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RESTORATIVE PRINCIPLES OF SENTENCING 

[65] As stated by the Supreme Court of Canada in R. v. Proulx, 2000 SCC 5 (CanLII), [2000] S.C.J. No. 6 at 
paragraph 98, two of the main objectives of reform to the Criminal Code of Canada in sentencing were to 
reduce  the  use  on  jail  and  to  emphasize  principles  of  restorative  justice,  which  include  principles  of 
rehabilitation; reparation to the victim and community; and promotion of a sense of responsibility to the 
offender.

REHABILITATION 

[66]  The court is obligated to craft a sentence which assists in the rehabilitation of the offender.   For 
example, in Proulx, supra., the court noted that often sending offenders who have addictions issues to real 
jail is counterproductive on account of the prevalence of illicit substances in the jail system.  The court 
went on comment at paragraph 111;

House arrest may also have a rehabilitative effect to a certain extent in so far as it prevents the offender from 
engaging in habitual anti-social associations and promotes pro-social behaviours such as attendance at work or 
educational institutions.

[67] In the present case, the offender, who has lived a reclusive lifestyle has suggested that house arrest is 
appropriate as it will assist in the offender’s rehabilitation.  However, it can be said in this instance that 
house arrest would inhibit pro-social behaviours in that the offender has habitually confined herself to her 
home in an unhealthy way.  While the offender has argued that her lifestyle will change if and when she is 
united with her husband, that relationship has many hurdles to overcome before the offender will be able to 
be  united  with  him.   Accordingly,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how ordering  more  of  the  same living 
environment could provide a meaningful consequence or have any sort of rehabilitative effect upon the 
offender.

R E PA R AT I O N S  T O  T H E  C O M M U N I T Y  A N D  P R O M O T I O N  O F  S E N S E  O F 
RESPONSIBILITY 

[68] Making reparation for one’s actions is literally repairing a damage that one has caused, and as such is a 
concept based upon restorative justice.  If an offender is able to restore a victim to the position they were 
in prior to being victimized, it may be said that justice is served.  The process of making reparations can 
contribute to the offender’s sense of responsibility if the offender is able to appreciate the extent of the loss 
in making reparations.

[69]  The  offender’s  actions  impacted  the  respective  lives  of  the  main  victims  in  vastly  different  ways.  
Beyond those people who provided victim impact statements, there are people whose identity was stolen 
and used for nefarious purposes, and the Chemawawin and Easterville communities who were unwillingly 
thrust into the international spotlight, and portrayed in an unfavourable light.  The total loss to all is not 
only financial to the extent of millions of dollars, but includes emotional damages and a significant loss of 
reputation to C.A..  It is clear that the offender will not likely be in a position to make reparations to 
C.A..  Similarly, the offender will never be in a position to restore N.P.’s faith in charity, P.D.’s dignity, or 
J.H.’s  ability  to  trust.   At  best  the  offender  may  only  be  able  to  make  some reparations  to  her  own 
community by learning to become a contributing member of the community.
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