
 
 
 

Ruling in relation to the Effect of the Court of Appeal decision in  
Ontario (Provincial Police) v. Cornwall (Public Inquiry), [2008] O.J. No. 153 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 18, 2008, the Court of Appeal of Ontario issued its decision in 
relation to the proposed evidence of C12 and C13.  This decision is reported as 
Ontario (Provincial Police) v. Cornwall (Public Inquiry), [2008] O.J. No. 153.  The 
matter was on appeal from an order of the Divisional Court (James D. Carnwath 
and Colin L. Campbell JJ., Harvey Spiegel, dissenting) dated September 17, 
2007 and reported at (2007), 229 O.A.C. 238, dismissing the appellants’ 
application for an order directing me, as Commissioner, to state a case. 
 
In brief, the appellants and the intervenor objected to the evidence of C12 and 
C13 and submitted that it fell outside of the ambit of the Commission’s mandate.  
They were successful on appeal.   
 
Following the decision, several of the parties to the Inquiry began raising 
concerns about the impact of the Court of Appeal’s decision on evidence of 
certain witnesses who had testified, and also concerns about areas of evidence 
that the Inquiry was soon to hear.   In light of these concerns, Commission 
counsel invited those parties who were objecting to my consideration of certain 
evidence for the purposes of making findings and issuing notices of misconduct, 
to make submissions before me. Counsel opposed to these submissions were 
also invited to prepare and make submissions and I heard the parties’ 
submissions orally on February 14, 19, and 25, 2008.  I also considered brief 
written submissions filed by some of the parties.  
 
I should note that the contested evidence was all in the Inquiry’s record in the 
form of transcripts and exhibits, with the exception of evidence Commission 
counsel intends to lead dealing with the investigation and prosecution of Earl 
Landry, Jr.  A summary of agreed statement of facts was prepared by 
Commission counsel and approved by counsel for the Cornwall Community 
Police Service (CPS).  It was entered as Exhibit I-A1 for identification purposes 
on the motion but with the proviso that the summary would only be used for the 
purpose of this ruling and would not otherwise be an exhibit before the 
Commission.  
 
THE COURT OF APPEAL DECISION 
 
I think it useful to very briefly review and comment upon some aspects of the 
Court of Appeal’s decision.   
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The Court of Appeal found that the proposed evidence of C12 and C13 does not 
fall within the subject matter assigned to the Commission by the terms of the 
Order in Council (OIC), and furthermore, that is it not reasonably relevant to the 
subject matter of the Inquiry.  In so finding, the Court of Appeal commented on 
the OIC establishing the Commission, portions of which I will review here for 
ease of later reference: 
 

WHEREAS allegations of abuse of young people have surrounded the 
City of Cornwall and its citizens for many years. The police investigations 
and criminal prosecutions relating to these allegations have concluded. 
Community members have indicated that a public inquiry will encourage 
individual and community healing;  
 
AND WHEREAS under the Public Inquiries Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.41, the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council may, by commission, appoint one or more 
persons to inquire into any matter connected with or affecting the good 
government of Ontario or the conduct of any part of the public business 
thereof or the administration of justice therein or any matter of public 
concern, if the inquiry is not regulated by any special law and if the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council considers it desirable to inquire into that 
matter;  
 
AND WHEREAS the Lieutenant Governor in Council considers it 
desirable to inquire into the following matters. The inquiry is not regulated 
by any special law;  
 
THEREFORE, pursuant to the Public Inquiries Act:  
 
Establishment of the Commission  
 

 1. A Commission shall be issued effective April 14, 2005, appointing the 
Honourable G. Normand Glaude as a Commissioner.  

  
 Mandate  
  
 2. The Commission shall inquire into and report on the institutional 

response of the justice system and other public institutions, including the 
interaction of that response with other public and community sectors, in 
relation to:  

  
(a) allegations of historical abuse of young people in the Cornwall 
area, including the policies and practices then in place to respond to such 
allegations, and  
 
(b) the creation and development of policies and practices that were 
designed to improve the response to allegations of abuse  
 
in order to make recommendations directed to the further improvement of 
the response in similar circumstances.  
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3. The Commission shall inquire into and report on processes, services or 
programs that would encourage community healing and reconciliation in 
Cornwall.  
 
4. The Commission may provide community meetings or other 
opportunities apart from formal evidentiary hearings for individuals 
affected by the allegations of historical abuse of young people in the 
Cornwall area to express their experiences of events and the impact on 
their lives.  

 
As the Court of Appeal indicated, the starting of point for interpreting the 
Commission’s mandate is a consideration of the terms of the OIC.  Consistent 
with, or by analogy to, principles of statutory interpretation, it is necessary to take 
a broad and liberal interpretation of the OIC’s language. The Court of Appeal 
referenced the preamble of the OIC as being another aid to interpretation with 
respect to the mandate of this Inquiry, along with background circumstances 
leading to its establishment.  The Court of Appeal drew the background for its 
analysis from the affidavit of Detective Superintendent Colleen McQuade of the 
OPP, dated July 18, 2007 and from various Hansard extracts.   
 
The Court of Appeal, after reviewing the affidavit of Detective Superintendent 
McQuade, and certain Hansard extracts, determined that the context and 
circumstances in which the Commission was created are as follows:    
 

• a clan of pedophiles allegedly operated in the Cornwall area for a 
very long period of time; 

• prominent local citizens allegedly conspired to cover up the 
activities of the clan of pedophiles; and 

• Project Truth and the prosecutions it spawned failed to generate 
satisfactory results and a cloud of suspicion and mistrust continues 
to hang over the citizens of Cornwall. (para. 43) 

 
The Court of Appeal found that the legislative intention in ordering the Inquiry 
was to have the Commission investigate the institutional response to allegations 
of historical sexual abuse of young people in the Cornwall area by persons in 
authority or positions of trust and to recommend ways in which those institutions 
could better respond to this type of allegation. (para. 44) 
 
Based on its further analysis of the preamble, the Court of Appeal determined 
that the second sentence narrowed the scope of allegations of abuse (referenced 
in the first sentence of the preamble) to those that formed the subject matter of 
“police investigations and criminal proceedings related to these allegations [that] 
have concluded. Such allegations related to historical sexual abuse of young 
people in the Cornwall area by persons in authority or positions of trust that were 
the subject of Project Truth investigations.” (para. 47) 
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The Court of Appeal’s analysis did not end with paragraphs 43 through 47. In 
paragraphs 53 through 55, the Court acknowledged that it has to look beyond the 
preamble and paragraph 2(a) of the OIC, examine the remainder of paragraph 2 
and then read the OIC as a whole in conjunction with all its other provisions.  In 
so doing, the Court of Appeal found in paragraph 55 that this Commission was 
directed to look at the response to allegations of historical abuse of young people 
in a broader fashion then the Project Truth investigation.  In particular, the Court 
held that such allegations would include the following: 
 

…those that were the subject of the Project Truth investigation as well as 
any similar allegation of historical abuse of young people by persons in 
authority or positions of trust that were not investigated by Project Truth 
or that came to light after the Project Truth investigation ended. (para. 55) 

 
In its concluding paragraph on the meaning of the OIC and, in particular, what it 
empowers this Commission to look into and report on, the Court of Appeal stated 
that the perpetrators or alleged perpetrators must be persons in positions of 
authority or trust.  While these words are absent from the OIC, they have been 
added by the Court of Appeal in several paragraphs of its decision, including the 
paragraph that summarizes this Commission’s powers. In particular, the Court 
held that: 
 

Properly construed, the OIC empowers the Commissioner to look into and 
report on institutional responses - past, present and future - relating to 
allegations of historical abuse of young people in the Cornwall area by 
persons in authority or positions of trust, including the allegations 
investigated in Project Truth as well as similar such allegations.  
Allegations that were reported at the time of the abuse, or years later, or 
both, would fall within this mandate.  In other words, the Commissioner 
can look at the response of various institutions to allegations made and 
reported in the 1950s, as well as their response to allegations made for 
the first time or renewed in the 1990s. (para. 62) 

 
Although the Court of Appeal consistently added the words “person in a position 
of authority or trust” despite their absence from the OIC, it did not always added 
the word “sexual” between the words “historical” and “abuse.”   
 
The Court of Appeal confirmed that the Commission is entitled to review 
evidence that falls outside of the subject matter of the Inquiry if it is reasonably 
relevant. (para. 64) In its direction concerning the “reasonable relevance” test, 
the Court left a great deal of discretion to me in determining this issue.  The 
Court of Appeal affirmed: 
 

If the Commissioner believes that an item or body of evidence, though 
peripheral to the subject matter of the Commission, bears on an issue to 
be resolved and will in some degree advance the inquiry, so long as the 
Commissioner’s view is reasonably based, the admission of the evidence 
will not constitute jurisdictional error. (para. 65)  
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In my view, the Court of Appeal decision, just like the OIC itself, must be read in 
its entirety when seeking guidance on what is within the Commission’s mandate.  
Determining whether the contested evidence is within my mandate will be the 
first step I must make in considering the parties’ submissions and then, if still 
necessary, I must consider whether the evidence in question is, in any event, 
reasonably relevant.   
 
With all of this in mind, I will now turn to the positions of the parties in respect of 
the effect, if any, the Court of Appeal’s decision may have upon the evidence of 
witnesses already heard before this Commission, and the evidence yet to be 
called.  
 
PARTIES’ POSITIONS 
 
Counsel for the Cornwall Community Police Services (CPS), the Children’s Aid 
Society of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry (CAS), and the family of Ken Seguin 
and Father Charles MacDonald each submitted that the testimony of a number of 
witnesses already heard by this Commission falls outside of the Commission’s 
mandate based on their reading of the Court of Appeal’s decision.   
 
None of the other parties are taking the position that any of the evidence heard to 
date is outside the Commission’s mandate .  In other words, they are of the view 
that the Court’s decision does not affect evidence heard so far.  Some of those 
parties, including the Victim’s Group, the Citizens for Community Renewal 
(CCR), and the Coalition for Action vigorously opposed the submissions of the 
objecting parties.   
 
The objecting parties submitted that the contested evidence ought not to form the 
basis of any notices or findings of misconduct.  However, given the late timing of 
their objections, none of the parties is asking that the contested evidence be 
expunged.  
 
Counsel for the CPS further submitted that it should not be required to respond to 
the contested evidence as part of its institutional response. 
 
The CPS also submitted that the subject matter of some proposed evidence 
regarding a particular CPS investigation (the Earl Landry, Jr. investigation) would 
also be outside of the Commission’s mandate given the Court of Appeal’s 
decision.   
 
The grounds for the parties’ objections include one ore more of the following:   
 

1. The person alleged to have committed the abuse was not a person in a 
position of trust or authority; 
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2. The alleged victim does not fit within the term “young people” given his or 
her age;  

 
3. There was no allegation of abuse or sexual abuse; and 

 
4. Historical abuse means historical sexual abuse only, and cannot include a 

consideration of physical and/or emotional abuse. 
 
Counsel for the CPS submitted that the evidence, or a part thereof, of the 
following witnesses falls outside of the mandate:  Larry Seguin, Juliette Seguin, 
David Petepiece, Marc Carriere, C10, Keith Ouellette, Ron Leroux, and C8.   
 
Counsel for the CPS also submitted that the upcoming evidence concerning the 
Earl Landry, Jr. investigation falls outside of the Commission’s mandate.   
 
Counsel for Father MacDonald, Mr. Neville, submitted that the evidence, or a part 
thereof, of the following witnesses falls outside of the mandate:  Robert 
Renshaw, C3, and C4.   
 
Mr. Neville also submitted, as counsel for the family of Ken Seguin, that the 
evidence, or part thereof, of Gerry Renshaw and C8 falls outside of the mandate. 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence, or a part thereof, of the 
following witnesses falls outside of the mandate: Roberta Archambault; Jeanette 
Antoine; Andre Bissonnette; Catherine Sutherland; C14; Keith Ouellette.   
 
More detail of the specific objections, together with comments from the 
responding parties, will be outlined in the reasons that follow. I will first address 
each of the grounds for objection before turning to the specific witnesses.  
 
However, before commenting on the different grounds, I do wish to state that I 
am of the view that any allegations investigated by Project Truth are part of the 
mandate, and that the Court of Appeal decision has confirmed this 
understanding.   
 
I will now turn to an examination of the various grounds for the objections.  
 
Objections 
 
1. The person alleged to have committed the abuse was not a person in a 

position of trust or authority 
 
Submissions 
 
Counsel for the CPS referred me to a number of cases in his submissions on this 
point starting with the R. v. Audet, [1996] 2 S.C.R. 171.  In this decision, the 
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Supreme Court of Canada considers the definition of “position of trust” and 
“position of authority” in the context of section 153 of the Criminal Code (Child 
Exploitation). 
 
This case notes some distinctions between a position of authority and a position 
of trust, citing comments made in Léon v. La Reine, [1992] R.L. 478 and R. v. 
P.S. [1993] O.J. No. 704.   For example, a position of authority stems from “..an 
adult’s role in relation to the young person,” and “…invokes notions of power and 
the ability to hold in one’s hands the future or destiny of the person who is the 
object of the exercise of the authority.” (Audet, para. 33) A position of trust, on 
the other hand, is described as follows:   
 

Where the nature of the relationship between an adult and a young 
person is such that it creates an opportunity for all of the persuasive and 
influencing factors which adults hold over children and young persons to 
come into play, and the child or young person is particularly vulnerable to 
the sway of these factors, the adult is in a position where those concepts 
of reliability and truth and strength are put to the test. Taken together, all 
of these factors combine to create a "position of trust” towards the young 
person. (Audet, para. 33) 
 

Counsel for the CPS noted a number of relationships illustrating positions of trust 
and authority such as teacher-student, priest-altar boy or parishioner, and 
probation officer-current probationers.  He submitted that a doctor-patient 
relationship would be one of trust. 
 
Counsel then reviewed the following cases: E.D.G. v. Hammer, [2003] 2 S.C.R. 
459; Bazley v. Curry, [1999] 2 S.C.R. 534; E.B. v. The Order of the Oblates of 
Mary Immaculate, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 45; and Jacobi v. Griffiths, [1999] 2 S.C.R. 
570.  He submitted that these cases, in essence, narrowed the definitions of 
positions of trust and authority from that set out in R. v. Audet. 
 
In response, counsel for the Victim’s Group and the CCR argued that the 
interpretation of positions of trust and authority in R. v. Audet is much broader 
than asserted by counsel for CPS, and that the other cases cited involve 
vicarious liability and are not of great assistance. 
 
Counsel for the CCR submitted that the determination of whether a person is in a 
position of trust or authority involves an examination of a matrix of factors. 
Counsel suggested that the examination include the following:   
 

a. the status and role of the adult; 
 
b. the age and vulnerability of the young person; 

 
c. the legal or de facto control exercised or exercisable by the adult over 

others, including the young person; 
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d. any perception, right or wrong, of the degree of control exercised or 

exercisable by the adult over others including the young person; 
 

e. any relationship by the adult with another adult who would be in a position 
of trust or authority in relation to the particular young person; and 

 
f. the circumstances of the relationship that encompasses the alleged abuse 

in terms of control, power, or the creation of an “an opportunity for all of 
the persuasive and influencing factors which adults hold over children and 
young persons to come into play” 

 
Conclusion 
 
It appears that counsel for the CPS has suggested that my determination of a 
person in authority or position of trust must be restricted to set categories or 
relationships.  I disagree.  In my view, the determination of whether an alleged 
perpetrator was a person in authority or position of trust must be made on a 
case-by-case basis having examined the circumstances and nature of the 
relationship. 
 
I can derive some guidance from cases such as R. v. Audet, which suggest that 
positions of trust should be broader than positions of authority.  Useful guidance 
is also available in the Summary of the Report of the Committee on Sexual 
Offences Against Children and Youth (also known as the “Badgely Report”) 
[Book of Documents, Wendy Harvey, Exhibit 239], which also contains a 
definition of persons in positions of trust.   
 
The other civil cases cited by counsel for the CPS are, in my view, not 
particularly helpful in this analysis.  These cases deal essentially with vicarious 
liability and fiduciary duty in the context of civil claims against employers for 
intentional acts of their employees. 
 
As stated above, the Court of Appeal has confirmed that the OIC empowers me 
to look at the institutional response to allegations investigated by Project Truth.  
Accordingly, I can also draw some guidance from the relationships between the 
alleged victims and perpetrators in the Project Truth investigations.  In this 
regard, I note that Project Truth conducted investigations into allegations made 
against individuals who may not fit the limited definition put forward by the 
objecting parties.  Some examples from evidence now before me include 
investigations into a butcher, a bus driver, and a federal public servant. 
 
Based on the above, the determination of whether or not an alleged perpetrator 
is in a “person in authority or position of trust” in the context of this Inquiry must 
require a broader analysis than that submitted by the objecting parties. 
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The determination of whether an alleged perpetrator is a “person in authority or 
position of trust” must be based on a specific review of the evidence.  In my view, 
in making this determination, the list of factors set out by counsel for the CCR is 
helpful. 
 
 
2. The alleged victim/witness does not fit within the term “young people” 

given his or her age 
 
Submissions 
 
Counsel for the CPS and counsel for Father MacDonald and the family of Ken 
Seguin submitted that some of the witnesses who have testified here were not 
young people at the time of their alleged abuse and thus fell outside the scope 
the Commission’s mandate.  In their submissions, counsel attempted to provide 
some context for the term “young people” by looking to other legislative 
provisions.  They referred to the Young Offenders Act (former legislation) which 
defined a “young offender” as being someone under the age of 18, and to section 
153 of the Criminal Code (Child Exploitation), which defines a “young person” as 
being 14 years of age or more, but under the age of 18.  
 
It was their submission that “young people” in the context of this Commission 
means people under the age of 18.  
 
In addition, counsel for Father MacDonald and the family of Ken Seguin further 
submitted that the factual matrix outlined by Detective Superintendent 
McQuade’s affidavit and certain Hansard extracts provides evidence of context.  
He highlighted two of the three statements the Court of Appeal makes in 
paragraph 43 of its decision which refer to the term pedophile.  He then submits 
that the Court’s use of this term suggests that, in keeping with the definition of 
pedophile, “young people” must be under the age of 18. 
 
In response, both counsel for the Victim’s Group and the CCR submitted that the 
term “young people” is not restricted to persons under 18 years of age.  
Furthermore, there is no reason to define a threshold above which an individual 
is no longer considered to be within the category of “young people,” so long as 
the individual can still be reasonably described as young and, if 18 years of age 
or older, there exists a power imbalance or manipulation of vulnerability. 
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group and the CCR also submitted the relevant time to 
assess the age of young people is not the date of abuse but rather the date the 
relationship of authority or trust began so long as there remains a reasonable 
nexus between that relationship and the abuse. 
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Conclusion 
 
The term “young people” is used in paragraphs 2(a) and 4 of the OIC. 
 
The drafters of the OIC chose the words “young people” and not “young persons” 
or “child” or “children”.  Neither the OIC, nor the Court of Appeal, precisely 
defined the term “young people” nor placed any age limitation on it for general 
application.  In my view, the term “young people” should not be narrowly 
construed to include only children under the age of 18. 
 
In his written submissions, counsel for the CCR opposed the position that “young 
people” is an age-limited term, and noted that the definition of “young person” in 
section 153 of the Criminal Code cannot be the definition contemplated by the 
drafters of the OIC.   This is because incorporating this definition would exclude 
evidence of abuse of someone under 14 years of age.  I agree with this 
interpretation. 
 
Considering the context of the work of this Commission and its particular 
reference to Project Truth allegations, I do not find the legislative provisions 
referred to by counsel instructive. 
 
Furthermore, as I noted in my ruling on the Factual Overview of the Ministry of 
Community Safety and Correctional Services (February 25, 2008), in reading the 
preamble of the OIC, it is reasonable to conclude its drafters were aware of the 
allegations of historical abuse that were made by individuals during Project Truth.  
These alleged victims must have been considered “young people” by the drafters 
of the OIC, hence their choice of language.  Additionally, although the Project 
Truth investigation was tasked, at least in part, to investigate pedophilic activity, 
the investigation they conducted included the investigation of complaints by 
victims and alleged victims who were under 18, 18, or older.  Some of these 
victims and alleged victims could be characterized as young adults.  Based on 
this, I do not believe the OIC limits this Commission’s work to examining the 
institutional response to allegations of people who are less than 18 years of age 
at the time of the alleged abuse. 
 
The lack of definition of the term “young people” suggests that I must look at the 
evidence before me in determining whether the allegations of an individual fall 
within the mandate of this Commission.  In saying this, I am not referring simply 
to the individual’s age at the time the alleged abuse occurred.  Other factors to 
consider may include the age at which the relationship between the alleged 
perpetrator and alleged victim began; the context in which it began; the 
vulnerability of the alleged victim; the status of the alleged perpetrator; a pattern 
of “grooming” geared toward abuse; and the existence of allegations of 
continuing abuse over time. 
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3. There was no allegation of abuse or sexual abuse 
 
Counsel for the CPS, Father MacDonald and the family of Ken Seguin submitted 
that with respect to some witnesses who have already testified, their evidence 
contained no allegation of abuse, and thus, the evidence is not within the 
mandate.  With respect to one witness, for example, counsel described the 
alleged act as a “proposition.”  Other descriptions were in the nature of non-
sexual touching and verbal sexual harassment. 
 
Abuse of a sexual nature should not be viewed in an overly restrictive fashion. 
There are varying degrees of abuse. The effect of alleged abuse, of whatever 
degree, will vary from person to person.  An allegation of any degree of abuse 
may require some form of an institutional response.   
 
In the context of this Inquiry, historical abuse is not limited to allegations of 
sexual assault and, may include allegations of broader sexual improprieties, such 
as grooming, invitation to sexual touching, some forms of sexual harassment, 
and an attempt to do any of the above.   
 
Accordingly, the parties’ objections on the basis that the alleged act does not 
constitute abuse must be considered on a case-by-case analysis. 
 
 
 
4. Historical abuse means historical sexual abuse only, and cannot include a 

consideration of physical and/or emotional abuse 
 
Submissions 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the mandate of this Commission, as defined 
by the Court of Appeal, is now limited to historical “sexual” abuse, and that no 
other form of abuse, such as physical or emotional, can be considered.   
Paragraph 2(a) of the OIC does not include the word “sexual,” and therefore, it 
was his original view that the Commission was empowered to look at physical, 
emotional and other types of abuse in achieving its mandate.   
 
His submission appeared to be that the Court of Appeal now requires the 
Commission to dissect the evidence given by the CAS witnesses, and that only 
that portion of the abuse that is sexual in nature falls within the mandate. 
 
Both the CCR and the Victim’s Group submit that the Court of Appeal has not 
restricted historical abuse to historical sexual abuse.  They rely upon paragraph 
62 of the decision.  Alternatively, they submit that there has been a sexual abuse 
component to all of the allegations of abuse that are in evidence before me and 
that the physical and/or emotional abuse found with it informs the institutional 
response of the CAS. 



 12

Conclusion 
 
The OIC refers to historical abuse, not historical sexual abuse.  As I noted earlier, 
although the Court of Appeal added the term “sexual” between “historical” and 
“abuse” in several paragraphs, it reverted back to “historical abuse” in later 
paragraphs and in its concluding paragraph (para. 62) on the scope of the 
Commission’s mandate.  
 
I have consistently taken the approach that the main focus of this Inquiry is 
historical sexual abuse.  As noted by counsel of the Victim’s Group, all of the 
contested evidence raised by counsel for the CAS has a sexual component to it. 
 
In many cases, abuse in all its forms, emotional, mental, physical and sexual, is 
inextricably linked in the victim or the alleged victim’s experience.    In my view, in 
those cases, it would be impossible for me to properly evaluate and assess the 
institutional response to the sexual component of the alleged abuse taken in 
isolation from the other forms of abuse.  Accordingly, in those circumstances, I 
would have to consider the abuse in its totality and the contested evidence would 
be within the mandate of this Commission.   
 
I will now consider below on a case-by-case basis, whether the contested 
evidence dealing with allegations of emotional, mental and/or physical abuse is 
linked to the sexual abuse such that the evidence in its totality falls within the 
mandate.  In the alternative, I will consider whether the evidence, is reasonably 
relevant to the subject matter of the Inquiry based on the links to sexual abuse or 
for other reasons. 
 
 
APPLICATION TO THE EVIDENCE IN QUESTION 
 
After carefully considering the legal arguments made, I will now turn to the 
specific evidence identified by counsel for the objecting parties as arguably falling 
outside of the Commission’s mandate. 
 
Before doing so, I note that objecting counsel provided very limited assistance to 
me in considering whether or not the contested evidence, if not within the 
mandate, is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the Inquiry.  As stated by 
the Court of Appeal, it is open to me to determine that evidence not within the 
mandate is, nonetheless, reasonably relevant and I will undertake that analysis 
with respect to the contested evidence. 
 
It will therefore be necessary for me to consider some of the evidence now 
before me. In their submissions counsel have directed my attention to portions of 
the applicable evidence.  I have considered these submissions and other 
evidence from the record in coming to my conclusions on the objections.  I am 
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cognizant of the fact that there will be further evidence heard before the Inquiry is 
over.   My comments should not be considered as final findings. 
 
Larry Seguin and Juliette Seguin 
 
Larry Seguin was the first alleged victim to testify before this Inquiry.  His mother 
Juliette also testified.  Counsel for the CPS submits that both their evidence falls 
outside of the Commission’s mandate on the basis that Mr. Seguin’s allegations 
did not involve an allegation of abuse by a person in a position of authority or 
trust.  Larry Seguin made two allegations.  The first was that as a young boy he 
was abducted and allegedly abused by a stranger.   The second was that at the 
age of 16 he was physically and sexually assaulted at knifepoint by a man in his 
early 40’s.   
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group, of which Larry Seguin is a member, urged me to 
find that his client was abused by a person in a position of authority or trust, or 
alternatively, that his evidence is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of this 
Inquiry.  He spoke about the vulnerability of his client who testified to growing up 
in a single parent household, without a father figure, in a poor area of Cornwall 
known as Westgate Court.  Larry Seguin also testified about the institutional 
response to his allegations, how that response changed the way he viewed the 
police, and his later troubles with drugs and the law.  
 
While I find the arguments of counsel for the Victim’s Group very compelling, I 
must reluctantly find that Larry Seguin’s evidence does not fit within the 
Commission’s mandate.  I agree with counsel for the CPS that neither allegation 
made by Larry Seguin involves alleged abuse by a person in a position of trust or 
authority. 
 
Having found that this evidence does not fall within the mandate of the 
Commission, I must also determine whether it is reasonably relevant to the 
subject matter of the inquiry. 
 
I found Larry Seguin’s evidence both helpful and informative from many 
perspectives.  He testified about his feelings of the police response to him as a 
young complainant, how it in turn led him to distrust or lack respect for the police 
and other authority figures.  In addition, he told us how these encounters 
changed his life and, in part, caused him to have trouble with the law.  While 
these aspects of his evidence are helpful, I am mindful of the Court of Appeal’s 
direction and its findings in the case of C12.  The Court of Appeal suggested that 
one reason that evidence might be reasonably relevant is if it, together with other 
evidence, indicated a pattern of behaviour/response on the part of an institution.   
 
Counsel for the CPS submitted, the evidence of Larry Seguin and the institutional 
response thereto was not indicative of a pattern of behaviour.   In addition, it was 
not considered by the OPP in its investigations, Project Truth or otherwise, nor 
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were the alleged perpetrators linked in any way to a group of pedophiles alleged 
to be operating in the Cornwall area. 
 
In conclusion, I find that I may consider the impact of the alleged abuse on Mr. 
Seguin and difficulties he personally experienced.  I find this evidence reasonably 
relevant in a limited way, as is the evidence of Juliette Seguin, in so far as it 
deals with the impact of alleged sexual abuse on young people.  However, it is 
not sufficiently relevant to issue notices of misconduct or making findings of 
misconduct.  Thus, the institutions will not be required to respond to this 
evidence.   
 
David Petepiece 
 
Counsel for the CPS submitted that the testimony of Mr. David Petepiece falls 
outside of the scope of this Commission’s mandate because it did not raise an 
allegation of abuse, and because the alleged abuser did not hold a position of 
authority or trust over him.   
 
David Petepiece testified that when he was in the hospital as a 10 year old a 
member of the Anglican clergy came into his room and claimed to be conducting 
a job assigned by the church documenting the change in the size of a male’s 
penis from a flaccid state to a state of erection.  He testified that the clergyman 
told him he had to put his hand under the blankets to conduct his experiment.  
Mr. Petepiece did not permit the clergyman to do so.  This man visited him on 
several occasions and on each occasion placed more pressure on him to partake 
in the project that he claimed was assigned by the church.  Mr. Petepiece 
testified that he never succumbed to the pressure.  These visits had a significant 
impact upon Mr. Petepiece.  
 
I indicated earlier in my ruling that abuse of a sexual nature should not be viewed 
in an overly restrictive fashion.  It was Mr. Petepiece’s evidence that the 
clergyman was pressuring him to engage in acts of sexual touching.  Given my 
earlier finding that historical abuse with a sexual component could include sexual 
assault or broader sexual improprieties, I find that the alleged act perpetrated 
against Mr. Petepiece can be seen as abuse.  
 
Mr. Petepiece recognized the man as a member of the clergy of the Anglican 
Church.  He also gave evidence that the man wore a collar on his visits to him 
and was purportedly carrying out pastoral duties in the hospital.  In my view, the 
alleged perpetrator, while not in a position of authority over Mr. Petepiece, was in 
a position of trust. 
  
In addition, I note that Mr. Petepiece had involvement with Project Truth. He 
testified that the OPP did not deal with his allegations because they involved the 
Anglican church, as opposed to the Catholic church.  Project Truth stated that he 
could contact the CPS. 
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Given all of this, I am of the view that Mr. Petepiece’s evidence falls within the 
mandate of the Commission.   
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, Mr. 
Petepiece’s evidence is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the 
Commission, particularly given the apparent issue he faced when dealing with 
Project Truth.  The question of why Mr. Petepiece’s allegations were rejected by 
Project Truth is an area for examination, as is the interaction between public 
institutions such as the OPP and CPS.  
 
C10 
 
Counsel for the CPS also submits that the evidence of C10 as it pertains to 
allegations against one of his alleged abusers falls outside of the Commission’s 
mandate because this alleged abuser was not in a position of trust or authority in 
relation to C10.   According to the submissions of counsel for the CPS, at the 
time of the alleged abuse, C10 was 10 years of age and the alleged abuser was 
14 years of age.  This alleged abuser lived in the neighbourhood, and had no 
caregiver or other role with respect to C10.  
 
It appears that C10’s allegations as they pertain to this abuser are not allegations 
against a perpetrator in a position of authority or trust.   I note that all of his other 
allegations involve not only persons in positions of authority or trust but 
individuals who were central to the Project Truth investigations.   
 
As set out in the submissions of the CCR, C10’s testimony contains the following 
elements: 
 

a. C10 was a confidante of Perry and Helen Dunlop 
b. C10 first disclosed his allegation to Project Truth officers 
c. In total, C10 made sexual allegations against Fr. Scott (deceased), 

Malcolm MacDonald, Ken Seguin and this abuser 
d. Project Truth officers transferred the investigation of this abuser to CPS, 

and C10 testified as to his confusion about the transfer, including why the 
CPS did not deal with all of his allegations given that they all were said to 
occur in Cornwall  

e. CPS was involved in discussions with the Crown’s office about the 
resolution of the charges against this abuser, which resulted in a general 
s. 810 recognizance for one year, with no mention of young people. 

 
There are several factors from his testimony that suggest that the remainder of 
C10’s evidence clearly falls within the Commission’s mandate.  These factors 
include the elements listed above at paragraphs a through e. 
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The allegations against this abuser in isolation do not fall within the mandate. 
However, given the factors previously mentioned and those that follow, they are 
reasonably relevant to the mandate.  The abuse is an integral part of a sequence 
of abuse that was reported to a number of institutions.  As a result of his 
reporting, several public institutions including the CPS, Project Truth and the 
Crown dealt with this matter.  Finally, his evidence as to how the charges were 
dealt with raises questions as to the communication and cooperation between 
him and the various institutions. 
  
Marc Carriere  
 
Counsel for the CPS submitted that the evidence of Marc Carriere did not include 
an allegation of abuse, and that he did not fit within the term “young people” 
when he made his allegations against Keith Jodoin, a Justice of the Peace, who 
was Mr. Carriere’s supervisor when he worked at the Courthouse in Cornwall.   
 
Mr. Carriere testified that Mr. Jodoin asked him to do personal tasks for him, as 
well as asking him, on a number of occasions, to attend with him at his cottage.   
At some point, he felt he had no choice but to go, and alleged that on the car ride 
there, Mr. Jodoin touched him on the thigh.  Mr. Carriere testified that he was 
approximately 21 years of age at the time of his allegations against Mr. Jodoin.   
 
Mr. Carriere’s allegations were reported to and investigated by Project Truth and 
thus, fall squarely within my mandate.  
 
I further note that Mr. Carriere described the incident as a sexual assault and, as 
I understood his evidence, he believed Mr. Jodoin’s intention was of a sexual 
nature.   As I noted earlier, there are varying degrees of abuse.  I am of the view 
that the acts alleged by Mr. Carriere can be considered to constitute abuse.  
 
With respect to Mr. Carriere’s age, as I discussed earlier, I am of the view that 
the mandate is not age-limited, and one must consider the power imbalance, his 
vulnerability, the fact that Mr.Jodoin was in a position of trust or authority, and the 
context in which the alleged abuse began.  Accordingly, Mr. Carriere falls within 
the term “young people” for the purposes of my mandate. 
 
Given the foregoing, I am of the view that Mr. Carriere’s evidence is within the 
mandate of the Commission.  If I am wrong, Mr. Carriere’s evidence is 
reasonably relevant.  Issues such as the interaction of the Project Truth officers 
and the Crown, and their communications with Mr. Carriere, the reasons for the 
withdrawal of the charges, including whether there was some element of 
collusion or cover up, are all issues relevant to the subject matter at hand. 
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Keith Ouellette 
 
Counsel for both the CPS and the CAS made objections to portions of the 
evidence of Mr. Ouellette.   Counsel for the CPS submitted that Mr. Ouellette did 
not fit within the term “young people” because he was 23 or 24 years old, at the 
time of the alleged abuse by his college teacher. 
 
Project Truth investigated Mr. Ouellette’s allegations against his college teacher, 
and there was involvement with the Crown.  Project Truth investigations fall 
squarely within my mandate, and accordingly, I am entitled to consider the 
circumstances surrounding this investigation.    
 
As I discussed earlier, the term “young people” is not age-limited but will depend 
upon an examination of the evidence before me in each case, and issues such 
as power imbalance, his vulnerability, and the context in which the alleged abuse 
arose.  That Mr. Ouellette was in his early 20’s is not determinative. 
 
On the basis of the above, I find that evidence relating to the allegation made by 
Mr. Ouellette against his college teacher falls within the mandate. 
 
In the alternative, should the evidence not fall within the mandate, Mr. Ouellette’s 
evidence with respect to the college teacher is reasonably relevant.  These 
allegations were investigated by Project Truth, there was Crown involvement, 
and interaction between these institutions.   
 
Mr. Ouellette also alleged abuse against several other people including Ken 
Seguin, Richard Hickerson, and his adoptive brother.  The allegations against Mr. 
Seguin and Mr. Hickerson were also reported to Project Truth.  The allegations 
against his adoptive brother were reported to the CPS.   
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that Mr. Ouellette’s allegations against his 
adoptive brother fall outside of the mandate because his brother would not have 
been in a position of trust or authority. 
 
I find that the allegations against his adoptive brother do not fall within the 
mandate. 
 
Mr. Ouellette has alleged abuse by multiple perpetrators over time, starting when 
he was a child and continuing until he was a young adult.  In dealing with his 
complaints of historical sexual abuse, he had contacts with the Project Truth, the 
CPS, the CAS and the Crown.  Further, these institutions had interactions 
between themselves concerning Mr. Ouellette.   
 
Although there was no Project Truth involvement with respect to the allegations 
against his adoptive brother, the CPS and CAS considered the case.  In all the 
circumstances, I find that the evidence relating to the allegation against Mr. 
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Ouellette’s adoptive brother is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the 
Commission.  While it may be peripheral, I find it may be helpful for me to 
consider the differences, if any, in how the various public institutions responded 
to his multiple complaints of historical abuse. 
 
Ron Leroux 
  
Counsel for the CPS made very brief submissions on the evidence of Mr. Leroux.  
Mr. Leroux alleges that at the age of 31, he was sexually abused by Nelson 
Barque, his probation officer.  Given this age, counsel for CPS argued that Mr. 
Leroux did not fit within the term “young people” at the time of the alleged abuse.   
 
Given my earlier comments that the term “young people” is not age-limited, Mr. 
Leroux’s age at the time of the alleged abuse is not determinative.  I must also 
consider his vulnerability, and in particular, his prior alleged abuse dating back to 
early childhood, the power imbalance in his relationship with Mr. Barque, and the 
context in which the alleged abuse arose. 
 
Mr. Leroux also testified that he was a victim of sexual abuse that began when 
he was in grade four or five.  Among other things, he spoke about allegations of 
abuse by multiple persons, including persons in authority or positions of trust, 
such as priests and in the case of this objection, a probation officer. 
 
Further there is evidence before me that Mr. Leroux played a significant role in 
the background circumstances that led to the formation of Project Truth.  Mr. 
Leroux signed many affidavits, which formed part of the subject matter of the 
Project Truth investigations.  His affidavits alleged, among other things, the 
existence of a group of pedophiles, and appeared on independently operated 
websites.  The role of Perry Dunlop in the preparation of these affidavits was 
discussed before the Inquiry.  Mr. Dunlop later referred Mr. Leroux to Richard 
Nadeau and eventually Mr. Leroux began a civil action against the Ministry of 
Corrections.  At one time, he lived within close proximity to and considered 
himself a friend of Ken Seguin and an acquaintance of several others who were 
allegedly part of a group of pedophiles.   
 
There is no doubt that all of Mr. Leroux’s evidence, with the possible exception of 
his allegation against Mr. Barque, is within my mandate.  Although it is difficult to 
conclude that Mr. Leroux would still fit within the category of “young people” at 31 
years of age when Mr. Barque allegedly abused him, I am of the view that this 
allegation is still within my mandate.  This conclusion is based upon all of the 
factors previously discussed, including, his young age when his alleged abuse 
commenced, his central role in the Project Truth investigation, his interaction with 
many central figures, his apparent vulnerability, and the power imbalance he 
alleged between himself and Mr. Barque. 
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In the alternative, should this aspect of Mr. Leroux’s evidence not fall within the 
mandate, for all of the reasons I have already provided, I find that this aspect of 
Mr. Leroux’s evidence is reasonably relevant.  Given his central role in the 
Project Truth investigation and his interactions with many other witnesses and 
institutions, it is important that I examine the institutional response, if any, to the 
totality of his evidence. 
 
C8 
 
Counsel for the CPS and counsel for the family of Ken Seguin submitted that the 
portion of C8’s evidence pertaining to allegations that Ken Seguin made 
comments of a sexual nature to him are outside of the Commission’s mandate.   
 
The combined submissions of counsel for the CPS and the family of Ken Seguin 
were that the allegations of comments made by Ken Seguin are outside of the 
mandate because C8 was not a member of the category of “young people” at the 
time the comments were made, that the comments did not amount to abuse, and 
that Ken Seguin was not in a position of authority or trust. 
 
C8 testified that he was a victim of historical abuse from a young age.  According 
to the evidence we have heard thus far, some of his allegations were 
investigated by Project Truth officers, other of his allegations were investigated 
by the CPS, and he had dealings with the Crown, Mr. Dunlop, other alleged 
victims and other alleged perpetrators.  There is evidence that C8 played a 
significant role in the background circumstances that lead to the formation of 
Project Truth.   
 
The alleged comments made, in isolation, would not be sufficient to bring the 
evidence within the mandate.  Whether or not he fits within the term “young 
people” in this instance or whether Mr. Seguin is a person in authority or a 
position of trust with respect to C8, I find that, given the above, it is important to 
consider the totality of C8’s evidence as it relates to the institutional response of 
several public institutions.  Accordingly, I consider the evidence, if not within my 
mandate, reasonably relevant to the subject matter of this Inquiry.  
 
Earl Landry, Jr. Investigation 
 
A further objection was raised by CPS counsel to Commission counsel’s intention 
to lead evidence concerning the CPS investigation against Earl Landry, Jr.   CPS 
counsel’s position is that Mr. Landry, Jr. was not a person in a position of 
authority or trust, and, therefore, evidence relating to Mr. Landry, Jr. falls outside 
of the mandate and should not be heard by me.   
 
As I indicated earlier, a summary of agreed statement of facts (Exhibit I-A1) was 
filed to provide me with some background concerning the allegations made 
against Mr. Landry, Jr. and the institutional response to those allegations.  I have 
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reproduced Exhibit I-A1 below, however, names identifying the victims have been 
removed to protect their confidentiality: 
 
 

Summary of Agreed Statement of Facts 
 

1. Earl Landry Junior (Landry) was born on June 30, 1955. 
 

2. Landry’s father (Earl Landry Sr.) was the CPS Chief of Police from 1974 
to 1984. 

 
3. Landry was employed by the City of Cornwall as a custodian at city parks 

and at the city arena from 1977 up to at least 1997.  He also coached 
minor league hockey. 

 
4. In 1985, a mother made a complaint to the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) 

that her son, Victim 1 (age 8-10) had been sexually abused by Landry at 
the park where he was employed as a custodian.  The investigation was 
assigned to Sergeant Lefebvre (Lefebvre) on June 25, 1985 and 
conducted by Lefebvre and Staff Sergeant Willis (Willis).  Sergeant Pierre 
Lalonde (Lalonde) of the CPS Identification Branch also assisted in the 
investigation. 

 
5. On June 26, 1985, Landry attended the CPS office for an interview, which 

was held in the Senior Officer’s lounge.  Landry denied the allegations 
made by Victim 1 but agreed to take a polygraph test the following day. 

 
6. In a subsequent statement, former CPS Chief of Police Shaver (Shaver) 

wrote that shortly after being advised of the investigation he told Earl 
Landry Sr. about the allegations against his son, Landry, and spoke with 
him.  Shaver asked Earl Landry Sr. if his son would take a polygraph test. 

 
7. On June 27, 1985, Earl Landry Sr. called Willis and advised that Landry 

was not going to take the polygraph test at that time.  
 

8. According to Lefebvre’s statement of August 25, 1997, it was decided to 
place the investigation into abeyance until similar complaints were 
received. 

 
9. On July 8, 1985, William Carriere and Jean Dupuis of the Children’s Aid 

Society of Stormont, Glengarry and Dundas (CAS) were advised of the 
allegations made by Victim 1 against Landry. 

 
10. A further allegation of historical sexual abuse against Landry was 

disclosed in 1993 by a patient to his psychologist.  The psychologist 
disclosed the allegation to the CAS who reported the allegation to Staff 
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Sergeant Brunet (Brunet) at the CPS.  The victim refused to come forward 
and it appears that the CPS undertook no further investigation. 

 
11. A third complaint of historical sexual abuse against Landry was made by 

Victim 2 to the CPS in or about January 1996.  The complaint was 
received by Brunet and assigned to Constable Hanton (Hanton) who had 
been temporarily assigned to SACA.  Hanton took a statement from 
Victim 2 on January 18, 1996. 

 
12. On April 5, 1996, Hanton requested that the matter be returned to SACA 

and reassigned since he was being transferred back to Uniform Patrol. 
 

13. On September 27, 1996, Constable Bough (Bough) authored a 
supplementary occurrence report stating that this matter was reassigned 
to Brunet to be followed up by the sexual assault branch. 

 
14. On November 7, 1996, Hanton wrote a further supplementary occurrence 

reporting that there was no positive identification and they would therefore 
not proceed with charges against the suspect. 

 
15. The matter was assigned to Sergeant Brian Snyder.  On May 26, 1997, 

Landry was interviewed by Snyder, admitted to the allegations made by 
Victim 2, and was charged.  After these charges were publicized, further 
victims came forward. 

 
16. Landry was charged with respect to the following victims: 

 
a. Victim 2 

Victim 2’s will say states that he was assaulted by Landry at King 
George Park between 1979 and 1983 when Victim 2 was 
between the ages of 10 and 14. 
 

b. Victim 3 
Victim 3’s will say states that he was assaulted by Landry at King 
George Park between 1983 and 1984 when the victim was 
between the ages of 12 and 13.  Victim 3 further stated that he 
figured it was Earl’s word against his and was concerned with his 
father’s authority as being once Chief of Police. 

 
c. Victim 1  

Victim 1’s will say states that he was assaulted 15-20 times at 
King George Park between 1983 and 1986 when Victim 1 was 
between the ages of 7 to 10.   

 
d. Victim 4   
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Victim 4’s will say states that he was assaulted once when 
Landry was driving him home from the rink at the city arena 
between 1982 and 1983 when Victim 4 was between the ages of 
9 and 10.  Landry had previously been Victim 4’s hockey coach.  
After the assault, Landry allegedly told Victim 4 that he had boys 
working for him and asked if Victim 4 wanted to work for him. 

 
e. Victim 5  

Victim 5’s will say states that he was assaulted approximately 25 
times at multiple locations (Landry’s home, Earl Landry Sr’s 
home, St. Lawrence College) between 1987 and 1990 when 
Victim 5 was between the ages of 10 and 12.  In early 1993, the 
CAS office officially placed Victim 5 in Landry and his wife’s care.   

 
17. Landry pled guilty to one charge against each of the above victims.  He 

was sentenced by Justice Manton on December 23, 1999 to one year for 
each offence to be served consecutively.    

 
18. Landry launched an appeal of the sentence.  

 
19. Landry was also convicted of two counts of failure to comply with 

conditions of undertaking. 
 

20. Landry was also charged with attempt to obstruct justice for allegedly 
promising to give Victim 5 a computer if he dropped the charges.  Victim 5 
did attempt to drop the charges at one point but Sgt. Snyder would not 
accept his request.  The charge of attempt to obstruct justice was 
withdrawn. 

 
21. On August 31, 1999, a newspaper article about Landry’s guilty plea was 

published.  The article reported that Don Johnson was the local Crown 
Attorney when the initial 1985 complaint was made and later was Landry’s 
defence counsel after charges were laid in 1997.  

 
22. After this article was published, Staff Sergeant Derochie (Derochie) 

embarked upon an administrative review of the investigations.  His final 
report dated December 8, 1999 identified the following concerns: 

 
a. That notes were attached to completed investigative reports and so 

were destroyed at the end of the retention period of those reports; 
 

b. That occurrences/incidents which contained allegations of historical 
sexual assault which could not be prosecuted or pursued, for any 
number of reasons, were classified as Police Information and so 
had a very short retention period; 
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c. That historical sexual assaults were not pursued with the same 
type of urgency which recently occurring assaults were/are given; 

 
d. That case management issues in CIB remain unresolved and a 

continued source of concern. 
 

23. In response to Derochie’s report, a new standing order was passed 
effective December 30, 1999 (#003-99).  The order required that highest 
priority be given to sexual offences and that historical sexual assaults be 
given the same priority as recent sexual assaults.  The investigating 
officer was required to file a report on the status of the case every 30 
days.  The order also required the OIC to closely monitor such 
investigations and ensure they are done in a timely manner. 

 
24. On September 15, 2000, Snyder began working on an investigation into 

allegations that members of the CPS and others conspired together to 
prevent Landry from being charged with sexual assault on Victim 1 in 
1985.  Snyder found that Lefebvre and Willis had conducted a proper 
investigation and that there was no evidence to suggest that persons 
conspired to prevent Landry from being charged with sexual assault. 

 
In this decision, I have to rely on the summary of agreed statement of facts and 
do not have the benefit of more fulsome evidence as to the particular relationship 
between Mr. Landry, Jr. and each of his victims.  Based on the summary of 
agreed facts, there is not sufficient evidence to conclude that Mr. Landry, Jr. was 
in a position of authority over the victims.  I do note that Mr. Landry, Jr. was the 
uncle of one of the victims and that victim was later placed in Mr. Landry, Jr.’s 
care.  It may be that, upon a fuller examination of the evidence, it will be found 
that Mr. Landry, Jr. was in a position of authority with respect to this victim.  In my 
view, based on the agreed facts before me, it is reasonable to conclude that a 
position of trust existed between that victim and Mr. Landry, Jr.  
 
With respect to the other four victims, I note that they were all of a very young 
age, that it appears that he became acquainted with the children at city parks or 
arenas (Mr. Landry Jr.’s place of employment).  One of the victims raised 
concerns about Mr. Landry Jr.’s father’s authority as chief of police.  Another 
victim had previously been coached by Mr. Landry, Jr.  On the limited agreed 
facts before me, I believe it is reasonable to conclude that a position of trust 
existed between the victim and Mr. Landry, Jr. 
 
While the allegations against Mr. Landry, Jr. were not part of the Project Truth 
investigation, they were similar to those investigated by Project Truth.  In 
particular, I would note that it appears likely that Mr. Landry, Jr. held a position of 
some prominence in the Cornwall community given his work at the parks and 
arena, his role as a hockey coach and the fact that his father was chief of police 
for 10 years.  He was the subject of multiple complaints over time and some 
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twelve years passed between the first complaint and the first charge.  The CPS 
investigation into the matter was questioned in the media and an investigation 
was conducted into allegations that the CPS and others conspired to prevent Mr. 
Landry, Jr. from being charged.  Accordingly, I am of the view that the matter falls 
within the mandate. 
 
Alternatively, should the evidence not fall within my mandate, I must determine if 
it is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the Inquiry.  On the basis of the 
agreed statement of facts, evidence in relation to Mr. Landry, Jr. is important to 
this Commission in the consideration of institutional response to allegations of 
historical abuse of young people.  The fall-out of the Mr. Landry, Jr. 
investigations included an administrative review and an internal investigation.  
The administrative review identified on-going concerns with respect to the 
investigation of allegations of historical sexual assault by the CPS and resulted in 
a new standing order dealing specifically with such investigations.   Accordingly, I 
am satisfied that the matter is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the 
Inquiry.  
 
Counsel for the CPS suggested that evidence has been led on a sufficient 
number of CPS investigations for me to prepare my report. With respect, given 
the importance of this evidence, I would be abdicating my responsibility to 
conduct a thorough Inquiry and leave no stone unturned if I based my decision 
solely on whether I had heard enough.  I am mindful of the time that this Inquiry 
is taking and of the need for efficiency, but I cannot overlook relevant information 
on that basis alone. 
 
Robert Renshaw 
 
Counsel for Father MacDonald submits that a portion of the evidence of Robert 
Renshaw does not fall within the Commission’s mandate.  His specific objection 
is with regard to Mr. Renshaw’s allegation of sexual abuse by Father MacDonald 
at the rectory.  The basis for counsel’s argument was that Mr. Renshaw did not fit 
into the category of “young people,” as he was approximately 20 years of age at 
the time of his allegations, and that Father MacDonald was not in a position of 
trust or authority with respect to the alleged abuse.  This, it was argued, is 
because Mr. Renshaw was not a Catholic, not a parishioner, and went to see 
Father MacDonald for advice as he was having difficulty handling the death of his 
father. 
 
As I have previously stated, evidence pertaining to allegations investigated by 
Project Truth officers falls squarely within my mandate.  Project Truth 
investigated all of Mr. Renshaw’s allegations, including this one.  Charges 
resulted and Mr. Renshaw had contact with the Crown and the judicial system. 
 
In addition, with respect to the argument that Father MacDonald was not in a 
position of trust and authority, I disagree.  While Mr. Renshaw may not have 
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been a Catholic or a parishioner, he was aware that Father MacDonald was a 
priest and was going to him for advice.  This is sufficient, in my view, to find a 
relationship of trust.   
 
With respect to Mr. Renshaw’s age, as I discussed earlier, I am not of the view 
that the mandate is age-limited, and one must consider the power imbalance, his 
vulnerability and the context in which the alleged abuse occurred.  In Mr. 
Renshaw’s case, he testified that he was having emotional difficulties, and he 
had previously been abused by Ken Seguin, who then introduced him to Father 
MacDonald as someone with whom he could speak regarding his emotional 
difficulties.  Accordingly, I find that he fits within the term “young people” for the 
purpose of my mandate.   
 
For all of these reasons, I find that this portion of Mr. Renshaw’s evidence, as 
with its evidence in its entirety, is within the Commission’s mandate. 
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, for all of the 
above reasons, including the fact that he interacted with Mr. Perry Dunlop during 
the course of his personal “investigation,” this contested evidence is reasonably 
relevant.  It is important that I examine the institutional response to the totality of 
his evidence.   
 
C3 
 
Counsel for Father MacDonald submitted that a portion of the evidence relating 
to C3 is outside of the Commission’s mandate.   In particular, he submitted that 
at the time of an alleged incident of abuse by Father MacDonald at the rectory in 
Apple Hill, C3 was 18 years of age, and therefore did not fit within the term 
“young people.” Counsel also submitted that the acts were consensual and 
therefore did not constitute abuse.    
 
All of C3’s allegations, including the allegation above, were investigated by 
Project Truth and, in my view, fall squarely within the mandate of this 
Commission. Charges arose from the Project Truth investigation.  The 
institutional response of the Ministry of the Attorney General will also be 
examined. 
 
I do not consider counsel’s submissions on consent persuasive.  The purpose of 
this Inquiry is to determine how the institutions responded to the allegations 
themselves and not to make findings of fact on essential elements of the 
charges.   
 
Given my earlier comments that the term “young people” is not age-limited, C3’s 
age at the time of the alleged incident is not determinative.  I must also consider 
his vulnerability, and in particular, his prior alleged abuse, the age at which the 
relationship between the alleged victim and alleged perpetrator began, and its 
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context, and the existence of a power imbalance. C3 also alleged sexual abuse 
by Father MacDonald when he was an altar boy, under the age of 18 years of 
age.   
 
Accordingly, I find that he fits within the term “young people” for the purpose of 
my mandate. 
   
For all of these reasons, I find that this portion of C3’s evidence, as with his 
evidence in its entirety, is within the Commission’s mandate. 
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, for all of the 
above reasons, this contested evidence is reasonably relevant.  It is important 
that I examine the institutional response to the totality of C3’s evidence.   
 
C4 
 
Counsel for Father MacDonald submitted that C4’s evidence is outside of the 
Commission’s mandate on the basis that C4 did not fit within the term “young 
people” at the time of the alleged abuse by Father MacDonald.  C4’s allegations 
of sexual abuse by Father MacDonald stem from a period during which he was 
approximately 18 years of age.   He also submitted that there was an issue as to 
whether Father MacDonald was in a position of authority or trust.  
 
C4’s allegations were investigated by Project Truth and Father MacDonald was 
charged in relation to them.    C4 interacted with Project Truth officers, the 
Crown, and the judicial system.  As I have previously stated, evidence involving 
allegations investigated by Project Truth officers fall squarely within my mandate. 
 
In addition, C4 testified that he came to know Father MacDonald when he served 
for him as an altar boy.  The priest – altar boy relationship pre-dated the alleged 
abuse. Given the manner in which the relationship between C4 and Father 
MacDonald began, I am of the view that Father MacDonald was still in a position 
of authority or trust at the time of the alleged abuse.    
 
With respect to C4’s age, as I discussed earlier, I am of the view that the 
mandate is not age limited, and one must consider the power imbalance, his 
vulnerability and the context in which the alleged abuse occurred.   
 
Given all of these factors, including the pre-existing relationship of trust or 
authority and the age at which that relationship began, I find that C4 was in the 
category of “young people” within the mandate.   
 
For all of these reasons, I find that C4’s evidence is within the Commission’s 
mandate.   
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In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, for all of the 
above reasons, this evidence is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the 
Commission.   
 
Gerry Renshaw  
 
Counsel for the family of Ken Seguin submitted that a portion of Gerry 
Renshaw’s evidence falls outside of the Commission’s mandate because the 
alleged perpetrator, Mr. Seguin, was not in a position of trust or authority and that 
Mr. Renshaw did not fit within the term “young people” at the time of the alleged 
abuse. 
 
Counsel’s submissions with respect to Mr. Renshaw pertain to the period in Mr. 
Renshaw’s life when he was a tenant at the home of Ken Seguin.  Counsel 
contends that Mr. Renshaw was anywhere from 24 to 28 years of age, and was 
not on probation at this time.   
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group, of which Mr. Renshaw is a member, responded, 
submitting that Mr. Renshaw met Mr. Seguin when he was 12 years of age when 
his older brothers were on probation and reporting to Mr. Seguin.  He also noted 
that the first incidence of alleged sexual abuse by Mr. Seguin with respect to Mr. 
Renshaw occurred when he was a teenager and, in any event, younger than 18.  
He submitted that when Mr. Renshaw was in his early 20’s and living with Mr. 
Seguin, the abusive relationship continued.   
 
I note as well that I have heard evidence that the Ministry of Community Safety 
and Correctional Services (MCSCS) gave Mr. Renshaw special permission to 
reside with Mr. Seguin. 
 
As Mr. Renshaw’s probation officer, Mr. Seguin was clearly a person in authority 
and in a position of trust at the time the alleged abuse commenced.   The 
testimony of Mr. Renshaw indicated a relationship with Mr. Seguin spanning 
many years, beginning when Mr. Renshaw was about 12 years of age, and 
extending to the period of time in which Mr. Seguin supervised his probation and 
when he lived with Mr. Seguin.  The allegations of abuse in question are said to 
have occurred both before and after Mr. Renshaw’s 18th birthday.  Considering 
all the circumstances, I find that Mr. Seguin was in a position of trust.    
 
As I have already indicated, “young people” is not age-limited.  Accordingly, Mr. 
Renshaw’s age at the time he was living with Mr. Seguin as a young adult is not 
determinative.  I must also consider his vulnerability, the age at which the 
relationship between the alleged victim and alleged perpetrator began, and its 
context, and the existence of a power imbalance. 
 
Given the pre-existing relationship, I find that Mr. Renshaw still fits within the 
category of “young people” at the time he resided with Mr. Seguin. 
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I further note that Mr. Renshaw had contact with the Project Truth in relation to 
his allegations against Mr. Seguin and the allegations of conspiracy and cover-
up.  There is evidence before me that Mr. Renshaw played a role in the 
background circumstances leading to the formation of Project Truth.  He testified 
that he met with Mr. Perry Dunlop and provided a statement to him, which later 
appeared on an independently operated website.   
 
For all of these reasons, I find that Mr. Renshaw’s evidence is within the 
Commission’s mandate.   
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, for all of the 
above reasons, this evidence is reasonably relevant.  In addition, this portion of 
Mr. Renshaw’s evidence deals with a living arrangement between a probation 
officer and a former probationer and is important to examine in the course of the 
institutional response of the MCSCS.    
 
Jeannette Antoine 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that portions of the evidence of Jeannette 
Antoine are not within the Commission’s mandate following the Court of Appeal’s 
decision.  In his submissions, he provided the following background with respect 
to Ms. Antoine’s allegations: 
 

• Reynen foster home:  allegations of both sexual and physical abuse by the 
foster father, and physical abuse by the foster mother and the daughter of 
the foster parents.  

• Looyen foster home:  allegations of sexual and physical abuse by the 
foster mother’s father, sexual misconduct by a worker on their farm, and 
physical abuse by the foster mother. 

• Second Street Group home:  allegations of sexual and physical abuse.  
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence of allegations of sexual abuse 
by the foster father at the Reynen home, sexual abuse by Mrs. Looyen’s father, 
and sexual abuse at the Second Street Group home are all within the mandate. 
Given that these allegations pertained to sexual abuse and were allegedly 
perpetrated by persons in positions of authority or trust, I agree with counsel’s 
submissions.  
 
Counsel for the CAS objected to the evidence of allegations of physical abuse at 
the Reynen home, physical abuse at the Looyen home and physical abuse at the 
Second Street Group Home on the basis that the Court of Appeal decision 
restricts the Commission to looking at the institutional response to sexual abuse 
only.  He also objected to the evidence of sexual misconduct by the farm worker 
at the Looyen home on the basis that the alleged perpetrator was not in a 
position of trust or authority. 
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None of the responding parties made specific submissions concerning Ms. 
Antoine’s evidence.  Counsel for the CCR submitted that all of the evidence 
given by wards of the CAS is within my mandate.  This includes not only 
evidence of sexual abuse but all other forms of abuse as well.  Counsel for the 
CCR further submitted that historical abuse is not restricted to historical sexual 
abuse and alternatively, that it would be wrong for me to separate allegations of 
different types of historical abuse and only consider those that are sexual in 
nature. 
 
Earlier in my ruling, I commented that in many cases, abuse in all its forms is 
inextricably linked in the victim or alleged victim’s experience and in those cases 
I would have to consider the abuse in its totality.   
 
Upon my review of Ms. Antoine’s evidence, I am of the view that the allegations 
of both sexual and physical abuse by the foster father in the Reynen foster home, 
and the allegations of physical abuse by the foster mother are inextricably linked 
in Ms. Antoine’s experience.   With respect to the Looyen foster home, I am of 
the view that the allegation of sexual and physical abuse by the foster mother’s 
father are inextricably linked.  As for the Second Street Group Home, I find that 
her allegations of sexual and physical abuse cannot be separated.  I thus find 
that all of this alleged abuse is within my mandate. 
 
The type of abuse alleged by Ms. Antoine against the farm worker at the Looyen 
home clearly falls within my mandate.  This still leaves the issue of whether this 
alleged perpetrator was in a position of authority or trust.  This issue was not 
raised at the time of her evidence, and therefore questions which may have 
clarified this issue further were not asked.  In any event, Ms. Antoine was a ward 
of the CAS, the CAS and the foster parents had responsibility for her well-being, 
and the foster parents engaged an adult employee and allegedly did not take 
steps to ensure her safety.  Given the relationship between the CAS, the foster 
parents and their adult employee, I find that the alleged abuse occurred within a 
relationship of trust and it is therefore within my mandate.   
 
I am left with the alleged physical abuse by the daughter in the Reynan home 
and the foster mother in the Looyen home.   There is also an issue about 
whether or not a relationship of trust or authority exists in the case of the 
daughter, who, on her own, is not a person in a position of authority or trust.  I am 
not satisfied that this evidence involving the daughter or the foster mother falls 
within my mandate.   
 
In any event, I find that all of Ms. Antoine’s evidence is reasonably relevant.  Her 
allegations suggest an environment in which sexual, physical, and other forms of 
abuse were prevalent. I do not see a logical way to dissect parts of the 
allegations she has made when examining how the CAS responded to her 
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alleged abuse.    It is important for me to examine the institutional response to all 
of these allegations to determine whether it was adequate or appropriate.   
 
Roberta Archambault 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that portions of the evidence of Roberta 
Archambault are not within the Commissioner’s mandate following the Court of 
Appeal’s decision.  In his submissions, he provided the following background with 
respect to Ms. Archambault’s allegations: 
 

• Hubert foster home:  allegations of sexual abuse by the foster father and 
other forms of physical and mental abuse in the home.  

 
• Lapensée foster home:  allegations of sexual abuse by the foster parent’s  

son.  
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence of allegations of sexual abuse 
by the foster father at the Hubert home is within the mandate. Given that these 
allegations pertained to sexual abuse and were allegedly perpetrated by a 
person in a position of authority or trust, I agree with counsel’s submissions.  
 
Counsel for the CAS objected to the evidence of allegations of physical and 
mental abuse at the Hubert home on the basis that the Court of Appeal decision 
restricts the Commission to looking at the institutional response to sexual abuse 
only.  He also objected to the evidence of sexual misconduct by the foster 
parent’s son at the Lapensée home on the basis that the alleged perpetrator was 
not in a position of trust or authority. 
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group, of which Ms. Archambault is a member, made 
submissions as to why I should consider all of Ms. Archambault’s evidence. 
 
Earlier in my ruling, I commented that in many cases, abuse in all its forms is 
inextricably linked in the victim or alleged victim’s experience and, in those 
cases, I would have to consider the abuse in its totality.   
 
Upon my review of Ms. Archambault’s evidence, I am of the view that the 
allegations of sexual abuse by the foster father in the Hubert foster home, and 
the allegations of other forms of abuse in the same foster home are inextricably 
linked in Ms. Archambault’s experience.   I thus find that all of this alleged abuse 
is within my mandate. 
 
The type of abuse alleged by Ms. Archambault against the son, who was an adult 
at the Lapensée home clearly falls within my mandate.  This still leaves the issue 
about whether this alleged perpetrator was in a position of authority or trust.  This 
issue was not raised at the time of her evidence, and therefore questions which 
may have clarified this issue further were not asked.  In any event, Ms. 
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Archambault was a ward of the CAS, the CAS and the foster parents had 
responsibility for her well-being, and the foster parents, according to Ms. 
Archambault had knowledge of the abuse and permitted it to occur and continue. 
Given the relationship between the CAS, the foster parents and their adult son, I 
find that the alleged abuse occurred within a relationship of trust and it is 
therefore within my mandate.   
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, I find that all of 
Ms. Archambault’s evidence is reasonably relevant.  Her allegations suggest an 
environment in which sexual, physical, and other forms of abuse were prevalent. 
I do not see a logical way to dissect parts of the allegations she has made in 
examining how the CAS responded to her alleged abuse.  It is important for me 
to examine the institutional response to all of these allegations to determine 
whether it was adequate or appropriate.   
 
André Bissonnette 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that portions of the evidence of André 
Bissonnette are not within the Commission’s mandate following the Court of 
Appeal’s decision.  In his submissions, he provided the following background with 
respect to Mr. Bissonnette allegations: 
 

• Wharton foster home:  allegations of physical abuse  
• Lamarche foster home:  allegations of physical and mental abuse  
• Meunier foster home:  allegations of sexual abuse while 14 years of age 

by another Crown ward approximately one year older than Mr. Bissonnette 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence of allegations of physical and 
mental abuse do not fit within the mandate, and furthermore, that the alleged 
sexual abuse by the Crown ward in the Meunier home does not fit the mandate 
because it was not alleged to have been committed by a person in a position of 
trust or authority.   
 
Mr. Bissonnette was represented by counsel when he gave evidence before this 
Inquiry.  His counsel provided written submissions on this matter, which I have 
considered.  It was the position of Mr. Bissonnette’s counsel that his evidence 
falls within the mandate and/or is reasonably relevant.  Counsel for the CCR also 
submitted that Mr. Bissonnette’s his evidence falls within the mandate and/or is 
reasonably relevant. 
 
It is clear that the Court of Appeal has found that an alleged perpetrator must 
have been in a position of trust or authority with the victim in order to fall within 
the mandate of this Inquiry.   
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Mr. Bissonnette alleged physical abuse at the hands of his foster mother while 
residing at the Wharton foster home.  He alleged physical and emotional abuse 
by both foster parents while residing at the Lamarche foster home.   
 
Mr. Bissonnette testified that when he was a child in the care of the CAS, and 
while living in the Meunier foster home, he was sexually abused by another foster 
child who was one year older, but much bigger than he was. 
 
Mr. Bissonnette testified that he eventually revealed the alleged abuse to his 
foster mother, who reacted by slapping him in the face and scolding him for 
making up stories.  He then told his mother and his social worker, Pierre Dubuc.  
The case notes of the CAS state that “a problem arose between both boys and it 
was homosexuality.” 
 
Mr. Bissonnette testified that Mr. Meunier, upon learning about the incident did 
two things.  He put the boys in separate bedrooms and reprimanded Mr. 
Bissonnette that he ought to have reported this incident to him and not to the 
CAS. 
 
The bulk of Mr. Bissonnette’s testimony centered on allegations of severe 
physical abuse at the hands of different foster parents. 
 
Unfortunately, the evidence with respect to the sexual abuse falls short of 
complying with the Court of Appeal’s direction that the alleged perpetrator must 
be in a position of authority or trust.  I cannot find that the alleged perpetrator, 
another CAS Crown ward and approximately the same age as Mr. Bissonnette, 
was in a position of authority or trust.  Therefore, it is not necessary for me to 
determine whether the physical abuse was inextricably linked to the allegation of 
sexual abuse. 
 
I come to this conclusion with great reluctance as the evidence I have heard as 
to the extent of the alleged sexual abuse and physical violence has raised 
serious questions as to Mr. Bissonnette’s well-being while in the care of the CAS, 
and under different circumstances, a response by the CAS would have been 
warranted. 
 
However, I may consider the impact of the alleged abuse on Mr. Bissonnette and 
difficulties he personally experienced in reporting it.  I find this evidence 
reasonably relevant in a limited way, in so far as it deals with the impact of 
alleged sexual abuse on young people, but not sufficiently relevant to form the 
basis of notices or findings of misconduct.  Thus, the institutions will not be 
required to respond to this evidence.   
 
 
 
 



 33

Catherine Sutherland 
 
Counsel for the CAS also submitted that portions of the evidence of Catherine 
Sutherland are not within the Commission’s mandate following the Court of 
Appeal’s decision.  In his submissions, he provided the following background with 
respect to Ms. Sutherland’s allegations: 
 

• Alleged physical abuse by her mother 
• Alleged sexual abuse by a man whose home she was dropped of at by 

her mother 
• Alleged sexual abuse by her foster father 

 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence of alleged physical abuse by 
Ms. Sutherland’s mother falls outside of the mandate on the basis that the Court 
of Appeal restricts the Commission to looking at the institutional response to 
sexual abuse only.  It was his view that the alleged sexual abuse by the stranger 
at the hands of her mother, and the allegation of sexual abuse by her foster 
father are within the mandate. 
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group, of which Ms. Sutherland is a member, made 
submissions as to why I should consider all of Ms. Sutherland’s evidence. 
 
Ms. Sutherland testified to her longstanding involvement with the CAS, which 
began with her search for answers to the continuous nightmares and flashback 
she was having as an adult. 
 
She testified that during her life, her foot was severely burned by her mother.  
She witnessed the death of her younger brother and attempted to reconcile what 
she recalls of her mother putting her hands on top of hers and pushing down on 
a pillow to smother her infant brother and the accusations of her mother blaming 
the death of the child on her. 
 
She also testified that her mother put her brother up to threatening her life with a 
knife. 
 
As for sexual abuse, Ms. Sutherland alleges that her mother would lie naked and 
encourage her children to touch her. 
 
Later in life, she alleged her mother would drop her off at the home of men to 
face sexual abuse at their hands. 
 
Finally, she alleged that a foster father sexually abused her when she was 13 
years of age.  She alleges that she reported this to her doctor, her case worker, 
her grandmother, and to a worker at a receiving home. 
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I agree with counsel for the CAS that the alleged sexual abuse at the hands of 
the foster father and the subsequent reporting to the CAS fall within the mandate 
as being sexual abuse by a person in a position of trust or authority.  I also agree 
with counsel for the CAS that the alleged sexual abuse by the stranger at the 
hands of her mother falls within the mandate. 
 
Earlier in my ruling, I commented that, in many cases, abuse in all its forms is 
inextricably linked in the victim or alleged victim’s experience, and in those cases 
I would have to consider the abuse in its totality in order to properly assess the 
institutional response. 
 
Upon my review of Ms. Sutherland’s evidence, I note that Ms. Sutherland alleged 
multiple incidents of physical and sexual abuse by her mother.  She also made 
allegations of sexual assault by a stranger and threats to her life that were 
directly linked to her mother’s care.  The abuse allegedly experienced by Ms. 
Sutherland, in all its forms, resulted in multiple contacts between Ms. Sutherland 
and a number of institutions. 
 
I find that the emotional, physical and sexual abuse allegedly suffered by Ms. 
Sutherland at the hands of her mother and others while under the supervision of 
the CAS is so inextricably linked in her experience that I must consider the 
alleged abuse in its totality as part of the mandate. 
 
In the alternative, should this evidence not fall within the mandate, I find that Ms. 
Sutherland’s evidence is reasonably relevant to the subject matter of the Inquiry. 
Her allegations suggest an environment in which sexual, physical, and other 
forms of abuse were prevalent. I do not see a logical way to dissect parts of the 
allegations she has made in examining how the CAS responded to her alleged 
abuse.  It is important for me to examine the institutional response to all of these 
allegations to determine whether it was adequate or appropriate.   
 
C14 
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that portions of the evidence of C14 are not 
within the Commission’s mandate following the Court of Appeal’s decision.  In his 
submissions, he provided the following background with respect to C14’s 
allegations. 
 

• Barber foster home:  allegations of physical abuse by the foster parents; 
allegations of sexual abuse by a 23-year-old mentally challenged 
individual who resided in the foster home (the boarder).  

• MacIntosh foster home:  allegations of sexual abuse by an acquaintance 
of the foster parents. 

 
Counsel submitted that the allegations of sexual abuse by the acquaintance of 
the foster parents falls within the mandate.  I note that I heard evidence from the 
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victim that he worked for the man over a summer and at the end of the summer 
the man received permission for the CAS to take C14 to Montreal, where he 
allegedly sexually abused C14.  Given that this allegation pertained to sexual 
abuse that was allegedly perpetrated by a person in a position of authority or 
trust, I agree with counsel’s submissions.  
 
Counsel for the CAS submitted that the evidence of allegations of physical abuse 
by the foster parents at the Barber home does not fall within the mandate on the 
basis that the Court of Appeal decision restricts the Commission to looking at the 
institutional response to sexual abuse only.  Counsel further submitted that the 
evidence of allegations of sexual abuse by the boarder does not fit within the 
mandate on the basis that the alleged perpetrator was not in a position of trust or 
authority. 
 
Counsel for the Victim’s Group, of which C14 is a member, made submissions as 
to why I should consider all of C14’s evidence. 
 
With respect to whether or not, the boarder was in a position of trust and 
authority, C14 gave evidence that he was left in the boarder’s care on multiple 
occasions and was abused by the boarder on more than one of those occasions.  
Given this, the age difference between the two, and C14’s evidence of 
vulnerability, I am of the view that the boarder can be seen as being in a position 
of trust and, on that basis, within the mandate.  In any event, C14 was a ward of 
the CAS, the CAS and the foster parents had responsibility for her well-being, 
and the foster parents left him in the care of an adult boarder and allegedly did 
not take steps to ensure his safety.  Given the relationship between the CAS, the 
foster parents and their adult boarder, I find that the alleged abuse occurred 
within a relationship of trust and it is therefore within my mandate.   
 
Earlier in my ruling, I commented that in many cases, abuse in all its forms is 
inextricably linked in the victim or alleged victim’s experience and in those cases 
I would have to consider the abuse in its totality.   
 
Upon my review of C14’s evidence, I am of the view that the allegations of sexual 
and physical abuse at the Barber foster home are inextricably linked in C14’s 
experience.  In addition, C14 has given evidence that the response by the CAS 
to his disclosure of physical abuse discouraged him from reporting the sexual 
abuse and that the impact of the severe abuse, both physical and sexual, caused 
him to act out in ways that came to the attention of the CAS and of other 
institutions.   
 
I am of the view that the allegations of sexual and physical abuse at the Barber 
foster home are inextricably linked.  I thus find that all of this alleged abuse is 
within my mandate. 
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In any event, I find that all of C14’s evidence is reasonably relevant.  I do not see 
a logical way to dissect parts of the allegations he has made in examining how 
the CAS responded to his alleged abuse.    It is important for me to examine the 
institutional response to all of these allegations to determine whether it was 
adequate or appropriate.   
 
Dated this 28th day of February, 2008 
 
 
 
 
____________________ 
G. Normand Glaude 
Commissioner 
 
  
 
 
 


