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T h i s  i s  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  r e l e a s e  of  Thomas 

Crawford who h a s  been d e t a i n e d  now f o r  some 

mcnths .  M r .  Crawfcrd i s  c h a r g e d  w i t h  s e r i o u s  

o f f e n c e s  i n v o l v i n g  o t h e r s .  The Crown h a s  ve?ry 

f a i r l y  conceded on t h i s  r ev iew a p p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  

e r r o r s  were made? by t h e  J u s t i c e  o f  t h e  Peace  i n  

t h e  o r i g i n a l  c ie tent i : ,u  h e a r l n g .  Those e r r o r s ,  a s  

t h e  Crown h a s  acknocvledged, j u s t i f y  a  f u i l  r ev iew 

a t  t h i s  s t a g e .  
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I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  Crown acknowie,3ges t h a t  it was 

an  e r r q r  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  h a v i n g  heen  r e f e r r e d  :o 

t h e  d e c i s i o r ~  c'f t h e  Suprei-[~e C o u r t  o f  Canada i n  

Regina and G l a d u s  n o t  t o  r e f e r  f u r t h e r  and make a  

d e t e r m i n a t i o n  b a s e d  c n  t h o s e  p r i n c i p l ~ e s ,  which a s  

t h e  o t h e r  c a s e s  r e f e r r e d  t o  by M r .  Ford  i n  h i s  

argument a t  t h a t  s t a g e  c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  

R .  v. Thornas Cas-ld CRhTiu'F3RD 
- D e t e n t i o n  Review [De.::isiori) 

W E I N  J .  ( 0 r a l l . y )  

August 17, 2007 

WEIPI J ( O r a l l y )  : 



4. 
R. v. Thomas David CRAWFORD 
Detention Review (Decisicn) 

WEIN ,J. (Oral:.y) 

principles applicable to aboriginal offenders 

apply throughout :he ~roceedings, including at 

the bail stage. 

In additi'sn, in my view, and perhaps interrelated 

with that errcr, the 611::tice 3f the Peace erred 

in indicating that in :.hese circumstances the 

amount of money oiier?d by the surety was not 

adequate. h chreful ccnsideration of the 

circumstances of the mcther, the proposeti surety, 

would har.e led the Justice of the Peace to the 

conclusion that that was an adequate amount in 

these circumsteinces . 

On the review hearing I heard further evidence 

from Mrs. Crawford. She has been described by 

Mr. Ford as haxriny been a perhaps overly nervous 

witness at the original hearing and efforts were 

made by tb~e Zrown and defe~ice, as well as by the 

Court, to ensure that she was more comfortable in 

her testimony here. I am satisfled on the basis 

of her additional testimony that she csuld be an 

appropriate supervisor fcr her son at this stage. 



3.  

R .  v .  Thomas David CFLRWE'ORU 
D e t e n t i o c  Review ( D e c i s i o n )  

WEIX J. (Ora1l .y)  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  on q u e s t i o n i n g  by b o t h  c o u n s e l  and 

t h e  C o u r t ,  M r s .  C r a w f o r d  h a s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  

may b e  b o t h  h i g h  school  and s k i l l s  t r a d e s  

t r a i n i n g  a v a i l a b l e  t o  h e r  son  pend ing  t h e  c o u r t  

m a t t e r s .  t:c:.?ver, rlo s p e c i  2 i r  e f f o r t s  have h e a l  

made pend ing  t h i s  h e a r i n g  t o  p r o v i d e  d e t a i l e d  

i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  1k.e Cour t  abou t  what would be  

a c t u a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  M r .  Crawford .  I t  i s  s a i d  

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  h i g h  s c h o o l  a v a i l a b l e  i n  

B r a n t f o r d .  M r s .  Crawford i s  p r e p a r e d  t o  d r i v e  

h e r  son  t o  and frcm t h e  h i g h  s c h o o l .  Her 

d a u g h t e r  a l s o  a t t e n d s  t h a t  h i g h  s c h o o l .  

A s  w e l l ,  t h e r e  i s  an e n t e r p r i s e  known as Grand 

R: . I ~ e r  E n t e r p r i s e s ,  which i a  a s k i l l s  t r a d e  

s c h o o l ,  on  t h e  r e s= . rve .  Mrs. Crawford i n d i c a t e s  

t h e r e  i s  no w a i t i n g  l i s t  and s h e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  

h e r  son  c o a l 5  r e c e i v e  t r a i n i n g  i n  b o t h  h i g h  

s c h o o l  c r e d i t s  a s  w e l l  a s  we ld ing  o r  i ronwork ,  

b o t h  o f  which h e  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n .  

I h e s i t a t e  because  01 t h e  i h s e n c e  o f  s p e c l f i c  
L 
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6. 
R. v. Thomas David CR>.5C?ORL, 
Detention Revlew (Decision) 

WEIN ,J. (0rall.y) 

information concerning whether or not Mr 

Crawford would be accepted in either of those 

training prograxunes, or otherwise. 

In the grounds for the application, defence 

counsel indicated that the learned Justice of the 

Peace erred in detsinin<j Mr. Crawford given that 

a release with appropriate ccnditlcns could have 

been structured to meet any concerns on the 

secondary ground. I agree that on a better 

foundatic~n a release with appzoprlate conditions 

could be structured, however I am not satisfied 

that such a relrase proqramme has been 

affirmatively put forwsrd in these circumstances. 

In my vier~r, tr: meet thzt requirement whlch the 

seriousness of tne offences ar-d other aspects of 

Mr. Crawford's young iifo require, the defence 

must put forward a :;peclfli- programme to whlch 

Mr. Crawford can and will ko admitted on release. 

Simply sitting at ilcme 111lder house arrest i l l  the 

circumsrances previously put forward before the 

Justice of the Peic;e runs significant risks on 



R. v. Thomas David CWLhlFORLi 
Detention Review (Decision) 

WEIN ( J .  (0rall.y) 

the secondary grounds. 

Accordingly, I have endorsed 'he record as 

follows: 

The applicatioc is dismissed for oral 

reasons given, hut subject to the right to 

reapply with confirmed information with 

respect to the availability to scho~lit~g or 

training programme:;. Further application 

n!ay be made ic less thari 39 days. 

It would be my recommendation to the defence 

that, although :C :rtz~:,r no?: he the jvdge on any 

rehearing, if there is i i  rehearing, that the 

Court wollld be assi.:,tecl by a letter from whatever 

programne is chosen and a:railable, an3 by an 

affidavit from Mrs. Crawford indicating lier 

willingnes~ to drive her sol-. to and from that 

prDgramme, and./crr his own co!;firmed willingness 

to attend such retrainin<:!, which will amount to a 

turn-around in his life. 



ti. 
R. v. Thomas David CFLZ~WFORD 
Detention Revlew (Decision) 

WEIN J .  (0rall.y) 

I'm sure the Crown will take into account my 

comments in any further review. Thank you both. 



9 .  
R .  tr .  Thomas Crawford 
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