
Bill C-17 - Minister of Justice 
An Act to amend the Criminal Code (investigative hearing and recognizance with 
conditions) also known as Combating Terrorism Act, 
Introduced April 23, 2010. Reported to the House of Commons with 
amendments made at Committee, March 2, 2011. 
Bill Narrative / Descriptor: 
Bill C-17, reintroduced the provisions of former Bill C-19 which had reintroduced 
former Bill S-3 from the previous Parliament as amended by the Senate, thereby 
providing new safeguards in addition to the numerous safeguards found in the 
original legislation (Anti-terrorism Act, S.C. 2001 c.4). 

The investigative hearings and recognizance with conditions provisions were 
enacted in 2001 to help prevent terrorist activities from being carried out and to 
provide law enforcement with assistance in investigating terrorism offences. 
These provisions were subject to a sunset clause (March, 2007) and as a result, 
must be re-enacted. 

Bill C-17 would amend the Criminal Code to reinstate an investigative hearings 
power. This would give a judge the power, on application by a peace officer, to 
compel someone with information about a terrorism offence that has been or will 
be committed to appear before him or her and answer questions. Several 
safeguards would be attached to this power, including (a) the use of an 
investigative hearing would require the consent of the Attorney General; (b) the 
person compelled to appear would have the ability to retain and instruct counsel 
at any stage of the proceedings; (c) reasonable attempts would first have to be 
made to obtain the information by other means; and (d) the information provided 
by the person or anything derived from the information generally could not be 
used against them in any criminal proceeding. 

The annual reporting requirements for these provisions would also require the 
Attorney General of Canada and the Minister of Public Safety to provide their 
opinion, supported by reasons, on whether these provisions should be extended. 

Bill C-17 would also reinstate in the Criminal Code a recognizance with 
conditions provision, which is intended to help law enforcement officers disrupt 
terrorist attacks. The use of recognizance with conditions would be available 
under strictly defined conditions and would be subject to numerous procedural 
safeguards. 

If a peace officer has reasonable grounds to believe that a terrorist activity will be 
carried out and reasonable grounds to suspect that the imposition of a 
recognizance with conditions on a particular person is necessary to prevent a 
terrorist activity from being carried out, then the peace officer could apply to a 
judge to have the person compelled to appear before him or her. 
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Bringing the person before the court allows the judge to consider whether it is 
desirable to impose reasonable conditions on the person. The court could 
impose such conditions or could release the person without conditions. The 
burden would be on the government to show why conditions should be imposed. 
If the person refuses to accept conditions, the court could commit that person to 
prison for UP to 12 months. 
Explanation of any Omissions to the Questions Below: 
No detailed cost information is available because there are no costs 
associated with this bill. 

The re-enactment of the investigative hearing and the recognizance with 
conditions provisions contained in the Anti-terrorism Act, 2001 would not be a 
burden on the criminal justice system and are not expected to entail any 
appreciable additional costs. 

The investigative hearing is not a criminal trial as it requires only that someone 
attend as a witness and answer questions. The recognizance with conditions is 
a peace bond subject to conditions that a judge mayor may not decide to 
impose. Since it is designed as a form of judicially-supervised release, it is not 
detention and imprisonment would likely be rare (e.g. where the person breaks 
the conditions or refuses to enter into the recognizance). 

The provisions were subject to sunset clauses and were not extended. They 
ceased to exist on March 1,2007. During that time the provisions were in force, 
the investigative hearing was invoked once, but without actually taking place, 
and the recognizance with conditions provision was never used. In seeking to re
instate these provisions, the Government expects that they will continue to be 
used with restraint. 

What are the incremental cost estimates broken down by Capital, 
Operations & Maintenance and Other cateaories? 
Not applicable. An explanation has been provided under the heading 
"Explanation of any Omissions to the Questions below". 

What is the baseline departmental funding requirement excluding the 
impacts of the bills and Acts, broken down by Capital, Operations and 
Maintenance and Other cateaories? 
Not applicable, within the context referred to in the overview document in 
relation to Baseline funding. 

What are the total departmental Annual Reference Level (ARL), including all 
quasi-statutory and non-quasi-statutory items, including Capital, 
Ooerations and Maintenance and Other cateaories, includina the 
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incremental cost estimates? 

Not applicable. Reference is to be made to the overview document in relation to 
Annual Reference Levels. 

What are the detailed cost accounting, analysis and projections, including 
assumptions, for each of the bills and Acts, conducted in accordance with 
the Treasury Board Guide to CostinQ? 
As noted above, no detailed cost information is available because there are 
no costs associated with this bill. 

The re-enactment of the investigative hearing and the recognizance with 
conditions provisions contained in the Anti-terrorism Act, 2001 would not be a 
burden on the criminal justice system and are not expected to entail any 
appreciable additional costs. 

The investigative hearing is not a criminal trial as it requires only that someone 
attend as a witness and answer questions. The recognizance with conditions is 
a peace bond subject to conditions that a judge mayor may not decide to 
impose. Since it is designed as a form of judicially-supervised release, it is not 
detention and imprisonment would likely be rare (e.g. where the person breaks 
the conditions or refuses to enter into the recognizance). 

The provisions were subject to sunset clauses and were not extended. They 
ceased to exist on March 1,2007. During that time the provisions were in force, 
the investigative hearing was invoked once, but without actually taking place, 
and the recognizance with conditions provision was never used. In seeking to re
instate these provisions, the Government expects that they will continue to be 
used with restraint. 
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