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[1] The accused was convicted of offences of a sexual nature committed against five young women between 1966 and 2006.
[2] It is useful to summarize the facts accepted by the Court that led to his conviction on ten of the thirteen charges against him.
THE FACTS
Concerning S.Q.
[3] S.Q. lived in Wemotaci between June 1 and September 1, 1984. She was about 26 years old at the time.
[4] The accused was a member of the Amerindian Police from 1976 to 1989.
[5] One day in 1984, S.Q. and her spouse attended a party at J.C.‘s home.
[6] S.Q. was taking medication for her epilepsy. She nevertheless let herself be persuaded to drink a few sips from a bottle of beer her spouse offered her.
[7] Very quickly, S.Q. began to feel unwell. She decided to go outside the house and wait for her spouse there.
[8] A Wemotaci police car arrived at the premises. The accused, who was wearing a police officer’s uniform, took her by the arm and had her get into the vehicle. She sat in the front passenger seat and was driven to an isolated spot.
[9] Once there, the accused made her get out of the vehicle and lie on the trunk of the police car. Her legs were not touching the ground.
[10] She felt her pants being unbuttoned and lowered. The accused then had sexual intercourse with S.Q. He ejaculated.
[11] Marcel Boivin was near them. She heard him tell the accused that he had to hurry up. Then Boivin had intercourse with her as well.
[12] S.Q. was able to see that a third individual was nearby. This was J.B.N. He was present during the assaults, but he did not take part.

[13] The accused drove her home.
Concerning C.P.
[14] There were three events involving C.P.
[15] The first took place in the early 1980s, when C.P. was about 23 years old and living with her spouse, D.B., at his father’s house in Wemotaci.
[16] At the time, some of the family members regularly had arguments that required police intervention. 

[17] The accused arrived at this location and arrested C.P. He made her get into the Amerindian Police vehicle and drove her to a place known as [translation] “the footbridge” near the railroad leading to Sanmaur. On the way, he gave her relationship advice.
[18] Once they arrived at the destination, the accused began to stroke her back and genital area over her clothes. Despite C.P.’s objections, he lifted up her shirt and licked her breasts. He told her he would make her feel good.
[19] The accused advised C.P. not to tell anyone, adding that in any event no one would believe her. He was wearing his police uniform.
[20] When he dropped her off at home, he told C.P.‘s spouse that she would behave from now on.
[21] A second event took place a year later, when the accused arrested C.P. once more She was very drunk.
[22] Once again, he drove her to an isolated spot, where the generator providing the community’s electricity at the time was located.
[23] C.P. was lying on her back. The accused had sexual intercourse with her. She believes that she pulled up her own pants. The accused said nothing.
[24] The final event took place in the winter of 1983.
[25] The accused went to C.P.’s home. This time she refused to go with him. He grabbed her by the arm to force her into the police car, but she fought back. The accused struck her and told her in Atikamekw to [translation] “shut your trap”. C.P. answered that if he did not let go, she would reveal everything he had done to her. The accused let her go and left the premises.
Concerning X
[26] X is the accused’s granddaughter. She lived with her grandparents until she was 13 or 14 years old.
[27] She relates a first event, which took place when she was 7 or 8 years old.
[28] The accused went to her bedroom and brought her back to his own bedroom, which was directly in front of hers, under the pretext of taking a nap.
[29] He lay X down on the bed and began touching her sexually. He removed her underwear and touched her breasts and vulva with his tongue. He told her not to tell anyone what had just happened.
[30] This type of touching was repeated two or three times at the accused’s residence. The witness does not, however, remember the details of these other incidents.
[31] Another event took place during a cultural activity week in Wemotaci.
[32] The accused showed X, who was between 12 and 14 years old at the time, how to drive an ATV.
[33] She was at the controls and the accused was sitting behind her.
[34] As they drove around the Casey region, he touched X’s thighs and vulva over her clothing.
[35] According to her, the accused repeated these actions when he let her drive his Ford vehicle. She was sitting on his lap when this touching happened. This incident took place that same year.
[36] Again, the accused told her not to tell anyone about these incidents.
Concerning Y
[37] Around 1966, Y was living in Ruban, formerly a small village not far from Sanmaur. She was 11 years old.
[38] One summer day, her mother asked her to take some food to her grandmother, who lived near their home. On her way back, she ran into the accused.
[39] He bent over and grabbed her. He wanted to kiss her. He touched her breasts over her clothing and moved his hands towards her genitals. Y fought back vigorously. She managed to escape the accused’s grasp and fled towards her house.
Concerning Z
[40] Z was between the 7 and 10 years old. She was living in Ruban with her parents.
[41] The accused and his spouse lived in a small house nearby.
[42] Z went to their home to watch and play with their children.
[43] The events took place when she found herself alone with the accused and his young children. 

[44] The accused was sitting on one of the kitchen chairs and asked Z to come closer to him. He said, [translation] “One day, you’ll know what this is”. He then kissed her on the mouth and told her to touch is penis. She had to perform fellatio. 
[45] The witness stated the following: 

[translation] 
He stroked my vagina. He showed me how to suck and he told me not to tell anyone.
[46] Z added :
[translation]

So he was my teacher, actually.

[47] The accused touched her genitals and ejaculated sometimes in her hand, sometimes in her mouth.
[48] This conduct was repeated more than a dozen times. It ended only when Z’s family moved to Wemotaci around 1972.
POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES
[49] Crown counsel emphasizes the objective and subjective gravity of the offences and the fact that they constitute abuse of trust and abuse of authority in respect of the victims. He argues that the vulnerability of S.Q. and C.P., who were intoxicated when the assaults took place, must be taken into account. 

[50] He notes that, in the cases of X, Y and Z, the offences constitute abuse of persons under the age of 18. He seeks a custodial sentence of seven years.
[51] The submissions of counsel for the defence are based on the Gladue presentencing report
 (”Gladue report”) ordered by the Court. Counsel for the defence suggests following the recommendations made by the authors of the report to impose a short prison sentence, possibly combined with community work and participation in a support service for men in Wemotaci. He suggests a sentence of two years less one day or less.
ANALYSIS
[52] The Court must impose a just and appropriate sentence, having regard to the objectives and principles set out in sections 718 and following of the Criminal Code.
[53] Section 718.1 of the Criminal Code states that a sentence must be proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the offender.
[54] It is also important to recall that the sentence must not be based on a spirit of vengeance. In M.(C.A.),
 Lamer J. stated the following on the subject: 
But it should be clear from my foregoing discussion that retribution bears little relation to vengeance, and I attribute much of the criticism of retribution as a principle to this confusion. As both academic and judicial commentators have noted, vengeance has no role to play in a civilized system of sentencing.  See Ruby, Sentencing, supra, at p. 13. Vengeance, as I understand it, represents an uncalibrated act of harm upon another, frequently motivated by emotion and anger, as a reprisal for harm inflicted upon oneself by that person.  Retribution in a criminal context, by contrast, represents an objective, reasoned and measured determination of an appropriate punishment which properly reflects the moral culpability of the offender, having regard to the intentional risk-taking of the offender, the consequential harm caused by the offender, and the normative character of the offender's conduct.  Furthermore, unlike vengeance, retribution incorporates a principle of restraint; retribution requires the imposition of a just and appropriate punishment, and nothing more.
AGGRAVATING FACTORS
[55] The Court must consider the following aggravating factors:
[56] The offences committed by the accused are objectively very serious. The offence committed against S.Q. is punishable by fourteen years in a penitentiary. In C.P.’s case, Parliament provides for sentences that vary, depending on the charge, from a maximum of five years in a penitentiary to life imprisonment. In X’s case, each of the charges is punishable by ten years’ imprisonment. Finally, in the cases of Z and Y., maximum sentences of five years in a penitentiary are provided for each count.
[57] These offences are also subjectively serious in many respects.
[58] In the cases of S.Q. and C.P., the accused committed the offences not only when he was a peace officer, but while he was on duty. Crown counsel emphasizes this aggravating factor, and he is right to do so.
[59] It is disturbing that a member of the police force, whose mission it is to keep the peace and maintain order and public security, and whose mandate it is to prevent and suppress crime, ensure the safety of persons, and safeguard their rights and freedoms,
 has committed such crimes against vulnerable persons. 

[60] The accused used a patrol vehicle to drive his victims to an isolated location, and in this very vehicle, as he was wearing the uniform of the police department that hired him, he assaulted them. This was a particularly heinous crime that calls for a sentence that expresses denunciation and deterrence.
[61] The victims were entitled to expect the accused to protect them, not to abuse his authority in this way to fulfill his base instincts. What is more, he simultaneously betrayed the trust the Wemotaci community had placed in him.
[62] A clear message must be sent to individuals who might be tempted to act as the accused did that they will be subject to harsh penalties should they do so.
[63] Sub-paragraph 718.2(a)(iii) of the Criminal Code also provides that evidence that the offender abused a position of trust or authority in relation to the victim is also considered an aggravating circumstance.
[64] As for X, Y and Z, they were 12 to 14 years old, 11 years old and 7 to 10 years old, respectively, when the offences were committed. 

[65] In subparagraph 718.2(a)(ii.1) of the Criminal Code, Parliament provides that an offence that constitutes abuse of a person under the age of 18 years is also an aggravating circumstance.
[66] Section 718.01 of the Criminal Code also states that in such cases the Court must give primary consideration to the objectives of denunciation and deterrence of such conduct.
[67] It is obvious that the after-effects on the victims were and still are significant. 

[68] In the case of C.P., the assaults had an impact on her self-esteem, anger management, and sexual conduct. In her statement, she said that she continues to drink alcohol to ease her pain. Because the accused was a police officer, she distrusted and feared this individual. These circumstances encouraged her to keep quiet, something she regrets today.
[69] The presentencing report states the following:

[translation] 
C.P., X and Y, the victims interviewed, use their own words to affirm that they all suffered violent emotional shock during and after the assault. They state that these painful ordeals affected their mental balance. They claim that they still, to varying degrees, carry around the post-traumatic after-effects of the offences committed.
[70] A little further on, the report affirms:
[translation] 
One of the victims, X, who is Jean-Paul’s granddaughter, states that she had a lot of trouble after the assault; she hated her life, took to self-mutilation, ran away repeatedly, and was placed in foster families and then rehabilitation centres. She hit what she calls [translation] “rock bottom”, referring to her period of drug use, but then, once she became an adult, she took herself in hand. Today, she and her boyfriend have a young child. She quit using drugs more than four years ago. Currently, she says she is happy with her little family.
[71] With respect to S.Q. and Z, the authors of the report state that it was impossible to meet with them.
[72] The Court observed them, however, as they testified at trial, and could see how difficult it was for them to relate their experiences, which were undoubtedly highly traumatizing. 

[73] At the end of her testimony, Z made the following statements:

[translation]

Q. What smells do you remember?
A. Well, the smell of a man who’s sweating, you know, booze, because every time he did that to me he was in a state of ... he was drinking. I don’t think he ever did that to me when he was sober,  just when he drank, and people drank often.
Q. You’ve spoken of smells that you remember during these events, are there tastes that you remember?
A. Yes.
Q. What do you remember?
A. Well, the taste of sperm and the smell of a man’s sweat, you know, who’s sweating, that, I remember. After, I was like... I was what they call anorexic...
Q. Yes.
R. ... I didn’t have... I didn’t eat any more, all that.
Q. After that, you say that you didn’t eat anymore?
A. No.
Q. Why didn’t you eat anymore?
A. Because I always had that taste in my mouth. After, I ... every time I ate meat especially, I could smell something like what he made me taste, so...
Q. How many times did you taste sperm?
A. I can’t say exactly how many times. It’s something a person doesn’t forget.
Q. A person doesn’t forget it?
A. No.
[74] Y, for her part, was very afraid during the incidents. In her victim impact statement, she added that she was distrustful and had sexual problems, nightmares, headaches, and anxiety. The therapy she underwent for several years allowed her to reach a certain balance.
[75] The presentencing report adds that Y is a respected career woman. Today, she is at peace. She states that she has [translation] “offered up all the hurt she had to the creator”. She has forgiven her assailant and believes that it would be a good thing for both herself and her assailant if he apologized to her.
 

[76] It is of course true that the accused cannot be faulted for not acknowledging his guilt at trial. As Parent and Desrosiers noted in their treatise on sentencing, individuals are under no obligation to waive the presumption of innocence, and they may challenge the evidence submitted by the prosecution and raise any relevant defence without fear of incurring harsher punishment.
 

[77] That being said, in the Gladue report the accused repeats that the five victims are liars. He said the same thing during his trial. 

[78] As the Court has already noted, this statement is all the more surprising since it was the accused himself who made it possible for the investigators to discover the sexual assault of X. She had not complained to the police and had he not made these admissions, no criminal proceedings would have been brought respecting his granddaughter.
[79] The accused maintains that he did so to better demonstrate at the trial that she was lying. The Court did not believe him at trial. It also does not believe him for the purposes of sentencing. It should be pointed out that the guilty verdict was not appealed.
[80] The authors of the Gladue report find that it is impossible to recommend a healing and reconciliation process with the victims, possibly involving the participation of the Council of Elders. Because the accused denies committing the alleged actions, the authors also found that it was pointless to suggest that he apologize.
[81] Consequently, it is imperative that the sentence promote in the accused a sense of responsibility and an acknowledgement of the harm done to the victims and the community. 

Mitigating factors
[82] The Court takes the following mitigating factors into consideration:
[83] The accused has no criminal record.
[84] He is 68 years old and Atikamekw. He has been married for 46 years. He has five children, who are all adults today. He has twenty-four grand-children and twelve great-grand-children.
[85] He maintains that he and his spouse have not consumed alcohol or used drugs since January 2, 1982.
[86] The Gladue report indicates that the accused’s parents were from a family of nomadic hunters and, like his paternal and maternal grandparents, were hunters and fishers.
[87] Until the age of 8, he grew up in a healthy family environment. He says that he is happy to have lived a traditional way of life.

[88] Around the age of 8, like all Atikamekw children at the time, he was sent to a [translation] “residential school”.
[89] That was how he came to attend the St-Marc boarding school in Amos for five years, and the Pointe-Bleue boarding school for two years.
[90] The accused was abused sexually at the time. He suffered from post-traumatic shock.
[91] On page 5 of the Gladue report, the following is written:
[translation] 
It is exceptional that Jean Paul nevertheless admits that overall he had some positive experiences at the residential school. The fact that his parents were practicing Catholics and that he himself took part in religious activities at the school brought him some comfort. He states, however, that the values on which he placed importance were not recognized. Moreover, he witnessed violence in all its forms, and he himself was sexually abused by a member of the clergy. 
[92] The accused has always been active on the job market. He has also been involved in his community.
[93] After working in logging camps (despite his young age), he went back to school to finish Grade 9, then completed a program to obtain a diploma in wood measurement.
[94] In 1976, with the help of the Atikamekw community, the accused attended a twelve-week police technology program. He worked in that field for thirteen years.
[95] The authors of the report explain that, during that period, the accused took on not only the duties of a police officer but also those normally performed by social workers or marriage counsellors. He also acted as a liaison officer to help his fellow citizens obtain services offered outside the community. This situation continued for nearly six years, before social services and health services were provided to the population.
[96] From 1990 to 1996, the accused worked in La Tuque for an organization that assisted trappers. During that period, he also held a job with the land claims team.
[97] He was elected to the position of councillor in the Wemotaci Band Council five times.
[98] Finally, from 2000 to 2012 he was the assistant negotiator for the Atikamekw Nation Band Council.
[99] Since 2002, the accused has had a few health problems. He has pain and weakness in the knees, which requires him to wear a brace to move around. He has been diabetic since 2004, and he suffers from glaucoma.
Gladue report.
[100] The Court must also take into consideration the criterion set out in paragraph 718.2(e) of the Criminal Code. 

[101] In Gladue, the Supreme Court noted that the judge must pay particular attention to the unique systemic or background factors which may have played a part in bringing the particular aboriginal offender before the courts, and the types of sentencing procedures and sanctions which may be appropriate in the circumstances for the offender because of his or her particular Aboriginal heritage or connection.

[102]  The Gladue report filed in this case paints a portrait of the evolution of the lives of the Atikamekw of Wemotaci over the last centuries.
[103] Although all the details in the Gladue report need not be repeated, it is worthwhile to provide a general outline here. 
[104] The Atikamekw of the region lived on hunting, fishing and gathering. When summer came, they gathered on the banks of the main rivers of the Saint-Maurice basin to trade their products.
[105] The rise of the fur trade decimated the beaver and moose populations in several areas.
[106] The building of pulp and paper mills on the lower Saint-Maurice in the late nineteenth century and the arrival of the railroad in the early twentieth century caused significant upheavals.
[107] Logging deprived the Atikamekw of access to their land, and it became difficult to practise traditional activities.
[108] The Wemotaci reserve was officially created in 1895 but was deforested by logging companies. 

[109] Wemotaci developed after the National Transcontinental railroad was built around 1910 linking the Abitibi region to Quebec City and its environs.
[110] The destruction of hunting grounds and the many jobs available resulted in the settlement of the Atikamekw in one place.
[111] The Indian Act, enacted in 1876, pursued the objective of assimilation. The 1951 Indian Act, for its part, made school attendance mandatory until the age of 16. The traumas experienced by residential school students were numerous and long-lasting. In Pointe-Bleue, the students were isolated from their community and families.
[112] Cases of sexual assault and physical violence were reported in many residential schools, including Pointe-Bleue.
[113] The impact on former students and subsequent generations are numerous: alcoholism, drug addiction, domestic violence, sexual assault, suicide, criminal behaviour, and dropping out of school. These effects lead to an overrepresentation of aboriginal children in child protection services.
[114] In their conclusion, the authors of the report provide some thought-provoking statistics.
[115] According to studies and the data gathered annually, the suicide rate is four to six times higher in Wemotaci than in Quebec as a whole.
[116] About 58% of the population of Wemotaci has not completed Secondary 5, and only 3.9% have CEGEP diplomas or higher degrees. The unemployment rate is approximately 18% and the Band Council is the main employer.
[117] In R. v. A.B.
 Lambert, J. wrote:
[translation]

Because the Court has been dealing with Aboriginal cases for several years in the municipality of La Tuque, it has been able to observe that cases from the Wemotaci community take up nearly 25% of the criminal roll, whereas the Atikamekw represent only about 5% of the population.
Many minor infractions are related to the overconsumption of alcohol and drugs. Compliance with certain conditions – the prohibition of alcohol consumption, for example, or refraining from contacting complainants – is difficult to maintain.
[118] A judge called to sit in the district of Saint-Maurice quickly comes to see the accuracy of Lebel J.’s remarks in Ipeelee:

Many Aboriginal offenders find themselves in situations of social and economic deprivation with a lack of opportunities and limited options for positive development. While this rarely — if ever — attains a level where one could properly say that their actions were not voluntary and therefore not deserving of criminal sanction, the reality is that their constrained circumstances may diminish their moral culpability.
DECISION
[119] After hearing the submissions of the parties, the Court concludes that the suggestion of Crown counsel is far from unreasonable. It has the benefit of falling within the range of sentences imposed in similar cases.
[120] This suggestion does not take sufficient account of the mitigating factors referred to above, however, namely, the absence of a criminal record and the fact that he has always been a productive member of the community.
[121] Crown counsel maintains that there is no reason to consider the Gladue report, and particularly the fact that the accused himself was a victim of sexual assault at the residential school, the relationship between the accused and his community, and the impact of systemic and historical factors on him. The Court does not agree.
[122] It is true that the accused has been successful, despite the challenges he overcame to continue his schooling and occupy enviable positions in the years that followed, but that does not mean that he is free of the trauma he experienced. 

[123] In fact, according to this report, persons who have spent several years in residential schools are less likely to express their emotions and feelings. This is in a way what counsel for the defence claimed during his submissions on sentencing. The Court agrees with this point.
[124] In Ipeelee,
 citing the Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench, Lebel J. stated the following:
As Greckol J. of the Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench stated, at para. 60 of R. v. Skani, 331 A.R. 50, after describing the background factors that lead to Mr. Skani coming before the court, “[f]ew mortals could withstand such a childhood and youth without becoming seriously troubled.” Failing to take these circumstances into account would violate the fundamental principle of sentencing — that the sentence must be proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the offender.

[125]  That is why the prosecution’s suggested sentence slightly exceeds that considered by the Court to be just and appropriate in the circumstances. The accused’s time in residential schools of course does not justify the acts he committed, but it can at least provide a partial explanation.
[126] It must therefore be concluded that a combination of systemic or historical factors has, to a certain extent, led to the accused being brought before the courts for these offences. In some of the offences charged, alcohol abuse certainly influenced the accused’s behaviour.
[127] But, while the specific circumstances of the accused must be taken into consideration, it cannot be forgotten that the sentence must also take into account all the other circumstances of the offence, the victims, and the community.
[128] Imprisonment is the only way to achieve meaningful denunciation or deterrence for the accused, the victims and the community. This is not a case where substituting other measures could better achieve the objectives. Moreover, according to the Gladue report, it is not feasible to consider a healing and reconciliation process with the victims possibly involving the participation of the Council of Elders, or even recommend that the accused apologize to the victims. 
[129] As the Supreme Court states in Gladue:

In describing the effect of s. 718.2(e) in this way, we do not mean to suggest that, as a general practice, aboriginal offenders must always be sentenced in a manner which gives greatest weight to the principles of restorative justice, and less weight to goals such as deterrence, denunciation, and separation. It is unreasonable to assume that aboriginal peoples themselves do not believe in the importance of these latter goals, and even if they do not, that such goals must not predominate in appropriate cases. Clearly there are some serious offences and some offenders for which and for whom separation, denunciation, and deterrence are fundamentally relevant.
[130] In Ipeelee,
 Lebel J. also recalled that paragraph 718.2(e) should not be interpreted as requiring an automatic reduction of a sentence simply because the offender is Aboriginal. In short, what is important is the court’s fundamental obligation to impose a sentence that is just and appropriate for the accused and the victims, having regard to the offences committed.
[131] That is why the Court believes that the defence’s suggestion tends to inappropriately obscure the aggravating circumstances outlined above.
[132] The accused, it should be recalled, committed sexual assault against S.Q. and C.P. while he was an on-duty police officer. He slapped C.P. because she refused to follow him the third time he went to her house. He forced these two victims to have sexual intercourse with him. He took advantage of the fact that they were intoxicated and unable to defend themselves.
[133] As for the three other victims, they were young, vulnerable girls.
[134] While the Gladue report considers the accused’s Aboriginal background in detail, the specific situation of the victims, who are also Aboriginal, must also be taken into account.
[135] They too have been subject to historical forces and the years of upheaval and economic development in this community. In addition to being victims of the accused’s actions, they suffer from direct or systemic discrimination. They are equally likely to suffer the negative after-effects of resettlement and, according to the Gladue report, some of them are economically and socially disadvantaged, unlike the accused. In addition, three of them are now unable to live permanently in the community.

[136] In addition, Crown counsel is correct to point out that the accused’s health is not a factor that the Court should take into consideration in the absence of exceptional circumstances. The case law is fairly unanimous on this point.
 In any event, no medical report has been put in evidence on this subject.
[137] The defence’s suggestion does not meet the criterion in paragraph 718.2(h) respecting the parity of sanctions in similar cases.

[138] It also does not achieve the primary objective of ensuring that the sentence is proportionate to the seriousness of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the offender, or the objectives of denunciation and deterrence that must prevail in this case. 

[139] Sentencing is a delicate exercise. It must reflect a just balance of the various factors considered above. It must also promote in the accused a sense of responsibility and an acknowledgement of the harm caused to the victims and the community. 

[140] All things considered, the Court considers that a sentence of six years of imprisonment is the only means to achieve these objectives. It is also the only sentence with a denunciatory and deterrent effect that can be actually meaningful in the community to which the accused belongs.
FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT:
[141] SENTENCES the accused to six years of imprisonment on each of counts 3, 5 and 6 in file number 425-01-008060-128, to be served concurrently;
[142] SENTENCES the accused to four years of imprisonment on each of counts 2 and 7 in file number 425-01-008060-128 and on counts 2 and 4 and in file number 425-01-007524-116, to be served concurrently;
[143] SENTENCES the accused to two years of imprisonment on count 9 in file number 425-01-008060-128;
[144] SENTENCES the accused to six months of imprisonment on each of counts 1 and 4 in file number 425-01-008060-128, to be served concurrently;
[145] MAKES an order under subsection 487.051(1) of the Criminal Code authorizing peace officers to take the number of samples of bodily substances deemed necessary for forensic DNA analysis and grants ninety days to the peace officers to take said samples, considering that the sexual offences constitute primary designated offences within the meaning of section 487.04 of the Criminal Code;
[146] ORDERS the accused to comply with the Sex Offender Information Registration Act, pursuant to subsection 490.013(2.1) of the Criminal Code;
[147] MAKES an order under subsection 109(1) of the Criminal Code prohibiting the accused from possessing any firearm, cross-bow, prohibited weapon, restricted weapon, prohibited device, ammunition, prohibited ammunition and explosive substance, for a period of ten years;
[148] PROHIBITS the accused from communicating in any manner whatsoever with the victims during the custodial period of his sentence, pursuant to section 743.21 of the Criminal Code.
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