the planning of that group of us who were
interested in the prison—both prson staff and members of the Elizabeth Fry
Society in Toronto and Ottawa. This was the concept that we had.

Mrs. MacINNIS: Could you just deal with three or four points in the devel-
opment—

Miss MAcNEILL: First of all, we believe this institution should be close to a
city, and preferably a city with a bilingual university and bilingual hospitals.
We believe there should be a diagnostic centre, with all inmates admitted to the
diagnostic centre. Those who had proven by repeated incarcerations a reluctance
to join our society would be put in a small custodial unit. Now, we are not
rejecting them but we believe it is going to take a long time to rehabilitate them.
In fact, so far as I am concerned, the law has to be changed, because these
persistent offenders should not be in and out, and in and out. It is not within our
power to change this, but it is perhaps within yours.

Then, we wanted a medical and psychiatric unit to which inmates would be
sent from the diagnostic centre who required intensive treatment.

The main stream of inmates, we believed, would after a reasonable period of
time go into what we termed a therapeutic unit where there would be a
concentration of motivation. We would not get into any extensive program
because I think training programs in penitentiaries are difficult things to make a
success of. It is difficult to make them relate to employment outside.

We hoped that in this therapeutic institution we would help the inmates
discover themselves and this is how people are cured. They want to be re-
educated, and after they are re-educated they usually do quite well, except, of
course, the psychopaths, and people who are persistent criminals. We hoped that
after a short period of upgrading, using the most modern and scientific methods,
we would be able to accomplish this. After all, to turn out an inmate with a
Grade 5 education and expect her to survive in our society is quite ridiculous. So,
we proposed an upgrading of education.

Then, we visualized from coast to coast a series of hostels operated by the
Penitentiaries Service with liaison between the staff of the hostels and that of the
main institution. In fact, we got down to the details of having the staff in hostels,
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providing escorts for new committals to the main institution. Then the idea was
that these penitentiary officers would go back to the hostels and take the inmates
from the therapeutic unit to the hostels. In the hostels the inmates would work,
and if they worked they would support themselves. They would pay board. If
they attended classes, such as hairdressing classes, or business courses, or even
university, they would be subsidized, and after a reasonable period in these
institutions they would be paroled. This is not fanciful. This works in Maine,
which is a small state. In Maine they have these hostels where the prisons are
overcrowded. Instead of building a bigger prison they have built hostels, and
have put selected inmates in them.

Mr. McQuaip: I have just two questions. You say in your evidence, Miss
Macneill, that when the decision was taken to build the prison at Matsqui you
protested. To whom did you protest?

Miss MACNEILL: The Commissioner of Penitentiaries. I wrote a paper stating
that I believed that an addict could be treated in a general prison population,
because we found that the addict is a very remote person. Addicts do not want to
mix. When I first went to the prison the addicts would not have anything to do
with anybody. They were an elite. But, we found that initially by moving some
addicts to the new building which was opened they began to mix with the
non-addicts, and the non-addicts encouraged them to participate in school and
the treatment program, and gradually we won addicts away from the hard core
up on the range.

Mr. McQuAID: I believe you said that the time has come when bread and
water, two meals a day, should be removed from our correctional institutions.

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. McQuaib: I presume you are referring to the meals in selitary confine-
ment?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. McQuAID: Are you suggesting that bread and water is still the fare in
solitary confinement?

Miss MACNEILL: Bread and water has been used as a punishment, two meals
a day, in recent months.

Mr. McQuaip: Apparently it is not used now because there was a question
with respect to it amongst those questions mentioned by Mrs. MacInnis.

The question was asked: What is the meaning of solitary confinement, and
the answer was: For breakfast hot drink and four toasts. For dinner, full meals
issued to all inmates of the institution. At lunch, soup and four toasts.

Miss MacnNEeILL: Well, I suggest that you question somebody else. I was not
there. It was not used when I was there. It is actually in the regulations that it
may be used. It is permissive that in certain circumstances bread and water, two
meals a day, can be used. It is a restricted diet. I never used it, because I do not
believe that deprivation of food is at all useful when a person is upset. After all,
we must bring them back to sanity as quickly as possible.

Mr. McQuAID: Bread and water was not used in the women’s prison while
you were there?

Miss MacNEILL: No, never.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I think that we were told on our visit
that it was never used for more than one or two meals a day. Am I right on
that?
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Mr. McQuAID: Apparently it is not used at all now, sir, according to the
information prepared in answer to this question.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): The other question that I wanted to
ask before adjournment follows up the question of Mrs. MacInnis about the one
institution for women narcotics. You indicated that there was a likelihood that
after discharge they would go to perhaps the worst area in the country for
getting into trouble, Vancouver. Has this anything to do with what the depart-
ment would make available in a monetary way to send them to their place of
choice?

Miss MACNEILL: No. The Commission told me if an inmate wanted to go
anywhere in Canada, she would be granted the money. But the problem is that
drug addicts are reluctant to go to an unknown place. Now, we overcame this by
having Elizabeth Fry and other after care agencies visit the prison and get to
know the inmates. The contact is made. Therefore, they are willing to try a new
place.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): If honourable members agree, we will recess
now until 8 o’clock. Is it agreeable to the Committee?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Then, we will resume at 8 o’clock
for as long as is necessary to complete our questioning.

The committee adjourned.
The committee resumed at 8 p.m.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Committee members, if the following proce-
dure meets with your satisfaction, I think we will call upon Mrs. Batstone to
make her statement so as to get it on the record right away. Subsequent to that,
it will probably facilitate matters if we allowed questioning to each of the three
witnesses if somebody is proceeding along a particular line of thought. If the
answer is not available from Miss Macneill or Miss Benson, then we can get the
answer from Mrs. Batstone.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): One moment, Mr. Chairman. I have a
presentation for the committee via Mr. Savoie our Clerk. It is from an inmate. I
understand it deals with a husband and wife relationship. Did it only come
today?

The CLERK: Yes.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I wonder if the committee wants to
deal with it.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Perhaps we could deal with this at a subse-
quent meeting. We have received two or three submissions from individuals and
prisoners, and we could possibly deal with them at the same time.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I would quite agree, Mr. Chairman,
but we have an obligation particularly since we visited certain institutions and
said—or I said on behalf of the committee that we would not welcome individual
letters or presentations but we would always welcome something that was from
a group, a representative group.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): We had tentatively arranged a meeting of the
steering committee for tomorrow. Perhaps the steering committee could consider
these matters then.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I will accept that. I want to go on
record as saying that this was sent to me in my absence. I think the committee
would want attention to be given to this subject and to the provision that I
‘always made that there should be representations on a group basis.
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Is the committee in agreement that we have
these individual submissions referred to our steering committee for considera-
tion?

Agreed.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Wou'd tomorrow afternoon at two o’clock suit
the members of the steering committee?

Mr. PrRup’HOMME: A little earlier would suit me.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): How about at 12 noon? How about you, Mr.
McQuaid?

Mr. McQuaib: I will see that our representatives are there at 12 noon.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): We will ask Mrs Batstone to make her state-
ment now. Perhaps, Mrs. Batstone, you would start by telling us about your
education and background and qualifications which I know are considerable.

Mrs. Marion E. Batstone: I graduated from the University of Toronto with
an Honours Degree in English and History and then I spent two years at the
School of Social Work also at the University of Toronto, getting a diploma in
Social Work. At that time they did not give Masters of Social Work. Following
that I worked as a social worker and then as an assistant supervisor in the
Division of Family Welfare, and then I left my position in Toronto and got
married.

During the next number of years my efforts were all of a voluntary
nature and it was a very busy time. I was President of the Y.W.C.A. and First
Secretary of the Council of Social Agencies, member of the Board of Sunnyside
Home for emotionally disturbed children, Chairman and Publicity Chairman of
the Juvenile and Family Court Committee. That was to obtain a juvenile and
family court in Kingston. During the war I worked as a social worker for the
Dependents’ Board of Trustees. In 1957 I was approached by the Elizabeth Fry
Society of Kingston to apply for the position of social worker to the Prison for
Women; this I did. After meetings with the Commissioner and the staff in
Ottawa and after agreement that a social worker was wanted in the Prison for
Women, I took up my duties. I remained there as social worker until October
26, 1966.

Now, I have my original statement made just the day after I left the Prison
for Women. I also have a second statement which is an expansion of one part of
that first report.

I have resigned as Social Worker in the Prison for Women because the
philosophy of rehabilitation of female inmates for which I have worked continu-
ously since 1957 has been abandoned. It was in effect from December 1, 1960 to
June 1, 1966. It showed promising results in the reduction of recidivism. It has
been supplanted by the system of custodial care and training, in effect in the
other institutions of the Federal Correctional System, which has had a poor
record in the reduction of recidivism. I can see no Justlﬁcatlon for its re-intro-
duction in the Prison for Women.

June 1, 1966 to present: the Standing Orders of the Prison for Women, dated
June 1, 1966, and made available to me in early October, reveal the full
integration of the Prison for Women in the Federal Correctional System. They
faithfully portray the rigidity of the system, both for inmates and staff, and the
supremacy of “custody and security”. The Standing Orders reflect a philosophy
which has for its goals the control of inmates and the good order of the
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institution (essential but surely secondary). It is discipline imposed from with-
out and enforced by constant surveillance. Rewards and punishments are used
to obtain conformity to the program and rules. The concept of the inmate’s
conformity to rules arising out of her respect for them and her inner acceptance
of them is disregarded. Too often punishment is out of proportion to the offence
against prison rules and not related to the act or to the doer. Such discipline
results in a sense of injustice and hostility which may be suppressed during
imprisonment, in order to achieve the institution’s rewards, but which will be
vented on society after release.

A second serious effect of the system is that it fosters dependency. With the
marked increase of security measures, inmates are relieved of the responsibil-
ity of making decisions and imposing rules on themselves. This is attractive to
many inmates, particularly to inmates who do not wish to change, but does not
prepare them for success on release.

A third drawback of the system is that it does not retain professionally
trained staff, though it offers good salaries. Many positions, for example in the
psychologists’ category, are vacant. The Canadian Penitentiary Service has no
real desire to retain well qualified professional staff, unless they are obedient and
non-critical. Administrative personnel feel uncomfortable with them and solve
the dilemma by creating conditions unacceptable to professional staff. Any
person, professional or otherwise, whose concern is to produce good citizens
rather than good inmates must continually oppose the present penitentiary
system.

December 1, 1960 to June 1, 1966:

The goal of the Prison for Women in this period was the rehabilitation of its
inmates, in a controlled but flexible institution, by the application of certain
principles in every aspect of its total operation. (1) The possession of self-
respect, lacking in most inmates, is essential to success on release. Staff were
expected to and did contribute to the inmate’s sense of worth. (2) Opportunities
were provided for the inmates to exercise judgment and make choices. Logical
consequences in relation to the inmates’ ability to perform, followed mistakes,
but mistakes were expected in the learning process. (3) Rules were geared to the
more reliable inmates rather than the less reliable inmates. Expectation proved a
valuable tool. (4) Conditions inside the prison were made to approximate as
closely as possible those in the community. Inmates were encouraged to enroll
and persevere in the educational and vocational training programmes. (5) Every
effort was made to bring the community and agency personnel into the prison.
(6) Pre-release and after-care planning were important aspects of the program.
(7) Those inmates who needed more than a rehabilitative environment to change
sufficiently to stay out of prison were encouraged to take advantage of treatment
services with the psychiatrist, psychologist, and social worker.

With the application of the above philosophy and programme, the recidivism
rate in the Prison for Women was reduced. It is a tribute to the Superintendent
and her small staff (at best 56 staff to 112 inmates) that they achieved this
result. The demands on each were heavy but the rewards were great.

It is hard to understand why the Commissioner withdrew his support from
the experiment in the Prison for Women which was proving so successful. Why
did he fail to provide sufficient staff to carry on and strengthen the programme?
It is even harder to understand why he implements and supports a system long
proven unsuccessful even to the extent of doubling the staff-inmate ratio. (now
79 staff for 83 inmates). It became less after I left.

The experiment in the Prison for Women should have been allowed to
continue and should have been supported with increased staff. The Canadian
Penitentiary Service would have had the advantage of standing orders and staff
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education in line with the philosophy of rehabilitation which so drastically
reduced female recidivism. I hope the public and our legislators will take action.

The second is an explanation of one little section in this first report which
stated that the penitentiary service did not find itself able to keep professional
staff. It was part of a panel in Ottawa on November 23.

I believe the function of a prison is to enable as many inmates as possible to
live happily in normal society, to produce good citizens, not good prisoners. I was
employed in 1957 to bring the philosophy and method of the behavioural sciences
to bear in the Prison for Women. In particular (i) to initiate and develop
classification—there was no classification in the Prison for Women when I went
there; (ii) to provide a casework service to selected inmates (mutual selection);
and (iii) to make suggestions to the Warden of Kingston Penitentiary and to the
Commissioner’s staff for improvements in the Prison for Women. It was a
pleasure to undertake all three for I had tremendous support from Warden
Johnstone (Kingston Penitentiary), from the Ex-Commissioner and his staff, and
in 1960 from Commissioner Macleod and his staff.

Miss Macneill’s belief in the individual approach to offenders and the
establishment of psychological and part-time psychiatric services made it possi-
ble to develop not only a classification but a treatment department. More inmates
than we could manage were wanting to take positive action about them-
selves—asking for regular therapy with the part-time psychiatrists, the
psychologist and the social worker. It was possible to meet the demand par-
tially by the clerk-stenographers taking on more of the classification detail in
addition to their clerical work.

Whatever the size of the classification and treatment department it worked
together as a unit—professional and non-professional staff—constantly criticiz-
ing its procedures and trying to improve the quality of each of its services to
inmates.

Briefly, the classification and treatment department’s work may be described
under three headings:

I. Its contribution to the therapeutic environment of the institution.
(a) The presentation of the philosophy of individual treatment to

staff—by individual contact and in various meetings of staff.

(b) The interpretation of inmates to staff and the interpretation of their
mistakes as part of the learning process. Likewise the same interpre-
tation to inmates of staff and staff mistakes.

(¢) The interpretation of treatment to visitors. We found that visitors,
inmates and staff responded positively to honest presentation. We
talked of both our weaknesses and our strengths.

II. Contacts with society and its representatives on behalf of in-
mates. This involved a tremendous amount of correspondence and in-
dividual contact.

(a) With individuals and agency personnel regarding current problems
(family, children, legal, etc.)

(b) Planning for release by parole or full release.

(c) The prison co-ordination of the pre-release program, working closely
with the outside co-ordinator.

III. Direct work with inmates. This was in regard to:

(a) Everyday plans and problems—whatever was important to inmates
was important to us. This meant contact with a very large proportion
of the total population of inmates and often served to lead inmates
into a deeper relationship with treatment personnel. Some of these
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duties are now carried out by custodial and administrative staff
which provides less opportunity for treatment staff to reach inmates.

(b) Intensive therapy for those who wished it, needed it, and would
benefit from it. This included the co-ordination and support of the
work of the two part-time psychiatrists, and the organization of the
weekly clinical conferences to discuss individual inmates’ problems.
This was a real coming together of various departments of the Prison
for Women—~psychiatrists, nurses, the superintendent, the senior ad-
ministrative staff and classification staff gathered each week.

(e) A thing rather rare in penitentiaries I think—practical research was
carried on.

The principle on which classification and treatment staff worked was respect
for individuals as human beings, who were worthy of respect and who had a
right to privacy of their personal affairs. Otherwise relationships could be only
superficial, and personality change in inmates very, very unlikely. I have read in
the Kingston paper that the senior psychiatrist of the Prison for Women has
praised the quality of the treatment team in the Prison for Women. Many have
asked, “What went wrong?”

On June 1, 1966, the Prison for Women became firmly organized in the
regional system and became subject to the Commissioner’s directives devised
for the some 7,000 male inmates of the federal correctional system. We in the
treatment department learned of changes by a series of directives and memos
commencing May 31. Their language was curt, they revealed the rigidity of the
new system, and the departure from the individual approach. e.g. “There will be
no exception to this rule” or, “This directive will be rigidly enforced.” They
revealed that classification and treatment in the Prison for Women was to be
forced into the mould of classification and treatment procedures in effect in male
institutions. There was no effort to find out whether procedures already in effect
had merit and should be retained. What then were the changes? These are the
changes which directly affected our department. I am not referring here to
changes in the general administration of the prison.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): That is as of 19667

Mrs. BATSTONE: That is as of October 26, 1966. That is the day I left, and
they were in effect at June 1 that year.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Before June 19667

Mrs. BATSTONE: No, this refers to what happened after June.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): That is what I want to know.
Mrs. BATSTONE: To continue:

1. Lowering of the status of treatment and of treatment personnel in the
eyes of inmates and staff.

Since joining the penitentiary service, the social worker and psychologist
had always related to the head of the institution. Now they were directed to
relate to the deputy superintendent. If treatment is to be important, then it
should relate to the highest authority. Typically the change, is that weekly
policy committee meetings of the institution did not include any member
trained in the behavioural sciences.

Confidentiality with inmates and with outside agency personnel about in-
mates was no longer possible. This had been an important condition of my
employment in 1957 and the agreement was never violated until after June 1966.

Notes from inmates in segregation addressed to classification staff were
taken directly to administrative staff. Incoming mail was opened. A directive was
received “All out-going mail is to be counter-signed by the Deputy Superin-
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tendent.” Central files were instituted. Inmate passes did state why an inmate
wished to see treatment staff and could be read by staff at each barrier.

3. Confusion and inefficiency of the pre-release program hampered its
effectiveness.

Previously there had been one co-ordinator on the outside and one on the
inside. By directive two outside co-ordinators were appointed. In practice there
were numerous co-ordinators on the inside. It proved a wonderful opportunity
for inmates to manipulate one person against another. It resulted in such things
as inmates going out on pre-release before authority was granted by the Parole
Board, two girls being considered for the same job, and left all persons con-
cerned in the dark about the others’ activity.

4. The rewards of the institution were placed in the hands of administra-
tive and custodial staff and were used for those inmates who co-operated and
presented no trouble. Previously they had been used to encourage inmates trying
to change. For example, the new building was no longer used as a rehabilitable
tool.

5. The disintegration of the treatment staff as a closely knit working unit
occurred.

Direct telephone contact with the psychiatrists was forbidden to classifica-
tion and treatment personnel. A directive stated that the psychiatrists must
only be called in regard to bizarre behaviour like attempted suicide. In the
classification and treatment department we had worked for prevention.

The two clerk-stenographers were informed they had never been author-
ized to do classification work and they were to cease doing it. Since January
1965 I had tried by personal representation and by careful documentation to
have these persons re-classified. Four days after my departure they were
offered guidance officer’s jobs at classification officers’ salary and assigned clas-
sification duties.

A twenty-three year old girl who had been in the Prison for Women three
days with no experience in corrections or in classification work was placed in
charge of the department during my absence on holidays, though there were
knowledgeable persons available.

6. Treatment personnel no longer had a voice in the selection of staff, even
for their own department. When an additional classification officer was finally
authorized in the summer of 1966, she was selected by the assistant director of
training, Ottawa, without a competition being held.

7. In the final analysis, decisions were made in accordance with custody
requirements—not in accordance with individual inmate requirements.

These are some of the happenings not outlined in my statement that directly
affected the treatment program in the Prison for Women and seriously affected
the work of the psychologist and social worker—factors that finally convinced
me there was insufficient support in the Prison of Women, in region, or in the
penitentiary headquarters for the concept of individual treatment so ably
demonstrated by the first superintendent.

I know that the philosophy of individual treatment did prove successful in
reducing recidivism in the Prison for Women. I know that in the years 1961-63
there was “a reversal of tendency in the addicts’ chances of success on release
from the Prison for Women.” I still ask why the philosophy of individual
treatment was not supported? And why the ratio of staff to inmates has been
doubled in support of the acting superintendent trained in the male system?

The public might ask why Matsqui, the female addict centre, was built at a
cost of over $4 million when the Prison for Women was proving successful with
addicts. The division of inmates according to motivation not according to offence
is the key here.
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Finally, a brief, “A Separate Plan for Women Offenders in Federal Cus-
tody”, was prepared under the authority of the Minister of Justice, Lucien
Cardin, by members of the Prison for Women staff, (superintendent psychol-
ogist and social worker) and by members of the Kingston Elizabeth Fry Society.
Why has the Prison for Women been integrated into the male system before
an official acceptance or rejection of the brief has been given?

The implementation by the Commissioner in 1960 of the first brief “The
Re-organization and Re-vitalization of the Prison for Women”, brought tre-
mendous improvement.

I am sorry this committee does not have a copy of that first brief; I think it
is well worth having. It was written by professional staff and by informed
volunteers. In that setting it was possible for treatment and classification staff to
work in close liaison with the superintendent and her staff. I believe that the
implementation of the second Jbrief, now before the Solicitor General, would
enable even more female inmates to live happily in normal society. The longer
the present system goes on, the more difficult it will be to restore an adequate
program for women.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Could we have a vote to obtain the
first brief, that is, “The Re-organization and Re-vitalization of the Prison for
Women”?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): May we take it as a request, and the commit-
tee clerk will supply copies.

Two members have indicated that they wish to ask questions thus far. Mr.
Stafford, just before six o’clock you stated that you wanted to ask a question.

Mr. STAFFORD: Miss Macneill, there are approximately 100 girls who have
been in this institution for a year?

Miss MAcCNEILL: For a year.

Mr. STAFFORD: Actually, there have been 100 inmates for quite some time,
for quite a few decades on the average, is that correct?

Miss MACNEILL: I believe since 1959.

Mrs. BATSTONE: When I went to the prison in 1957 there were 62 inmates,
and they gradually rose to a peak of 131, and have gradually declined.

Mr. STAFFORD: So that actually these approximately 100 women compared
with the 7,000 males who find themselves in penitentiaries is a comparatively
small figure, is it not?

Mrs. BATSTONE: Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD: Miss Macneill, I put it to you that these are probably 100 of
the worst women in Canada, or at least 100 that have the most serious problem,
is that right?

Miss MAcNEILL: I disagree; I do not like to regard them as the worst women
in Canada.

Mr. STAFFORD: I changed that after; I realize that. They are the ones the
judges felt should get the sentence of the federal institution?

Miss MACNEILL: The judges they have in different parts of Canada vary
greatly. From certain parts of Canada we have received in the Prison for Women
inmates from age 17 to 23 or 24 who in other parts of Canada would receive close
to ten months. This sentencing is a problem affecting young people.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Therefore they have gone to the
provincial institutions?
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Miss MACNEILL: We can recall many first offenders not for serious crimes.
We might expect that one who commits murder or manslaughter would natural-
ly go to the federal institution, but first offenders who have been involved in
robberies and then sent to provincial institutions have caused some problem,
running away from some particular institutions which were not custodial, which
returned them to court and then they were committed to the Prison for
Women. So there was a very big variety. My personal opinion is that a very large
number of those women should never have been in the federal penitentiary.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What can we recommend to avoid
that?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I made representations to the Commissioner about this. He
took some action in an unofficial manner by discussing this problem with the
Attorneys General of the particular provinces. There was some mitigation for a
while. The problem, I think, is that the provinces are waiting for implementation
of the Fauteux Report in regard to the handling of inmates sentenced to one year
or more. I have had personal discussions with the premier of one province and
his attitude was that provinces are reluctant to invest in building programs to
any great extent if this recommendation is to be implemented.

Mr. STAFFORD: I understand that the rate of recidivism through the last few
decades has gone up and has gone down. You may find it up for a few years and
then down for a few years.

Miss MAcCNEILL: It was regularly down from 1961 to 1964, then it was
increased in 1965.

Mr. STAFFORD: But before that, it went down. It reached a peak in 1960, as I
understand the graph; and in 1961, 1962 and 1963 it went down from, say, 28, 21,
19, in that order. Is that correct?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I believe so. I have not my graphs in front of me.

Mr. STAFFORD: I understand that in 1966 it went up to an all time high of 11
more than it was in 1960. Do you agree with that?

Miss MACNEILL: I have not seen the 1966 figures. They are not available to
me. I would like to suggest here that, when studies were made in recidivism in
the Prison for Women, the inmates under assessment were inmates who had
been committed after the new program had started.

In 1965, as I recall—I do not have the figures and I have not had access to
the names—a number of inmates were committed to the prison who had been
there before, whom I did not know. In other words, they were inmates who had
been out for three or four years.

I feel that any research into the question of recidivism must be done with
names and dates of sentence. I think that any person who simply takes a report,
the statistics provided from the commissioner’s report, and makes any conclu-
sions, is not getting a valid picture, because an individual might come into prison
in 1965 who had been out for five, six, or seven years. Therefore, our attitude is
that she had not experienced the new approach.

Mr. STAFFORD: But it is correct, is it not, that it would be very difficult to
make any analysis of the report on recidivism say, between 1960 and 1965
without following those same persons through, to say 1972 or 1975, to see
whether or not they are truly recidivists, to see whether they stay out in-
definitely—because you usually do not see a person in many cases under the old
system, going back to jail after three or four years.

Miss MAcCNEILL: Yes, you did see narcotics addicts.
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Miss Benson appears to have an answer to
this.

Miss BENSON: You do need to take longer periods. On the other hand, there
are a number of studies to show that recidivism is far greater within the first
year than subsequently. It is therefore a useful tool to consider the year period in
the interim. You have to use something.

Mr. STAFFORD: But in a small number of individuals, if the rate of reci-
divism, say, between 1960 and 1961, went from 28 in 1960 to 21 in 1961, then
of course the difference is so small it might have been the individuals con-
cerned rather than the treatment. Is that correct?

Miss BeEnsoN: I would want to check the numbers. What are you giving
them from?

Mr. STAFFORD: I have a very rough chart of my own. I do not know even
whether my figures are correct. You have the figures there. What were the
numbers in 19607

Miss MACNEILL: Are we talking about recidivism to penitentiaries or are
we talking about recidivism in general, that is, people who went to provincial
institutions or spent six months in jail.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): For clarification, Miss Macneill, could you tell
the committee whether or not, when we figure out the rate of recidivism, three in
ten, which you referred to, does that apply to all prisons—municipal, provincial
and federal?

Miss MAcCNEILL: May I suggest that Miss Benson covers this in her statement
as to how it is determined?

Miss BENSON: These were federal ones, based on the commissioner’s report.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): When you say only three in ten of the persons
released from federal prisons come back to prison, this means when they are
released from a federal prison, but is the recidivist rate based then on their going
back to any sort of prison or any other federal prison? Perhaps I am not making
myself clear?

Miss BENsoN: This was the male figure based on the Commissioner’s report,
which returned seven to ten.

Miss MACNEILL: Recidivism to penitentiaries.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Recidivism to prisons in general, is it not? The
seven to ten for the male population is recidivism to prisons in general—ones
released from a penitentiary?

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): So in the case of any ten, is it based on the
same thing, that is, during the period from 1960 to 1965, when ten women are
released from Kingston Prison for Women, only three of those women, accord-
ing to your statistics, return to any sort of a prison?

Miss BEnsoN: We have different sets of figures, which makes it a little
complicated. We have graphs using the comparable figures from the report,
equivalent to the men’s, which would be federal returns. In addition, from 1959
to 1961, and 1961 to 1963, your committee cou’'d acquire a report that came out
on April 7, 1964, “A Study of Success and Failure Patterns in a One-Year Post
Release Follow-Up On Inmates in the Prison for Women, Kingston.” This study
was concerned to give more detail on reformatory sentences as well as return to
federal institutions. It combines figures for 1959 to 1961, so that they come up
with a total number of releases of 127, which is a somewhat larger figure than
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you take for a one year period, because this is certainly the difficulty, that you
have a small number of inmates.

It then compares it with a group released from February 1, 1961, to January
31, 1963, both of which are concerned with failure, being returned to penitenti-
ary, and the number committed to reformatories. It even breaks it down into
minor convictions.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): It covers all cases?

Miss BENson: But this is not comparable to anything in the men’s institu-
tion, because this was not done in the men’s institution: it was a separate study
done in the Prison for Women.

Mr. STAFFORD: Really to be comparative, then, Miss Benson, you would have
to carry it out for quite a few years yet, to see whether or not they are really and
truly recidivists, those who graduated in the class of 1964. Is that right?

Is it not correct, Miss Macneill, that one of the Members of Parliament, Mr.
Winch, is very sympathetic towards offenders and he has taken that approach all
his life? Did you year him asking the House not to remove the 21 drug addicts
from Kingston penitentiary to Matsqui after you left?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I believe I did, yes.
Mr. STAFFORD: Do you know if it was an independent decision, that only

three of the 21 drug addicts in the Women’s Prison wanted to go to Matsqui, a
brand new prison on the west coast?

Miss BENSON: I know that just before I left there were 20 eligible and five
wished to go, and, as time went on, more wished to go.

Mr. STAFFORD: Miss Benson, would you agree that only three of the 21
inmates in the Women’s Prison went west when Matsqui was completed?

Miss BENsoON: It went up to 17 that were transferred from the Prison for
Women to Matsqui. That is not necessarily out of the official list, but I am sure
that many did transfer. I think the last figure was 17. After I left, a couple more
went. ;

Mr. STAFFORD: Is it right that there were 21 inmates in the Prison for
Women at the time Matsqui was completed?

Miss BENSON: Yes, there are 22 in Matsqui now, but this is with committals
of people sentenced out west, who were in the local jail and were transferred
there.

Mr. STAFFORD: You misunderstood my question, Mrs. Benson. My question
was, were there 21 of those drug inmates in the women’s penitentiary in Kings-
ton at the time Matsqui penitentiary was finished? Just forget about the ones in
Matsqui.

Miss BENSON: Yes, I think so.

Mr. STAFFORD: I have in my notes here that all but three of those 21 asked to
stay in the women’s penitentiary in Kingston. Is that correct?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What was the date of this?
Miss MacNEILL: I think that is correct.

Mr. STAFFORD: What was the date of the completion of Matsqui?
Miss BENSON: I do not have that information.

Miss MACNEILL: It opened, I believe, in July.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Stafford, we have several people who
have questions to ask. I will give you another five minutes. We don’t intend to sit
after ten o’clock.
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What was the date?
Miss BENsON: July, 1966, I believe.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Perhaps, if you could explain what you are
getting at for the benefit of the rest of the members of the Committee, we would
understand your line of questioning.

Mr. STAFFORD: From what was said before we went to supper, I understood
that the women in Kingston are content under the present jurisdiction. Even
though the new superintendent was picked, those women decided that they
wanted to stay rather than move. If it was so bad, why would they not want to
move out west? Now, Miss Macneill, I take it that your main principle here is
that it is easier to be told what to do than to be given freedom of movement. Did
I understand you correctly?

Miss MAcNEILL: It is much easier for inmates to be told what to do than to
make choices.

Mr. STAFFORD: Is it not true that in school, in the early ages, affection plus
discipline are a couple of elements in bringing up children. When you are going
to school you have to take orders and do what you are told. Later on, when you
go to work, you have to do what you are told, and by seeing you here today for a
few hours I take it that even in the WRENS, when you were in command of a
ship, the WRENS did what they were told.

Would you not sum it up this way, that to lead a successful life today one
must obey orders?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I do not understand this terminology in relation to inmates.
Inmates in the Prison for Women knew what they were supposed to do and the
majority of them did it. I have no complaints about the discipline at the Prison
for Women when I was superintendent. None whatsoever. The majority of the
inmates cooperated and went where they should have gone and did what they
should have done and behaved as quite reasonable citizens. The ones who did
not, the non-conformists, were dealt with. But any impression that the Prison for
Women was allowed to operate in such manner that the inmates could do as they
felt like is completely alien to my concept of this institution and to that of many
people who not only worked there but visited the prison.

Mr. STAFFORD: Since my time is so limited I just wanted to say that part of
the reason you did not like these directives was because it did not give each
individual the opportunity to make up her own mind and have more freedom,
and that you felt, as I take it from what you have said already, that this making
up her own mind more properly fitted the inmate for the life that she would find
outside. Is that correct? :

Miss MacNEILL: Correct. I think that the opportunity to make choices, to
make the choice to do the right thing in the prison, is a very important part of
the re-educational process. Children in schools have many choices.

Mr. STAFFORD: But would you not agree that people who get in trouble like
this are those who had that opportunity to make up their minds and not conform
to any rigid discipline and thus got themselves into trouble in the first place? Do
you not find that is true?

Miss MAcCNEILL: I think most of the people in prison were subject to the
most inconsistent discipline.

Mr. STAFFORD: Or none at all.

Miss MACNEILL: Or none at all.

Mr. STAFFORD: If they continued to be independent and make their own
decisions, they would not very well be reformed, then, would they, to meet the
world?

24727—4
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Miss MACNEILL: Yes. Many ex-inmates, and I see a number of ex-inmates,
have told me that they have been in many jails but that when they came to the
Prison for Women and found that they had to make choices and had to make the
basic choice as to whether they were going to do something to change them-
selves, this was the turning point for them. But I do not think that reform can be
imposed on anybody. It has to be from within. I think the fact that they had to
make choices that would lead to their development educationally, their develop-
ment spiritually, and their development in understanding themselves, forced
them to make the choice and, therefore, it was a worth while accomplishment.

Mr. STAFFoRrDp: I have just two more questions. It is right, Miss Benson, that
when you quit the job at the women’s institution you made a press release.

Miss BENSON: No, I did not make any release until October.

Mr. STAFFORD: That press release was not too complimentary to the new
system, was it?

Miss BEnson: No.

Mr. STAFFORD: And you, Mrs. Batstone, made a press release which was not
very complimentary to it either?

Mrs. BATSTONE: That is right.

Mr. STAFFORD: You, too Miss Macneill: Whether you made a press release or
not, it is true that the television, radio and newspapers reported you as having
made certain comments, whether they put words in your mouth or not. You were
supposed to have made certain comments against the ‘“new regime,” I think it
was called, which took over after you.

Miss MACNEILL: I made no comments about the prison as it was, but about
the system. I did not know anything about the prison.

Mr. STAFFORD: There were reports on radio and television.
Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD: When it gets right down to it, would you not agree, Miss
Macneill, that it is just your opinion against that of Mr Clark’s?

Miss MACNEILL: No.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Who is Mr. Clark?

Mr. STAFFORD: The new superintendent.

Miss MACNEILL: I do not know what his opinion is.

Mr. STAFFORD: It is your opinion that your system was better than his?

Miss MACNEILL: To begin with it is not my system. It is a system which has
been tried in many parts of the world. “Treatment” is a pretty common attitude
in most progressive institutions. I did not invent it.

Mr. STAFFORD: Since my time is limited, Miss Benson, I put it to you that
this is just your opinion that the—
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): It is “your opinion” what?

Mr. STAFFORD: That the system after Miss Macneill left was not as good as
when she was there.

Miss BENsSON: Again, we are going back. You cannot get statistics qmckly
You can give opinions, yes, based on what has been done in other places and an
outlook towards treatment and how you would approach it.

Mr. STAFFORD: I have just one more question. The expression of those
opinions in the newspaper about the superintendent who is there now, causec_l a
lot of public indignation in a way, did it not? Would you agree with that? |
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Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What evidence have we got aboqt
any newspaper reports about Mr. Clark? I have seen him myself and I heard no
controversy on this.

Mr. STAFFORD: I put the question to her very quickly. I meant to spend a
little more time on this.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): As co-chairman I will not allow it. I
met him. I was there and saw Mr. Clark. Now, in the presence of all members of
the committee, I say he was non-controversial. I want to be fair.

Mr. STAFFORD: You have me wrong. I say that the opinions expressed by
Mrs. Batstone and Miss Benson caused this.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Order, please!

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Mr. Clark was aloof, as far as I
I know, either the prior administration or his own administration. Am I
expressing the opinion of those who visited the institution?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Yes.
Mr. STAFFORD: As I understand it, Mr. Clark expressed no opinions.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I will accept that.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Order. You have used up your time, Mr.
Stafford. We will hear from Mr. Tolmie.

Mr. ToLmie: Mrs. Batstone, on page 2 of your brief you make a very stark
statement. Your state that:

The Canadian Penitentiary Service has not real desire to retain well
qualified professional staff, unless they are obedient and non-critical.

Now, in your opinon, should staff be disobedient?

Mrs. BATsTONE: I think I have to go back a little if I may, and speak of the
first period in 1957 to 1960, when I was social worker in the Prison for Women
and the only professional staff there. At that time the Commissioner of Peni-
tentiaries and the Warden of Kingston Penitentiary believed in what I was
trying to do. There was no question, therefore, of being disobedient.

Actually, what I was representing was difficult for staff who had never
changed in 25 years, perhaps. But, on the other hand, I had tremendous support
from Ottawa to the extent of the Deputy Commissioner coming down and
introducing me to staff and saying that he wished staff to cooperate with me.
Now, this was difficult for them because the supervising matron was fearful of a
new approach, and staff picked up their attitude from the head of the institution.
So, in that period, there was no question of disobedience.

In my letters to Ottawa, in my talks with Ottawa and with the warden, 1
could express myself freely and say what was wrong and they were glad to hear
me speak. I was criticizing in that. I had almost no contact with either Ottawa or
region during the time Miss Macneill was there. I worked directly with her and
it was like day and night, really, the opportunity the social worker or a
professional worker in the Prison for Women had to work with inmates in that
period. I certainly was not being disobedient at that time.

In the third period, after Mr. Clark came there was a new situation. The
second paper I read has been taken directly from directives, sinece I always liked
to be able to document what I say and not to talk off the top of my hat. The
things I said in that paper are things that affected the department for the worse,
in my opinion, and made in impossible for me to maintain:my integrity as an
individual or as a social worker. I had talks with thé superintendent about it and
I did try to interpret to the superintendent and represent my views. I'finally
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iwrote ‘to. the Commissionér and outlined some of my worries and concerns. At
the time I couldinotimpress any of these areas and I decided the time had come
when there was not enough support in the Federal Prison for Women.

; Mr. Toumik: I thinkyou have evaded the question. You made a bald
statement. You said “The Canadian Penitentiary Service has no real desire to
retain well quahﬁed professxonal staff, unless they are obedient and non-
cr1t1ca1 o That seems to me to be rather a strange statement since I would assume
any service ‘would want to have obedient personnel. If they find they cannot
adhere to the rules they change their occupations.

'Mrs. BATSTONE: Which i is what I did.
Mr. ToLmIE: But this is a general statement.

Mrs. BATSTONE: Yes, but it can be documented. I spoke to the superlntend-
ent; I wanted changes, and I gave some indication of the changes in our
department which affected the nature of our work. I am simply saying that when
things are wrong you try your best to make changes for the better. If you find
you cannot do that and I think any good organization is willing to listen—

Co-CHAIRMAN '( Senator Benidickson): What was the date that you think
you realized you had difficulty in getting support?

Mrs, BATSTONS:: In my statement here I mentioned the directives began on
May 31, 1966, and continued.

Mr. ToumiIE: Mrs. Batstone, I realize what you are trying to say, but the
statement still stands and it has not been answered, as far as I am concerned.
“The Canadian Pemtentlary Service has no real de51re to retain well qualified
professional’ staff, unless they are obedient—". In my opinion the only type of
staff they could retain or should retain are those who are obedient.

Mrs. BATSTONE: If you did that you would never change the system.

‘ Mr. ToLMIE: ‘T can see that you felt you were not working in a suitable
environment and that you should leave. But you should obey until you leave.
But this brings up the whole question of professional staff. The Solicitor General
has outlined a program of education, employment, entertainment, religious in-
struction and so forth. The Commissioner of Penitentiaries has emphasized the
fact'that 'he has a great concern about getting psychiatrists, psychologists and
other trained personnel. You state in essence that they don’t have any real desire
to retain qualified ‘'staff. Is it not true in essence that they want staff but that they
cannot get staff.

Mrs. BATSTONE They had me, and I am well trained.
Mr. ToLMae: I am talking about psychologists and psychiatrists.
Mrs. BATSTONE: They had Miss Benson; she is a psychologist.

Mr. ToLMIE: You give the impression they had no desire to retain well
qualified staff unless they are subservient. My information, not just from the
evidence produced before the committee, is that the service wants to get
qualified staff of any description but is not able to do so because of the personnel
situation. Is that a fair assessment? Is it easy to get psychologists and psychia-
trists for prisons?

Mrs. BATSTONE: No,

Mr. TorLmie: Is it fair to say that the reason is that they want a certain type
which is not available?
“'Mrs. BATsTONE: 'I think my answer is very valid. If they want to retain
professional staff they won’t create conditions which make it impossible for
them to stay:: :
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Mr. ToLmie: Where will they get professional staff at the present tdme"

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Could I ask a supplementary questmn here Is
it your opinion that providing the right atmosphere were created plenty of staff'
would be available?

Mrs. BATSTONE: Not plenty, but I think what M1ss Macnelll sald before is
valid. If you are planning somethlng the people are keen to try it too. It may be
hard but there is a chance. It is something worthwhile domg and they will give'
support. But if, on the other hand, the conditions are not inline 'with' the
objectives of the psychiatrists and social workers, they are not gomg to be
interested. .

Miss BENSON: Perhaps it explains how important it is to have the r1ght
person at the top who is going to try to get the people. . = 017 o -

Mr. ToLMIE: Have you ever tried to hire staff and hHave they refused to‘come
because of the conditions? ‘ A

Mrs. BATSTONE: As a member of the Canadian Assoc1atlon of Socxal Work-
ers I was in the position of having contacts, but there were no vacancies on the
staff for them. it (e A0

Mr. ToLmie: Did you try?

Mrs. BATSTONE: There were no positions—I did have the' opportumty of
hiring secretaries in the early years and I got some tremendous people who are
now being used as guidance officers. I believe they were attracted by the
challenge of what we are trying to do in our department I thlnk that was: what
attracted people of such worthwhile quality. 1O yeisasad 3ahm

Mr. ToLMmIE: You mean in the classification department" A Y
Mrs. BATSTONE: Yes.

Mr. ToLMIE: You made what I would consider to be a damagmg statement
when you said that the Canadian Penitentiary Service has no real de51re to
retain well qualified professional staff unless they are completely subservient.
From all the other evidence we have had here it has been shown that:the Sérvice
is very desirous of obtaining staff of all descriptions, psychologists,: psychiatrists
and social workers but the point remains there are none avallable That is the
reason, is that not correct? Vi ( Frer

Mrs. BATSTONE: It is one reason, but it is not the reason, in'my opinion. I
have belonged for many years to the Canadian ‘Association of Social ‘Workers,
and I have seen in the “Social Worker” an advertisement for social workers for
the Prison for Women and an advertisement for superintendent for the Prison
for Women. I am going to tell you frankly that in the code of ethics. of the
professional association there is a good deal about confidentiality. A professiona.l
person’s relationship with her client is considered conﬁdentlal and it is very
important, and in my statement when I talked about conﬁdentlahty of my’ clients
and that I could no longer maintain that, that struck at the very basis of my
work with the inmates.

Mr. ToLMIE: You keep talking about your work and it is unportant but yet
in your statement you talk about qualified staff. The blanket statement still
remains there that the service will not hire because they cannot make them' obey
and because they will be insubordinate. All the evidence 1 have heard not only
from witnesses here but from other persons as well:is that the: reason they
cannot get professional staff is simply because they are not available. Is, that not
correct?

Mrs. BATSTONE: Over the last nine years there have been quite a‘number of
psychologists in Kingston Penitentiary. They have comie and  gone. At the

1
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present timeI think I am correct in saying that in the whole of the Kingston area
there is only one psychologist in from the United States on a visa doing a thesis
and he is principally preoccupied with that, and he would not have much time to
work with the inmates. Certainly in Ontario Region there is almost no profes-
sional staff working directly with inmates.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): Mr. Tolmie, would you limit yourself to one
more question? We are extremely short on time.

Mr. ToLMIE: I do not want to labour this point, but I think it is rather
important. Perhaps, according to your view, you might be of assistance to the
service, because they are desperately looking for trained staff, and if you know
of any who could fill the bill I am sure they would welcome them.

Mr. AIRKEN: Under what conditions?
Mr. ToLMIE: Under the conditions of hire for work in a prison.

Mrs. BATSTONE: It is rather awkward, because if a professional social worker
comes to me and asks, “Why did you resign?” and I tell her what I have been
telling you tonight, she is not going to be very interested in that position.

Mr. ToLMIE: You keep going back to social workers, and I can see your point
because you happen to be one, but as I keep reiterating, the statement still stands

and all of the other evidence is opposed to it, and I just want to get your opinion
on it.

Mr. ALLMAND: Mr. Chairman, unfortunately I could not be here this after-

noon, so if I ask some questions which have been asked already, please call me to
order, because I do not want to waste time.

Miss Macneill and Mrs. Batstone, if I understand correctly from reading the
newspapers, it seems to me that the reason for your resignations was that you
disagreed with the system under which the penitentiary operated. That is
correct, is'it?

" Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. ALLMAND: I also understand from reading the papers that the purpose
of the system which you believed in was to rehabilitate the inmates, the girls
that were there, to go back into society, where they could live in a free society
and think for themselves and adapt to this free, competitive society.

Miss MACNEILL: Yes.

Mr. ALLMAND: I would call that the end of the system, for the purposes of
this discussion. Do you think that the system which was being introduced was
directed towards different ends? In other words, do you think the new regula-
tions were directed towards rehabilitation which would not prepare the girls for
living in a free, competitive society?

Mis_s MacNEILL: I would not call it “rehabilitation.”

Mr. ALLMAND: Do you think they did not believe in that type of rehabilita-
tion?

.. Miss: MACNEILL: I cannot put thoughts into the minds of other people,
frankly, but I certainly did not feel it was any dissatisfaction on the part of the
Commissioner with the way the women’s prison was operated. The dissatisfac-
tion was from me, really.. . ;

Mr. ArLLMAND: From what I understand, from my layman’s study of that

situation, there was probably an agreement on ends, but a disagreement on
means.

1+ Miss MacNEILL: Yes, I think definitely there was an agreement on ends. T am
convinced the penitentiary service wishes to rehabilitate.
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Mr. ALLMAND: You talked about the behavioural sciences and the field of
psychology, psychiatry and social work. Is there any agreement among the
behavioural scientists on what means necessarily lead to these ends?

Miss MACNEILL: There was agreement in the Prison for Women.

Mr. ALLMAND: Wait a minute. I have done a certain amount of study on
criminology, sociology, etcetera. Is there agreement among social scientists as to
what type of system or means necessarily lead to the end which you say both you
and probably the penitentiary service agrees on?

Miss MACNEILL: No, there is not agreement.

Mr. ALLMAND: Then I will move on to the next question, because that is my
understanding. From a layman’s reading, I have understood there are many
opinions as to what type and degree of discipline will necessarily produce
free-thinking individuals in a free and competitive society.

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, that is correct; there is disagreement.

Mr. ALLMAND: What woud you say is the most important aspect of applying
a system—the system as conceived in the abstract, or the work of the individuals
applying that system from person to person?

Miss MacNEILL: I think, as I said in my statement, probably the most
important aspect in the rehabilitation of offenders is the attitude of staff to
inmates.

Mr. ALLMAND: Would you say that a person could conceive the rehabilitation
process correctly in his own mind and have the right attitude, but have the
wrong personality actually to apply that system with respect to an individual
inmate? In other words, he could be a great theorist and have the best of
intentions, but not be able, because of his own personality, to do it.

Miss MACNEILL: Yes, of course.

Mr. ALLMAND: I just put this to you, and I know it is non-scientific. When I
visited the Prison for Women—was it in December we went there?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): I think so.

Mr. ALLMAND: In December I asked a lot of the inmates what they thought
and what their attitudes were to the administration at the prison and the way
they were treated before and after the changes in administration; and I do not
say this to accuse anybody, but not one person told me they preferred the former
to the present system. I agree with you that this type of prisoner might prefer
the type of discipline you criticize, but I am just wondering how you would
interpret this. I did not ask everyone. I may have asked 10 or 11, but every girl I
saw I asked.

- Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): This was covered earlier this afternoon, and
Miss Macneill can repeat her explanation.

Mr. ALLMAND: No, I will read the record.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): It was simply that this type of woman likes to
be more disciplined rather than less and likes an organized type of society.

Mr. ALLMAND: My further question is this. Is that a scientifically deduced
conclusion, that they like that kind of thing, necessarily because they are
prisoners, or is this in the opinion area?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): Would you comment on the fact that
some I interviewed said they preferred a male leader in the institution vis a vis a
female?

Mr. ALLMAND: Some told me thaf too.
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Miss MAcCNEILL: Would you like to handle the mampulatlve p0551b111t1es
Miss Benson?

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): It is unfair to ask Miss Macneill.

Miss BEnson: This is a little tricky, but there was an article in the American
Journal of Correction dealing specifically with problems of a male administrator
of a female population concerned primarily with problems of manipulation, that
these are greater for a male than for a female.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What is manipulation?
Miss BENsoN: If T want to get something out of you, being a woman with

certain kinds of guile, I may have a better chance from you than from MlSS
Macneill.

Mrs. BATSTONE: And daughters from their fathers.
Miss BENSON: Yes.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): So the opposites prevail.

Mr. STAFFORD: I had them say that directly to me, it is like a daughter goes
to her father.

Mr. AvLMAaND: I have one final question. On page 10 of Mlss Macnelll’
statement it says:

The time has come when leg irons, windowless cells, bread and water
two meals a day, prolonged isolation for punishment, should be removed
from our correctional system.

Am I to believe these things were reintroduced after you left?
Miss MACNEILL: I was not discussing the Prison for Women when I made
that statement. About six months ago in Kingston the Crown objected vehe-

mently when an inmate from Kingston Penitentiary was taken down to court in
leg irons.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): “Leg irons”’—what are they?

Miss MAcNEILL: This was in the public press. The Crown objected when a
man from Kingston Penitentiary was taken to court, to face additional charges
which he had requested should be faced, in leg irons.

Mr. STAFFORD: Where was he taken from?
Miss MACNEILL: From Kingston Penitentiary.
Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): What are leg irons?

Miss MACNEILL: A collar on each leg with a chain between, and the prisoner
shuffles. The judge refused to try the case until the leg irons were removed.
Bread and water I have not used. Bread and water was reintroduced into

the Prison for Women as a disciplinary measure between June and September,
1966.

Co-CHAIRMAN (Senator Benidickson): For some period of time, and only for
one meal per day?

Miss MAcCNEILL: For two meals a day. In the regulations it is a restricted
diet. :

Co-CHAIRMAN (Mr. Watson): This was discussed this afternoon.
Mr. ALLMmAND: Then I will pass.

Miss MAcNEILL: There are a few things I should like to comment on. Because
of the philosophy of the prison from 1961 to 1965, if an inmate was isolated then
she was isolated until she was prepared to co-operate. She was not isolated as a




PENITENTIARIES 117

punishment for a specific offence. The punishment for a specific offence would be
loss of statutory remission. In other words, she would have to serve a longer time
in prison. But, our contention was that if you isolate a person beyond the time of
remorse then you increase bitterness towards authority, whereas if after two
days, perhaps, or three days or maybe five days a person is ready to get out, to
co-operate and say: “I am sorry,” as they very often did. This is far better than
sentencing them to three weeks’ isolation during which time they may have gone
through several phases.

Mrs. MacInnis: I want to ask one or two questions in regard to the
qualifications of personnel. I go back to some of the questions that were put on.
the Order Paper in the House of Commons. I find here in regard to the
qualifications of four of the senior personnel—the assistant superintendent for
organization and administration, the assistant superintendent for services and
supplies, the senior hospital nurse, and there is a fourth here at some place, I
believe—this says the same thing for all four, that they must have taken the
personality and behaviour course at the Institute of Psychotherapy, 1960. Now, I
have been told by someone who belongs in Kingston and who knows the
penitentiary fairly well that that course at the Institute of Psychotherapy
consisted of eight lectures given by the senior psychiatrist to the people all in a
group. Is that information correct?

Mrs. BATSTONE: I can speak to that question because I attended that course
of lectures. It was open to staff at various penitentiaries at all levels—correc-
tional staff, professional staff and administrative staff. It was one hour or more a
night, and it lasted, I think, for eight sessions. It was the Institute of Psycho-
therapy, and not the Institute of Psychology.

Mrs. MacINNis: Would that be the full training these people got?
Mrs. BaTsToNE: The graduate nurses, and the ones you are referring to.

Mrs. MacInnis: But would that be adequate training for those senior per-
sonnel?

Mrs. BATSTONE: I would not think so.
Mrs. MacINNIS: Would you care to answer that, Miss Benson?
Miss BEnson: No, it is not.

Mrs. MacInnis: Would not that go far to substantiate Mrs. Batstone’s charge
that the penitentiary people could not have been too serious about getting well
qualified personnel, certainly along the line of obtaining those with psychiatric
training? Would this be part of what you are basing your charge on, Mrs.
Batstone?

Mrs. BATSTONE: I had not thought of it in that way, Mrs. Maclnnis. Of
course, that training is available for all staff. It helps, but on the other hand it
does not take the place of prolonged regular training, and I certainly think that
the more training anyone who is dealing with inmates has in subjects related to
the behavioural sciences then the better equipped that person is to do the job.

Mrs. MAcINNIS: Would it be because they could not get well-equipped
people that they tried this as a sort of a stop-gap measure? Would that be the
reason for giving that course?

Mrs. BATSTONE: I am not sure of that; I do not know.

Mrs. MacInNiS: When I heard this it rather shocked me to think that this
training was being regarded as adequate training. I do not think they could have
regarded it as adequate, but maybe it was the best they could do under the
circumstances.
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Mrs. BATSTONE: Maybe.

Mrs. MACINNIS: I do not know whether Miss Macneill would care to com-
ment on that at all.

Miss MACNEILL: I was not there at the time. This course happened before I
arrived in December, 1960. The whole problem of staff training in the Prison for
Women was a difficult problem for me because of the limited number of staff. I
feel that the basis of an institution in its therapeutic approach is qualified people.
I would like to have those people have sufficient time in which to train staff, but
they could not do all things. This was my plea all the way along—more staff. We
could not get them because there was not the establishment until this summer
when the establishment was apparently increased. Some of the staff training that
is given to male officers is useful for women, but, frankly, I do not feel that very
much is. I have studied the curriculum. There are certain courses I would have
been very happy to have had the staff from the prison attend if they had had the
time but we did not have the staff to allow this. There were times—and the
committee has visited the institution—when there were exactly three custodial
officers on duty during the day to look after 120 inmates.

Mrs. MACINNIS: I do not know which of the witnesses would be the best to
answer this, but did this program of treatment that you had in mind have a fair
chance given the kind of surroundings and the bui'ding you had to work with?
Could you expect it to succeed fully in the premises, with the lack of segregation,
and so on, or was it bound to fall far short of what you had hoped?

Miss BENsoN: It was inadequate in many things. There were many things we
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