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14.  Sopinka J. stated in Mooring v. Canada (National Parole Board), [1996] 1 S.C.R.
75 :

These principles apply a fortiori to proceedings before the Parole Board
in which the subject has already been tried, convicted and sentenced. As
stated by the Supreme Court of the United States in Morrissey v. Brewer,
408 U.S. 471 (1972), at p. 489:

We emphasize there is no thought to equate this second stage of parole
revocation to a criminal prosecution in any sense. It is a narrow inquiry;
the process should be flexible enough to consider evidence including
letters, affidavits, and other material that would not be admissible in an
adversary criminal trial.

Like the basic structure and function of the Parole Board, the language of
the Board's enabling statute makes it clear that the Board lacks the
ability or jurisdiction to exclude relevant evidence. The language of the
Corrections and Conditional Release Act confers on the Board a broad
inclusionary mandate. Not only is it not bound to apply the traditional
rules of evidence,_ but it is required to take into account "all available
information that is relevant to a case". No mention is made of any power
to_apply exclusionary rules of evidence. Indeed, such a provision would
conflict with its duty to consider "all available information that is relevant".
(our emphasis)




R ¢ wmmpperdled

14. The NPB may consider hearsay.

Mooring v. Canada (National Parole Board), [1996] 1 S.C.R. 75 per Sopinka J. (statute conferred

“a broad inclusionary mandate” and a power to take into account “all available information that is
relevant to a case’™)

NPB Act, s. 42 (“The Board has the duty to consider all available information that is relevant to a
case”



