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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Introduction 

 

The Victims Group is comprised of individuals whose traumatic and life-

altering experiences when they were children constitute the very subject 

matter of the Inquiry; they are victims of sexual abuse who have suffered 

long-lasting detrimental effects to their own lives and the lives of those 

around them.  Every one of these people has been failed by a public 

institution being examined at the Cornwall Public Inquiry; many have been 

failed by several.   

 

The word “victim” was chosen as part of our group’s name as not every one 

of our members considers him or herself a survivor – yet.  We have always 

been and remain hopeful that the work of this Inquiry will bring answers to 

this community.  We, like other parties, are concerned about truth and about 

dispelling hurtful assumptions.  We, to that end, hope that the report issued 

by Commissioner Glaude will finally make it impossible for anyone in 

Cornwall to continue to deny that people in positions of trust and authority 

abused their power and that institutions failed to protect the vulnerable.   

 

While the Cornwall Public Inquiry was called so that its Commissioner could 

make recommendations to improve future institutional responses to help 

ensure that history does not repeat itself and that no other young persons 

are harmed, its mandate also requires him to inquire in to and report on the 

past.  The Commissioner’s findings will finally make clear what happened in 

Cornwall and who is to blame.  The time to recognize Cornwall’s problems is 

long overdue.  Until public institutions are held publicly responsible for their 

actions, true healing is not possible. 

 

The Inquiry began with contextual evidence from many witnesses who laid 

out the frameworks within which the public institutions being examined 

operated.  The Commission must be careful, however, to not simply focus on 



 

policies and procedures.  If every action within these institutions required a 

formal written policy, nothing would ever get done.  There is always room 

within any organization for its people to act in accordance with principles of 

common sense, compassion and decency.  Sexual abuse was as wrong 40 

years ago as it is today and no formal written policy has ever been required 

to make it so.  Society’s understanding of issues relating to child abuse 

informs the sophistication of the response, but not the basic requirement that 

children must be protected and that perpetrators of abuse must be stopped. 

 

The Devastating Effects of Childhood Sexual Abuse 

 

The effects of childhood sexual abuse on its victims are truly devastating.  

David Wolfe and Peter Jaffe testified early in the Inquiry process about how 

lives are forever changed by abuse and how abuse by persons in positions of 

trust and authority is particularly catastrophic. 

 

The acute and initial symptoms of child sexual abuse can include a number of 

stress-related problems, such as sleep disruptions, loss of appetite, 

headaches, and regressive problems.  Those can give way to secondary 

symptoms, which involve the factors that affect a child’s mental health over 

time. The nature of child sexual abuse is that it interferes with the ongoing 

development of the child, which makes it more difficult for the child to adjust 

or adapt. Without supportive relationships, family stability, and personal 

coping resources, the consequences of child sexual abuse for later mental 

health and adjustment are substantial.   

 

The typical outcomes of child sexual abuse set out by David Wolfe, the 

Inquiry’s first witness, proved to be all too familiar to the former and current 

residents of Cornwall who told their stories of abuse to the Commission.  

These outcomes included difficulty trusting others, life-long feelings of guilt, 

self-doubt, self-blame, conflict with employers and difficulties maintaining 

gainful employment.  Victim witnesses also testified to an inability to trust 

the institutions that are highly valued within the community, problems with 



 

authority figures and a loss of their religious faith.  Substance abuse 

problems, troubles with the law, anxiety and mood problems and suicidal 

ideation were also commonly referred to by witnesses.  In short, the 

emotional and psychological costs of childhood sexual abuse are incalculable. 

 

Perry Dunlop 

 

Perry Dunlop filled a hole created by inept, ineffective, incompetent and 

corrupt public institutions in Cornwall.  He emerged as a trusted figure to 

whom victims of abuse could turn in the hopes that someone would listen 

with compassion and understanding.  The fact that victims of abuse flocked 

to disclose their abuse to Dunlop, having never reported to the police or any 

other agency, should be taken as a scathing indictment of those institutions 

that lost the public’s faith long before Perry Dunlop’s name meant anything 

to them.  Perry Dunlop’s greatest affront to any of the institutions being 

examined at the Cornwall Public Inquiry is not that he caused problems, but 

rather that he exposed them. 

 

The Victims Group has throughout the Inquiry resisted the attempts of many 

parties to turn it in to an examination of Dunlop and his activities.  It is 

apparent that, for some parties, the best defence was deemed to be 

distraction.  By shifting the focus to Dunlop, parties hoped that their own 

inadequacies and failings would somehow escape the full scrutiny of the 

Commissioner and the public.  We are hopeful that it has become apparent 

that those efforts have failed. 

 

We are also hopeful and confident that the Commission will carefully consider 

and reflect upon why the community embraced Dunlop as it did and the 

position he found himself in as his own police force pursued him more 

aggressively at times than it did alleged abusers.  The reasons that Dunlop 

and the community lost faith in their institutions and the effects of that lost 

faith are the real issues. 

 



 

 

The Institutions 

 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY SAFETY AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 

The MCSCS has a mandate to ensure that Ontario’s communities are 

supported and protected by law enforcement and public safety systems that 

are safe, secure, effective, efficient and accountable.  However, despite 

overwhelming evidence of inappropriate behaviour and several key events 

that should have prompted the exposure of two predatory employees within 

the Cornwall Probation office, the Ministry as a whole, local management and 

workers in the office consistently failed to act in a way that would protect and 

serve its clients and the community at large. 

 

Instead of striving to leave no stone unturned when it came to uncovering 

the truth within the office, more than two decades of willful blindness and the 

desire to always take the most expedient route, rather than the most 

thorough, ensured that many stones remained undisturbed.  

 

Over the last 25 years, there were several key events that should have 

triggered a full-scale, thorough investigation of the Cornwall Probation office, 

its employees and its practices.  Specifically, the 1982 investigation of Nelson 

Barque, the 1993 complaint by David Silmser and the 2000 administrative 

review by investigator Paul Downing uncovered so many red flags that it is 

unconscionable that the Ministry did not take steps to investigate each 

situation as aggressively as possible. To say that many workers in the 

Cornwall Probation office ought reasonably to have known that Barque and 

Seguin were contravening Ministry rules, as Downing concluded in his 2000 

administrative review, is a gross understatement. 

 

The prevalent poor management and tension within the office that deterred 

information-sharing and disclosures contributed to an environment where 

Barque and Seguin could go undetected for much, much longer than they 

should have.  Most disturbing is the refusal, even after so many years have 



 

passed, of the employees and management of the probation office to accept 

any responsibility for their failings. 

 

CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETY 

Society has become much more vigilant in protecting children from harmful 

environments and more sensitive to the care of children in every way since 

the 1950s, 60s and 70s. 

 

That is cold comfort to Cathy Sutherland, C-14, Roberta Archambault and 

many others whose childhood horrors were only exacerbated by the 

Children’s Aid Society’s intervention.  These individuals faced physical, 

emotional and sexual abuse that was just as wrong decades ago as it is now 

based on our 21st century sensibilities. To say, ‘We didn’t know any better 

back then” is much too little and much too late to heal the wounds created 

by disbelief and inaction.  

 

Unfortunately, a measure of re-victimization occurred in adulthood when 

something as simple as gaining access to his or her files and personal 

histories was thwarted by years of non-disclosure and self-protectionism.  

The former wards were searching for closure, but instead had doors slammed 

in their faces. 

 

CORNWALL COMMUNITY POLICE SERVICE AND ITS BOARD 

The CPS was throughout the relevant time period being scrutinized by the 

Cornwall Public Inquiry a force that was not lacking in resources; the size of 

the force compared favourably to forces in communities of a similar size and 

officers had amongst the highest salaries in the province. 

 

Despite the resources that were available to the CPS, however, numerous 

inspection reports set out that the force was an organization in trouble. There 

were longstanding issues with leadership and with morale, there is abundant 

evidence of dissention, and the quality of policing as it related to the 

investigation of allegations of historical sexual abuse was often abysmal, to 



 

put it kindly.  While these factors alone would have impacted on the CPS’ 

ability to appropriately investigate allegations of historical sexual abuse, the 

situation must be viewed from a wider perspective.   

 

The issues facing the CPS went beyond poor management. Any 

understanding of widespread mistrust within the force must begin with an 

examination of the force’s leader throughout much of the relevant period, 

Chief of Police Claude Shaver.  Some of the more remarkable situations 

relating to Shaver include that: 

 

• He was asked to resign by his own senior management; 

• His Deputy Chief testified that he counseled Shaver to change, that 

there were vicious rumours about Shaver while Chief, that they had a 

blow up and that Shaver reacted to criticism from the Deputy Chief by 

threatening to lay Police Service Act charges against him for taking his 

concerns outside the chain of command; 

• The City and Mayor Ron Martelle investigated Shaver and ultimately 

offered him a hefty compensation package to retire early; 

• He was later investigated by his own force in relation to obstruction of 

justice in the Earl Landry Jr matter; and 

• He was investigated by other police forces for obstruction of justice in 

relation to the David Silmser matter. 

 

The evidence presented during the CPS institutional response phase set out 

the strict chain of command structure within the force.  Deputy Chief St. 

Denis clearly explained that it was his role to oversee operational matters 

and investigations, not Shaver’s.  Despite this clear hierarchy and the well-

known roles of the players, Chief Shaver involved himself in important 

investigations, by-passing the chain of command almost entirely at times.  

Shaver’s interference in at least two historic sexual abuse cases led to 

disastrous results in both.   

 



 

The incompetence and interference of Chief Shaver and the pervasive 

distrust of the man’s abilities by the men and women of his own force 

became more and more apparent, but no less shocking, throughout the 

testimony of the various CPS witnesses.  Shaver’s own shameful performance 

as a witness at the Inquiry closed a sad chapter in this community’s history. 

 

DIOCESE OF ALEXANDRIA-CORNWALL 

The Commission’s examination of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Alexandria-

Cornwall’s institutional response to allegations of sexual abuse against young 

people exposed recurrent themes of secrecy, obstruction and non-

compliance.  It is now clear that there has been a culture of sexual abuse 

within the DAC and that it did not have just one or two fallen priests; rather, 

sexual abuse was a systemic problem.  

 

The DAC, being a Roman Catholic Diocese, was subject to the Roman 

Catholic Church’s internal legal framework that is built around secrecy and a 

pre-disposition to work against the victim and in favour of accused priests.  

That framework shaped the DAC's own institutional policies and culture with 

respect to allegations of sexual abuse by clergy and its treatment of the 

victims.  

 

As explained by Father Francis Morrisey, part of the Church’s motivation for 

silence is the fear of scandal. The belief is that the Church is a moral 

authority in society and when there is public knowledge of a priest sexually 

abusing a child or youth it has a negative impact on the Church as a whole.  

However, precisely because the Church sells itself as a moral authority, the 

silence and intentional avoidance of scandal is all the more concerning. The 

cover-up of the horrific actions of offender priests would seem to be the 

antithesis of the Church’s own teachings, yet it is a central and pervasive 

practice. Secrecy was a key factor in the DAC’s response to numerous 

allegations of sexual abuse against their priests examined at this Inquiry.  

 



 

One aspect of secrecy is obstruction, where Diocesan actors work in order to 

prevent matters of sexual abuse by a priest from becoming public 

knowledge.  This is most frequently demonstrated in the transferring of 

offender priests from jurisdiction to jurisdiction in order to prevent the matter 

from becoming public and to avoid prosecution of the priest.  The movement 

of priests by the Church to avoid scandal contributed to these priests 

reoffending in many instances as the priests were not given any assistance 

and were transferred to a new jurisdiction where there were no safeguards 

put into place to prevent the further sexual abuse of minors.  This Inquiry 

examined several instances in the history of the DAC where priests were 

transferred as a result of engaging in sexual misconduct with youth.   

 

Another concern is the Church’s failure to report matters to secular 

authorities or to assist secular authorities when they become involved in 

dealing with sexual offences by priests. The priority has been to protect the 

priest, rather than to assist the victims, the police and other institutions in 

effectively dealing with these crimes. There are no known examples of 

officials from the DAC notifying the police of reports or allegations of sexual 

abuse of minors in their jurisdiction, despite having a documented history of 

priests engaging in such behaviour. When the police did become involved, 

the DAC either refused to provide assistance or attempted to be seen as 

cooperating while in fact sheltering relevant information not specifically 

requested by investigators who could not possibly know of its existence. 

 

An examination of individual cases, the priests and Bishops involved, and the 

DAC’s responses to allegations of sexual abuse revealed disturbing patterns 

and shocking complicity at the highest levels. 

 

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 

The OPP and the Project Truth team’s involvement in investigating 

allegations of sexual abuse, cover-up and conspiracy in Cornwall was 

disappointing and failed to live up to expectations or promises.  The people of 

Cornwall and region were assured that they would get a thorough and 



 

complete investigation of the allegations that gripped the community and the 

media for years.  They trusted that all leads would be followed, all evidence 

would be gathered and that the officers would make honest and objective 

assessments about what they learned.  The OPP consistently and repeatedly 

failed to deliver on its promises. 

 

Despite the intense examination of the OPP’s work in Cornwall by this 

Commission, it remains difficult to understand why things went wrong as 

they did. In the end, what is clear is that the allegations of conspiracy that 

have plagued this community for more than a decade have still never been 

properly investigated by any police force.  While the community has little 

choice but to move on given the passage of time and the death of so many 

witnesses and perpetrators who could have shed light on what really 

happened here, the OPP’s failure to follow through on its promise of a full 

investigation will not soon be forgotten. 

 

MINISTRY OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL 

The Commission examined the work of many different Crown attorneys in 

relation to many different investigations, some of which resulted in charges, 

others that did not.  Throughout this examination, it became apparent that 

Crowns after the turn of the millennium continued to make the same 

mistakes that their predecessors were making in the 1980s and earlier.  This 

repetition of mistakes evidences failed policies and training that point to 

systemic problems with how Crown attorneys in Ontario interact with police 

officers and victims of crime, how they interpret their roles in the justice 

system, and how they manage prosecutions, both complex and seemingly 

straightforward. 

 

While the failings of many other institutions infuriated victims and outraged 

the community, the failed prosecutions that were mishandled and botched by 

the Ministry of the Attorney General were the final insults that compelled the 

community and the government to action.  When Jacques Leduc, like Father 

Charles MacDonald before him, had serious charges of sexual abuse of young 



 

persons stayed because of the inexcusably long time it took to bring him to 

trial, it was obvious that a public inquiry was necessary and long overdue. 

 

UPPER CANADA DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

The Inquiry heard emotional and compelling testimony from three victims of 

school teacher Robert Sabourin: Alain Seguin, Andre Lavoie and C-112.  

These men described how they were first befriended by Sabourin and then 

sexually abused.  Although only one school board witness working at the 

time of Sabourin’s abuses testified at the inquiry, his testimony when coupled 

with statements taken from former principal Jeanine Seguin clearly 

demonstrates the very major failings of yet another one of Cornwall’s public 

institutions to adequately respond to allegations of historical sexual abuse. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In order to truly “uncover the truth”, the Commission must report on not 

only the allegations of sexual abuse and the responses thereto, but also on 

all factors influencing those responses.  The Victims Group submits that 

should the evidence lead the Commissioner to the conclusion that the 

responses in question were inappropriate or improper, he should be prepared 

and willing to report on whether the failings were the result of naïveté, 

ignorance, incompetence, or something more sinister. 
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THE DEVASTATING EFFECTS OF CHILDHOOD SEXUAL ABUSE 

 

Impacts of Sexual Abuse 

 

The acute and initial symptoms of child sexual abuse can include a number of 

stress-related problems, such as sleep disruptions, loss of appetite, 

headaches, and regressive problems (e.g., sucking one’s thumb).  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, p. 93. 

Exhibit 16, Document 600947, Tab 13, Batespage 6017501 

 

The acute symptoms of child sexual abuse can give way to secondary 

symptoms, which involve the factors that affect a child’s mental health over 

time. The nature of child sexual abuse is that it interferes with the ongoing 

development of the child, which makes it more difficult for the child to adjust 

or adapt. Without supportive relationships, family stability, and personal 

coping resources, the consequences of child sexual abuse for later mental 

health and adjustment are substantial. According to Dr. David Wolfe, there 

are five typical outcomes of child sex abuse in adulthood.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 91, 93; pp. 113-116 

Evidence of Peter Jaffe, February 22, 2006, Vol. 9, p. 22-25.  

 

First, children who were sexually abused have difficulty trusting others, 

especially if the abuser was someone they trusted, cared about, or was a 

valued member of the community (e.g. a person in a position of authority). 

In particular, the abused often cannot trust anyone and feel that people will 

only betray them. According to Dr. Wolfe, this loss of being able to trust 

others can lead not only to life-long feelings of guilt, self-doubt, and self-

blame, but also authority problems that can lead to conflict with their 

employers and difficulties maintaining gainful employment. Further, sexual 

abuse by a trusted member of the community (e.g., by a member of the 

clergy, a teacher) may undermine the victim’s ability to trust the institutions 

that are highly valued within a community and to which their abuser 

belonged. In the case of sexual abuse by a clergy member, a victim may lose 

his religion and faith because of the difficulties in separating the abuser and 
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God or the religious institution, which can destroy the psychological sense of 

safety, order, and comfort that comes from important religious beliefs and 

practices valued by the child, his family, and the community.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 101-103; pp.158, 180.  

Exhibit 15, Document 600949, Tab 15, Batespage 6017537 

 

Evidence on the effects of child sexual abuse on the loss of trust resonates 

with the experiences reported by many of the witnesses who were sexually 

abused as children. Many of the witnesses reported difficulties trusting 

others, problems with authority figures, a loss of their religious faith, or a 

sense of being betrayed by the church. For example, in their testimony, 

David Silmser, Albert Roy, and C-10 stated that, at various points in time, 

they were fearful and/or mistrustful of people in authority and those close to 

them. Among other witnesses, C-10, Andre Bissonnette, and Keith Ouellette 

noted that they had difficulties holding onto jobs. Other witnesses testified 

that they felt betrayed by the church and withdrew from the church or lost 

their faith altogether. In her testimony, Lise Brisson, a devout Catholic whose 

religious faith is a central part of her life, testified that five of her seven 

children lost their faith because they felt betrayed by the church. 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, p. 141. 

Evidence of Scott Burgess, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, p. 184. 

Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, p. 63. 

Evidence of Jody Burgess, November 1, 2006, Vol. 63, pp. 118-119. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 17, 2006, Vol. 70, p. 6. 

Evidence of David Silmser, February 6, 2007, Vol. 90, p. 67. 

Evidence of David Petepiece, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, p. 22. 

Evidence of C-10, March 29, 2007, Vol. 102, p. 25. 

Evidence of Andre Bissonnette, May 10, 2007, Vol. 108, p .122 

Evidence of C-6, May 31, 2007, Vol. 112, p. 207. 

Evidence of C-14, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 34-35. 

Evidence of Keith Ouellette, August 21, 2007, Vol. 128, p .43 

Evidence of Fernand Vivarais, October 2, 2007, Vol. 144, p .149 
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Second, adults who were sexually abused as children tend to suffer from 

being unable to control their behavior. For men, this inability to self-control 

can lead to criminal involvement and anger management problems. Dr. Wolfe 

and his colleagues’ research shows that men who were abused in a 

residential religiously-affiliated institution had substantial criminal histories, 

including property crimes, substance-related crimes, and a history of anger 

and violence. According to Dr. Wolfe, one of the risk factors for why men are 

violent and end up in prisons is that they were sexually assaulted as children.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006 Vol. 4, pp. 102, 114, 173 

Exhibit 16, Document 600948, Tab 14 

 

Consistent with the expert testimony above, many of the victims who 

testified during the Inquiry reported substance abuse problems and engaging 

in criminal activities. Larry Seguin noted that he started using drugs at a 

very young age, which led him into shoplifting and committing property 

crimes. Robert Renshaw stated that he was doing “a hell of a lot of drugs”, 

often expressed himself through anger, and spent time in jail. Keith Ouellette 

stated that he both did and sold drugs, and had been to anger management. 

Fernand Vivarais testified that he would constantly fight and hurt others for 

“no reason because of [his] anger.” 

Evidence of Larry Seguin, October 4, 2006, Vol. 52, p. 118. 

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, February 28, 2007, Vol. 97, p. 174-175. 

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, March 1, 2007, Vol. 98, p. 220. 

Evidence of Keith Ouellette, August 21, 2007, Vol. 128, pp. 35-36. 

Evidence of Fernand Vivarais, October 2, 2007, Vol. 144, p. 156. 

 

Third, adults who were abused as children may have difficulty coping with 

the post-traumatic symptoms they are experiencing, which include intrusive 

memories of the events surrounding the abuse and the associated physical 

symptoms of tension, panic, and nightmares. Dr. Wolfe’s research showed 

that 40% of men abused as children were still suffering from post-traumatic 

stress disorder 20 years later. The way men try to cope with these aversive 

symptoms is through the abuse of alcohol. Indeed, men tend to have 

substance abuse problems if they’ve been abused as children at rates higher 
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than the norm.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006 Vol. 4, pp. 68, 100 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 14, 2006, Vol. 5, p. 9 

Exhibit 16, Document 600948, Tab 14 

 

Many of the victims of sexual abuse who testified reported experiencing post-

traumatic stress symptoms and abusing alcohol. For example, Andre 

Bissonnette testified that he turned to alcohol to deal with his shame and 

pain. Jamie Marsolais testified that he was diagnosed with post-traumatic 

stress disorder and that he drank heavily for years. Cindy Burgess-Lebrun 

testified that, even at work and in front of her family, she twitches when she 

becomes overly stressed or excited. 

Evidence of Cindy Burgess-Lebrun, November 1, 2006, Vol. 63, p. 128. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 73, 87 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 103. 

Evidence of Marc Latour, March 27, 2007, Vol. 100, p. 6. 

Evidence of C-10, March 29, 2007, Vol. 102, p. 24. 

Evidence of Andre Bissonnette, May 10, 2007, Vol. 108, pp. 120-122. 

Evidence of Fernand Vivarais, October 2, 2007, Vol. 144, p. 150. 

Evidence of Jamie Marsolais, October 3, 2007, Vol. 145, pp. 19, 21. 

 

Fourth, persons who were abused as children tend to suffer from significant 

anxiety and mood problems, such as panic attacks, depression, and suicidal 

ideation.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006 Vol. 4, pp. 100, 115 

Exhibit 16, Document 600948, Tab 14 

 

Many of the victims of sexual abuse who testified during the Inquiry reported 

experiencing major depression and anxiety disorders, including panic attacks. 

Roberta Archambault testified that her panic attacks are so bad that she 

cannot take the bus. Furthermore, she testified that she cannot do her 

banking and groceries on the same day because it takes her a full day to 

recover from the anxiety experienced from doing either activity. Other 

victims reported that they required psychiatric help in order to manage their 

depression and other mental health problems. Other victims who testified 
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either had thoughts of suicide or attempted suicide.  

Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 177, 195 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 35. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, pp. 81-82. 

Evidence of Vicki Roy, December 11, 2006, Vol. 76, p. 51. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 28. 

Evidence of David Petepiece, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, p. 22. 

Evidence of C-10, March 29, 2007, Vol. 102, p. 24. 

Evidence of Andre Bissonnette, May 10, 2007, Vol. 108, pp. 120-121. 

Evidence of Jeanette Antoine, June 5, 2007, Vol. 114, p. 63. 

Evidence of C-14, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 34. 

Evidence of Fernand Vivarais, October 2, 2007, Vol. 144, p. 149. 

Evidence of Jamie Marsolais, October 3, 2007, Vol. 145, p. 21. 

 

Fifth, particularly for men, victims of sexual abuse may experience confusion 

over their sexual identity and orientation, such that they may question 

whether they are gay because they had sex with a man or did not resist what 

was happening to them. Given the persistent societal stigma associated with 

homosexuality, a victim’s already vulnerable mental health may be further 

compromised by being confused about their sexual orientation and the fear 

of being stigmatized. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006 Vol 4, p. 115.  

Evidence of Peter Jaffe, February 22, 2006, Vol 9, p. 53-54. 

 

Some male victims who were abused by males reported struggling with their 

sexuality. Jamie Marsolais, for instance, testified that around the time of the 

abuse he knew he was attracted to females, but he kept saying to himself, “I 

must be gay because I allowed it to happen.” He further explained that his 

teenage years were a “really rough stretch” because of the struggles he had 

with his sexuality.  

Evidence of Kevin Upper, May 31, 2007, Vol. 112, p. 207. 

Evidence of Jamie Marsolais, October 3, 2007, Vol. 145, p. 24. 
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Evidence of Barriers to Disclosing Sexual Abuse and the Factors 

Contributing to Underreporting 

 

There are a number of common reasons that sexual abuse victims delay or 

do not disclose abuse, including a lack of societal understanding, the 

presence of positive feelings for the abuser, embarrassment or fear over the 

victimization, being blamed by others for the abuse, and the stigma of 

homosexuality. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4 

            Exhibit 16, Document 600947, Tab 13 

 

General denial of sexual abuse and the prevailing societal beliefs about who 

is likely to be a sexual offender (i.e., stranger vs. acquaintance) may have 

led to the belief that only strangers sexually abuse. Paradoxically, if the child 

knew the alleged offender, then the child and others may not perceive the 

abuse as abuse because the prevailing belief was that only strangers were 

abusers. Children who were abused by acquaintances, then, may have been 

reluctant to disclose the abuse because it was not perceived as abuse or 

feared that they would not be believed. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol 4, pp. 56, 59 

 

Case studies suggest that when children try to disclose their abuse, they may 

be met with denial or skepticism. Dr. Wolfe suggests that if disclosures of 

abuse are not responded in a coordinated fashion (such as in the case of 

Mount Cashel), then children may feel disempowered and unimportant, be 

denigrated and blamed by others, and be reluctant to disclose abuse further. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 87-88. 

 

There can be considerable embarrassment and fear that comes from 

disclosing that one has been sexually abused. Disclosing that one has been 

abused is a difficult and painful process for both children and adults years 

later. If the abuser was a person respected and valued by others (e.g., 

hockey coach, teacher), then a child may feel that if he discloses, he will ruin 

things for everyone or fear being ostracized by his classmates or team 



 

 7 

members. In his testimony, Dr. Jaffe noted an example where a survivor 

never told anyone about being abused within the church because the church 

was a major part of the social and community lives of his parents and he did 

not want to disappoint them or otherwise take away an important part of 

their lives. A child may also not disclose because he fears that the abuser will 

try to discredit or blackmail him (e.g., with pornographic photographs taken 

during the abuse).   

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 71, 89;    

pp. 110; 117; 121 

Evidence of Peter Jaffe, February 22, 2006, Vol. 9, p. 17 

Exhibit 15, Document 600949, Tab 15, Batespage 6017537 

 

The presence of positive feelings for the offender may also serve as an 

obstacle to disclosing sexual abuse. The offender may mean a lot to a child, 

especially if the offender is a trusted and respected individual within the 

community (e.g., a popular coach, clergy). The abuser may use his authority 

to provide the victim with outcomes associated with the child’s aspirations, 

such as when a hockey coach provides special training or opportunities or a 

teacher can provide reference letters and extra help. Such special 

relationships with trusted authority figures, however, may also lead an 

abused child to perceive the abuse as normal or okay because if the abuser is 

someone that people revere and deem important, then the child might 

believe that the abuser was not doing anything that is wrong or 

reprehensible. Dr. Wolfe noted that a victim may not realize until years later 

that the person who meant something to him, and with whom he had a 

“privileged” relationship, was just after sexual relations.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 77-78; p. 123;  

pp. 157-158 

Exhibit 15, Document 600949, Tab 15, Batespage 6017535 

 

The propensity for people to blame sexual abuse victims for their 

victimization may also serve as a barrier to disclosure. Dr. Wolfe noted that if 

a boy discloses abuse, he risks ridicule by his peers and a lack of acceptance 

by his family. An abuse victim’s peers may blame him for ruining things for 
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the rest of the team or group members if a popular authority figure was 

accused. Without appreciating the difficulties and pressures associated with 

the disclosure process for a child, adults may blame the abuse victim for 

allowing the abuse to happen or for not doing enough to stop it. 

Compounding the effects of peers and adults blaming the abused child, 

processes of self-blame may also contribute to delaying or not disclosing 

sexual abuse. A child may come to believe that they must be a bad person or 

have done something to deserve the abuse, which may serve to normalize or 

minimize the nature of the abuse in the child’s mind.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 89-90; 117 

Exhibit 16, Document 600947, Tab 13, Batespage 6017371 

 

The fear of being stigmatized as a homosexual is an additional barrier to 

disclosing sexual abuse for male victims. Males may experience more shame 

if they are abused by another man and may fear that if they disclose their 

abuse, others will label them as homosexual. Male victims may also be more 

reluctant to disclose abuse than female victims because boys are generally 

raised to be strong and silent and to maintain a “tough-guy” guise. Thus, it 

may be more difficult for males to disclose sexual abuse because they have 

many barriers. 

Evidence of Peter Jaffe, February 22, 2006, Vol. 9, pp. 51-53. 

Evidence of Nicolas Trocme, February 15, 2006, Vol. 6, p. 129 

 

Evidence of the Rarity of False Accusations of Child Sex Abuse 

 

Intentionally false and fabricated reports of child sexual abuse are rare. A 

review of five studies concluded that fabricated reports of child sexual abuse 

occurred in around six percent of all reports received. Although some reports 

to child welfare in Ontario in 1993 were classified as unfounded or  
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unsubstantiated, most reports were considered to have been done in good 

faith.  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, pp. 125-126 
Evidence of Nicolas Trocme, February 15, 2006, Vol. 6, pp. 100; 109; 139 

Exhibit 16, Document 600942, Tab 08, Batespage 6017436  

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, p. 31 

Exhibit 16, Document 600936, Tab 03, Batespage 6017366, Exhibit 18, 

Document 600921, Tab 03, Batespage 6017061  

 

When fabricated reports of child sexual abuse do arise, they tend to be in the 

context of custody disputes and are often reported by a parent rather than 

the child who was allegedly abused. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, p. 127 

Exhibit 16, Document 600936, Tab 03, Batespage 6017366  

 

In his testimony, Dr. Wolfe suggested that one argument for the rarity of 

false allegations is that it is very difficult to disclose a false allegation for the 

same reasons it is difficult to report real allegations. The child may be 

stigmatized and there would be pressure on the child surrounding what he 

said and who the accused was. As such, according to Dr. Wolfe, falsely 

accusing someone of child sexual abuse is a difficult process that would be 

hard to get away with and therefore is uncommon. 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 13, 2006, Vol. 4, p. 124 

Evidence of David Wolfe, February 14, 2006, Vol. 5, pp. 25-26 
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MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY SAFETY AND  

CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 

 

The Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services has a mandate 

to ensure that Ontario’s communities are supported and protected by law 

enforcement and public safety systems that are safe, secure, effective, 

efficient and accountable. 

 

However, despite overwhelming evidence of inappropriate behaviour and 

several key events that should have prompted the exposure of two predatory 

employees within the Cornwall Probation office, Nelson Barque and Ken 

Seguin, the Ministry as a whole, local management and workers in the office 

consistently failed to act in a way that would protect and serve its clients and 

the community at large. 

 

Instead of striving to leave no stone unturned when it came to uncovering 

the truth within the office, more than two decades of willful blindness and the 

desire to always take the most expedient route, rather than the most 

thorough, ensured that many stones remained undisturbed.  

 

Over the last 25 years, there were several key events that should have 

triggered a full-scale, thorough investigation of the Cornwall Probation office, 

its employees and its practices.  Specifically, the 1982 investigation of Nelson 

Barque, the 1993 complaint by David Silmser and the 2000 administrative 

review by investigator Paul Downing uncovered so many red flags that it is 

unconscionable that the Ministry did not take steps to investigate each 

situation as aggressively as possible. 

 

Similarly, prior to Barque’s exposure in 1982 through to Ken Seguin’s death 

in late 1993, highly suspicious and irregular behaviours by both probation 

officers should have been reported and investigated by local management 

and the Ministry. To say that many workers in the Cornwall Probation office 

ought reasonably to have known that Barque and Seguin were contravening 
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Ministry rules, as Downing concluded in his 2000 administrative review, is a 

gross understatement. 

 

Contributing to such negligence was the prevalent poor management and 

tension within the office that deterred information-sharing and disclosures.  

Local management was further handicapped by the fact that Barque and 

Seguin’s predilictions were known to police and yet such information was 

inexplicably never provided to area managers. 

 

All of the above contributed to an environment whereby Barque and Seguin 

could go undetected for much, much longer than they should have.  Even 

more disturbing is the refusal, even after so many years have passed, of the 

employees and management of the probation office to accept any 

responsibility for the failings within the office. 

 

During the presentation of institutional response evidence at the Inquiry, 

only former area manager Peter Sirrs presented as a candid witness, making 

him not only the Inquiry’s first institutional response witness, but probably its 

best.  Unlike Sirrs, the remainder of the Ministry’s witnesses scapegoated 

others, shifted blame or gave wholly unbelievable answers when it came to 

who knew what, where and when. Most importantly, the question of why 

these individuals did not do more was never answered satisfactorily.  

 

Events in the Cornwall Probation Office Prior to 1982 

 

Probation officer Jos Van Diepen testified that is was common knowledge in 

the probation office, around the time when the allegations against Nelson 

Barque surfaced in 1982, that there had been a similar situation with another 

probation officer in 1962.  

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 20 

 

Van Diepen recalled a discussion with long-serving secretary Marcelle Leger 

where Leger informed him that there had been an earlier incident whereby a 
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probation officer resigned from the Ministry amid allegations of sexual 

impropriety. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, pp. 16-17 

 

Van Diepen believes Leger referenced the probation officer in question by 

name at the time of their discussion, but Van Diepen cannot presently 

remember the name. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 17 

 

Van Diepen recalls Leger telling him that the probation officer resigned as a 

result of the allegations. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 19 

 

Van Diepen has a strong recollection of ‘the 1962 probation officer’ issue 

coming up again at the time of Seguin’s suicide in 1993.  Van Diepen agreed 

that the feeling in the office at that time was, ‘Oh no, here we go again.” 

 Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 21 

 

The evidence from Van Diepen regarding the 1962 probation officer was not 

expected and had not been included in his Statement of Anticipated Evidence 

prior to his testimony.  As a result, this emerged as ‘new’ information and 

the parties did not have a chance to cross-examine Marcelle Leger, who 

testified more than one month prior to Van Diepen, on any information 

related to the 1962 probation officer. 

 

Nelson Barque Should Have Been Exposed Prior to 1982 

 

The Inquiry heard evidence from several witnesses that shows there was 

ample reason to believe that Nelson Barque was acting criminally, or at a 

minimum inappropriately, with clients prior to the complaint against him in 

April 1982. 
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At some point prior to 1982, both the local Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

detachment and the Cornwall Police Service had either heard rumours or had 

direct knowledge of inappropriate and troubling behaviour from Barque, but 

this information was not relayed to anyone at the Cornwall Probation office. 

 Exhibit 904, Document 115961 

 

Specifically, in October 1981, Sergeant Douglas Masson of the CPS informally 

counseled Barque at the Probation office’s open house in regards to rumours 

that Barque had been associating too closely with probationers. In response, 

“Mr. Barque is said to have acknowledged to Sgt. Masson that he realized he 

had to do something about it.” 

Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001832 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Volume 169, pp. 163-165 

 

At some point prior to 1982, at least three officers with the CPS, officers 

Staff Sergeant Maurice Allaire, Sergeant R. Laroche and Sergeant Douglas 

Masson, had heard rumours about Barque.  Specifically, there was an 

incident in August 1981 where police had placed probationer Robert Sheets 

under arrest for obstructing police.  At that time, Barque attempted to 

interfere on Sheets’ behalf and had to be warned to stay out of it or be 

arrested as well.  Although Sheets was not on probation at this time, the 

police still felt it was most imprudent for Barque to get involved. 

Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001825 

 

It was suggested by Masson that incidents of a similar nature occurred with 

other officers and in some instances Barque had been successful in his 

interventions. 

Exhibit 904, Document 115961, Batespage 1075291 

 

At some point prior to 1982, Barque obtained pornographic movies from the 

RCMP following a bust and showed them to Sheets. Barque admitted to 

having borrowed an 8mm projector, probably from Seguin, and that he 

watched these movies with Sheets either at Seguin’s house or at the office. 
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The movies were later returned to the RCMP. This evidence was provided to 

the OPP during an interview with Barque on June 18, 1998. 

 Exhibit 915, Document 703127, Batespage: 7008790 

 

At some point prior to 1982, the building superintendent also made an 

‘informal complaint’ to police about Barque after janitorial staff reported 

unusual activity involving Barque and young male persons at night in and 

around the probation office. Specifically, they recalled a young male in the 

secured area after hours who told them that Barque had let him in. Also, 

janitors found pornographic magazines featuring nude males in the 

washroom of the secured area and observed a shirtless and barefoot Barque 

at 11:45 pm carrying two jugs of water in the probation office. 

 Exhibit 904, Document 115961, Batespage 1075292 

 

At some point prior to 1982, Marcelle Leger observed that Barque perhaps 

spent too much time with his clients. 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007, Vol. 173, p. 48 

 

At some point prior to 1982, Marcelle Leger was informed that Barque had 

soft lighting installed because it was more relaxing to work at night. 

Exhibit 2587, Document 114321, Batespage 1072243-44 

 

At some point prior to 1982, Leger was aware that Barque preferred to have 

younger clients and requested the ones charged with sexual offences. 

Exhibit 2587, Document 114321, Batespage 1072243-44 

 

The above points related to Marcelle Leger were told to OPP William Zebruck 

in 1995, during his investigation into Barque based on the allegations of 

former probationer Albert Roy.  Leger testified at the Inquiry that she does 

not remember being interviewed by Zebruck and that she had no recollection 

of Barque having special office lightning, nor does she believe that Barque 

ever made requests for younger offenders or those charged with sexual 

offences. 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007, Vol. 173, pp. 38-39 and p. 44 
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Leger agreed that her memory would have been better in 1995 than it is 

now. 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 76 

 

Marcelle Leger presented at the Inquiry as an utterly unbelievable witness.  

It was apparent throughout her evidence that she had realized since 

speaking with the OPP in 1995 that her own knowledge and complicity would 

be scrutinized by those seeking to put together the pieces of what happened 

at the Probation office she worked in for so long.  Her statement to Zebruck 

has a ring of truth to it; her transparent attempts to recant and her ridiculous 

denial that she could even recall having spoken to Zebruck most certainly did 

not. 

 

At some point prior to 1982, secretary Louise Quinn found what she 

described as a pornographic magazine in Barque’s desk showing explicit 

pictures of young boys that she believed were between 10-12 years old. She 

spoke to Barque about this, who replied that he had confiscated the 

magazine from a client. She wondered why they had not just been 

destroyed.   

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 158 

 

At the time she discovered the pornographic magazines, Quinn didn’t feel it 

was her place to question a probation officer because she was just a 

secretary. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 207 

 

At some point prior to 1982, Quinn also noticed clothes on the top of 

Barque's cabinet in his office. Barque said the clothing belonged to a client 

who had changed clothes in his office prior to a job interview. Again, Quinn 

did not report the incident to the area manager. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 160 
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It was also well-known that Barque would loan his car to his clients.  Barque 

did not make any attempt to hide this fact from others in the office.   

 Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 160-161 

    

At some point prior to 1982, Van Diepen testified that he found a book of 

drawings of naked men in sexual positions in Barque’s desk. He reported this 

discovery to Seguin because he felt this was unprofessional. Seguin replied 

that he would speak to Barque about this. Van Diepen felt that Seguin did 

not appear to be overly concerned about this discovery. He also saw a pair of 

chrome handcuffs in Barque’s desk but he never reported the matter. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 17, 2008, Vol. 184, pp. 219-220 

 

We submit that based on the evidence set out above there was more than 

enough evidence for local police officers and the staff of the probation office 

to conclude that there was something nefarious about the activities of Nelson 

Barque.  The observations of police and staff should have resulted in, at very 

least, a report to the area manager of the probation office, Peter Sirrs. 

 

Barque may have been detected earlier if police had shared information with 

Probation management 

 

As early as 1981, the Cornwall Police Service had knowledge about Nelson 

Barque’s inappropriate activities with probationers and failed to properly 

respond.  

 

According to the evidence of Peter Sirrs, he believed the police regarded 

probation officers to some degree as colleagues or associates. In his opinion, 

police often overlook negative behaviour on the part of a colleague and  

 

this may have been the case in dealing with Nelson Barque. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Volume 169, p. 172 
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Sirrs testified that the police not telling him about the rumours they had 

heard and Barque’s interference with their work was “unacceptable”. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 172-173 

 

Sgt. Isbester of the RCMP told Sirrs that he did not report rumours about 

Barque to Sirrs because “they didn’t know him”. The members of the 

Cornwall Police could not explain to Sirrs why they had not told him what 

they knew or heard about Barque. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 279 

 

Sirrs was very disappointed with the police and their failure to inform him of 

their information concerning Barque’s activities. When Sirrs first arrived in 

Cornwall, he introduced himself to Cornwall Police officers and Chief Claude 

Shaver, but felt that they were not very receptive to his overtures and 

thereafter felt that there was limited communications between his office and 

the police.  Sirrs believes that the failure of the police to communicate with 

him regarding Barque was indicative of this lack of professional courtesy and 

communication between the police and Probation and Parole Services. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, pp. 280-281 

 

We share Mr. Sirrs’ disappointment in the local police services in this regard.  

There is no reasonable explanation for why the RCMP or CPS did not report 

their concerns regarding the behaviour of Barque towards Ministry clients to 

the management of the probation office. 

 

Barque may have been detected earlier if not for the tension between 

management and staff at the Probation office 

 

Many employees gave evidence relating to the tension in the office under 

area manager Peter Sirrs, specifically between Sirrs and Van Diepen and 

Sirrs and Louise Quinn. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 14 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 17, 2008, Vol. 184, p. 102 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 175 
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Regional manager Roy Hawkins had suspicions that there was a strained 

environment in the Cornwall office under the management of Sirrs. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 54 

 

Sirrs was aware of the tension, specifically relating to Van Diepen. He 

remembers that Seguin and Van Diepen had applied for the position of area 

manager, but they were unsuccessful. Sirrs believes that this may have 

created some resentment by the others, particularly on the part of Van 

Diepen. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 258 

 

Sirrs testified that the interpersonal difficulties with Van Diepen affected the 

whole office and the climate deteriorated. According to Sirrs, Van Diepen 

appeared to exert some influence on the younger probation officers to the 

point that they appeared to resist supervision by Sirrs. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 266 

 

To some degree, Sirrs believes that Van Diepen undermined his ability to 

effectively manage the office. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 267 

 

Considering the office dynamics, Sirrs believes that Van Diepen and other 

members of the staff would not have come to him to report potential conduct 

issues involving Probation and Parole officers or other staff. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, pp. 267-268 

 

The complaint and investigation of Nelson Barque in April 1982  

 

On January 30, 1980, C-44, who was then 18 years of age (date of birth: 

May 13, 1961) commenced a nine-month probation period, having been 

convicted of four criminal charges. Barque is listed on the intake information 

as C-44’s probation officer. 

Exhibit 898, Document 115946, Batespage 1075245-46 
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On December 11, 1980, C-44 was convicted of break and enter and was 

sentenced to one month in jail and 19 months probation. The conditions 

included: to report to and be under the supervision of a Probation officer; to 

abstain from the use of alcohol and non-medicinal drugs; to make efforts to 

find employment or attend school as approved by his Probation Officer; and 

to continue treatment for psychological problems. Barque is listed on the 

intake information as C-44’s’ probation officer. 

Exhibit 898, Document 115946, batespage 1075247-48 

 

On December 23, 1981, C-44 was convicted of theft under $200 and given a 

suspended sentence and probation for six months concurrent. The conditions 

included: to report to and be under the supervision of a Probation Officer; to 

refrain from the use of alcohol and non-medicinal drugs; not to change place 

of residence without consent of Probation Officer; and to undergo any 

psychiatric and/or psychological assessment and treatment as may be 

arranged by his Probation Officer. Barque is listed on the intake information 

as C-44’s probation officer. 

Exhibit 898, Document 115946, batespage 1075249-50 

 

On January 14, 1982, Robert Sheets, who was then 19 years of age (date of 

birth: March 5, 1962), was convicted of assault peace officer and sentenced 

to three months at a reformatory and two years probation. The conditions 

included: to report to and be under the supervision of a Probation Officer; 

not to enter any licensed premises, save restaurants; not to purchase 

alcoholic beverages; to refrain from the non-medical use of drugs and the 

consumption of all alcoholic beverages; and to undergo such psychological 

treatment as may be arranged by his Probation Officer. Barque is listed as 

his Probation Officer in the Probation Intake Sheet. 

Exhibit 896, Document 115944  
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On April 8, 1982, secretary Marcelle Leger informed area manager Peter Sirrs 

that Ronald St. Louis called the office and complained about Barque’s 

supervision of a probationer, Sheets. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, pp. 271-272 

 

Sirrs spoke to St. Louis the same day. St. Louis reported an incident where 

Sheets, while living in the St. Louis residence, became violent while under 

the influence of alcohol and caused considerable damage at the residence. 

St. Louis also expressed serious concerns that Barque was aware of Sheets’ 

use of alcohol and drugs and had in fact provided alcohol and drugs to 

Sheets. St. Louis alleged that Barque was sexually involved with Sheets and 

was not pursuing these willful breaches of Sheets’ probation order. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 271  
Exhibit 904, Document 115961, Batespage 1075289-90 

 

Upon receiving this complaint, Sirrs immediately contacted his Regional 

Manager, Elmer Toffelmire, who referred Sirrs to Stan Taggart, the Director 

of the Ministry Inspection and Investigation Branch. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, pp. 271-272 

 

Sirrs was instructed by Taggart to conduct a preliminary investigation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, pp. 271-272 

Sirrs interviewed a number of individuals, as outlined in his report dated April 

20, 1982, entitled, “A Confidential Report to Mr. E. B. Toffelmire, Regional 

Administrator (Eastern), Probation and Parole Services, Ministry of 

Correctional Services.” 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 5 

Exhibit 904, Document 115961 

 

In particular, Sirrs spoke with the Detachment Commander of the RCMP, Sgt. 

Wayne Isbester, and to Sgts. Douglas Masson and Laroche of the Cornwall 

Police, who all indicated that rumours had been circulating concerning 

Barque’s conduct and his relationship with Sheets. Sgt. Masson also stated 

that he had counseled Barque on one occasion with regard to his association 
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with probationers, particularly Sheets.  Sirrs further learned that an informal 

complaint had been made with the Cornwall Police by the Superintendent at 

the Justice Building (340 Pitt St.) concerning Barque’s activities with young 

males at those premises. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 7 and p. 18 

Exhibit 904, Document 115961 

 

Sirrs also interviewed C-44, who was unequivocal in his admission that he 

had engaged in homosexual activity with Barque at Barque’s home and at the 

probation office.  C-44 also reported that Barque was aware of alcohol and 

drug use by Sheets and C-44 and that Barque had provided them with wine 

at both the St. Louis residence as well as the probation office. 

Exhibit 904, Document 115961 

 

During his investigation of Barque, Sirrs discovered that Barque’s office door 

was equipped with a bathroom-style door handle with interior lock. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 22 

 

Sirrs did not pursue the bathroom lock issue during his investigation. He 

personally removed the lock. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 177-178 

In his report to Toffelmire, Sirrs concluded that the allegations against 

Barque were extremely serious and warranted a referral to the Inspections 

and investigations Branch of the Ministry for a thorough investigation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 22 

 

On May 3, 1982, the Ministry suspended Barque pending the completion of 

the investigation of the allegations against him. The Ministry’s Inspection and 

Investigation Branch initiated an investigation of the allegations. Ministry 

investigator Claire McMaster interviewed Barque on May 6, 1982 in Sirrs’ 

office as part of that investigation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 37 

Exhibit 870, Document 100703 
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According to McMaster’s handwritten notes, Barque admitted to having 

instigated sexual relationships with C-44 and Sheets while they were on 

probation. He stated that these relationships had been going on for one year. 

He further admitted to providing these probationers with alcoholic beverages. 

He stated that he did not feel that he interfered with the police. 

Exhibit 902, Document 115954 

Exhibit 895, Document 115943 

 

C-44 and Sheets would have been 20 years old at the time of Barque’s 

admissions to McMaster on May 6, 1982. They both would have been 19 

years old when the abuse started.  

 

On May 5, 1982, Barque submitted his resignation to Sirrs and left the office.  

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 48 

Exhibit 894, Document 115942 

 

After having investigated and referred the matter to higher authorities within 

the Ministry, Sirrs testified that he felt he had fulfilled his responsibilities. 

Thereafter, Sirrs left matters in the hands of higher Ministry officials. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 28 

 

Why did the Ministry permit Barque to resign quietly? 

 

Sirrs testified that it was his opinion and recommendation to the Ministry that 

allowing Barque to resign was the most expeditious way to proceed following 

the investigation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 139-140 

 

The fact that there only appeared to be two complainants against Barque 

factored in to Sirrs’ decision to permit him to resign. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 141 

 

Sirrs recognized that he had ample grounds to terminate Barque’s 

employment, but let him resign instead in part because termination raises 



 

 23 

serious issues, both legal and under grievance with the employee 

association. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 30 

 

Sirrs testified that the Ministry had a process to continue in the community 

and they felt it was best all the way around.  Sirrs believed that this had 

been the practice for the Ministry in situations of this kind in the past. 

According to Sirrs, there was also a concern for the prestige and position of 

Probation Services in the community. It was the most expedient route to 

follow in everybody’s interest. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 32-33 

 

At the time, Sirrs was concerned for public image of probation office. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 134 

 

We submit that none of Mr. Sirrs’ reasons for allowing Barque to resign are in 

any way justifiable. Sirrs’ decision compromised the safety of the community 

for the perceived benefit of an expedient resolution and the protection of the 

Ministry from scrutiny. In short, it was simply easier to allow Barque to 

resign than to fire him and possibly draw the ire of his union or generate 

negative publicity in the community. In what would later become a disturbing 

pattern, the Ministry opted for the path of least resistance when they should 

have looked for the truth, regardless of inconvenience. 

 

In the wake of Barque’s departure, information should have been shared 

amongst management and coworkers 

 

Sirrs does not remember briefing the incoming Regional Manager, Roy 

Hawkins, who replaced Mr. Toffelmire, on the Barque situation. According to 

him, the report was on file and was available for Hawkins to consult if he 

wanted to do so. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 73-74 
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According to Sirrs, following Barque’s departure, C-44 and Sheets were 

assigned to another probation officer, Carole Cardinal.  Cardinal, however, 

testified that she never supervised either C-44 or Robert Sheets.  Given the 

sparse records available to us relating to this period, we are unable to 

determine with certainty which officer took over these two files.  Given that 

the rest of Barque’s caseload was transferred to Cardinal, it is most likely 

that she also took over supervision of Sheets and C-44.  Sirrs’ evidence, set 

out below, that he did not brief the subsequent worker about what had 

occurred with Sheets and C-44 is relevant whether he confused the name of 

the new worker or not. 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 241 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 150-151 

 

Cardinal was a new hire in the office and at the time that she took over 

supervision of C-44 and Sheets, she was not told anything about the Barque 

situation and what had previously happened to the two probationers. 

  Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 241 

 

Cardinal testified that she did take over some of Barque’s files and at that 

time Sirrs quietly asked her to report to him if anything out of the ordinary 

came up concerning Barque’s caseload. 

 Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 149 

 

According to Cardinal, Sirrs did not initially tell her why Barque had resigned 

from his position. She learned the reason at a later time from Van Diepen 

who told her it was because of allegations of sexual misconduct involving his 

clients. She subsequently raised the matter with Sirrs who confirmed the 

information. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 5-6 

 

Sirrs acknowledged that Cardinal was not in a particularly good position to 

help these men, given that she had been provided with no information about 

what had happened to them. In this context, Sirrs admitted that the Ministry  
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had failed these men “miserably.” 

  Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 241-242 

 

Sirrs conceded that C-44 and Sheets were originally put on probation in an 

effort to help them turn their lives around, but their association with Barque 

clearly made things worse for them.  There is no mention in Sirrs preliminary 

report of any efforts that should be undertaken to assist C-44 or Sheets with 

treatment or counseling. 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 236-237 

 

A complete review of Barque’s caseload should have been conducted at this 

time 

 

Sirrs did not institute internal changes in the Cornwall Probation and Parole 

office following Barque’s departure in terms of managerial oversight and/or 

implementation of procedures to eliminate the risk of similar incidents. Nor 

did Ministry management give him any indication that  

 

such changes were necessary following their investigation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 57 

 

Albert Roy, who brought forth a successful criminal complaint against Barque 

in 1993, was not aware of the allegations against Barque in 1982, as he only 

learned about them in 1994 during one of his meetings with Cst. Sebalj. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 88 

 

Albert Roy confirmed during his testimony that he was not contacted by any 

of the following during the spring of 1982: (i) anyone from probation services 

(ii) Sirrs, McMaster, Taggart from the Probation Service, (iii) anyone from the 

Cornwall Police, i.e. Staff Sergeant Allaire, Sergeant Laroche, Sergeant 

Masson.  

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, pp. 47-49 
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We submit that had a thorough review of Barque’s caseload been completed 

in 1982 it is possible that Albert Roy would have been identified and exposed 

not only the extent of Barque’s criminal behaviour but also the fact that Ken 

Seguin was an abuser as well. 

 

Had this occurred it is reasonable to believe that other alleged victims would 

have been identified and referred to police for a full investigation. This would 

have made it impossible for Barque to resign quietly and to then go on to 

hold other jobs in the community for the next 12 years. 

 

If Seguin had been exposed 11 years prior to his death in 1993, an unknown 

number of young persons would never have been exposed to him.  The full 

extent of the damage done by Seguin during those 11 years will never be 

known. 

 

Also, if allegations against Seguin had triggered a full file review of his 

caseload, it is possible that the allegations of David Silmser could have 

surfaced more than 10 years before they did. 

 

Sirrs testified that the reason he did not want to contact any other 

probationers when he investigated the initial complaint against Barque was 

because he felt they would give unreliable information and take advantage of 

the situation. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p.143 

 

We submit that the above justification is absurd.  It is not hard to figure out 

why many Ministry clients fell through the cracks when even management 

operated under the assumption that probationers are all liars and cannot be 

trusted.  This is the likely reason that so many probationers fell prey to 

Barque and Seguin; after all, who was going to take the word of a bad kid 

over that of an esteemed probation officer?  The above statement from Sirrs 

is further evidence of the Ministry looking the other way as opposed to 

looking deeper into the problem at hand. 
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Ministry investigator Paul Downing testified that he disagreed with Sirrs’ 

comment that he did not want to interview probationers because they would 

take advantage of the situation, by saying that he would interview the person 

and make credibility assessments afterwards. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 112-114 

 

We submit that Downing’s approach would have been infinitely more 

appropriate than Sirrs’ approach. 

 

Given the serious nature of the complaint, a Ministry investigator should have 

been called in right away 

 

Sirrs had no training relating to doing investigations that involved 

wrongdoing by his employees 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Vol. 168, p. 210 

 

Sirrs testified that he was surprised when he was asked to conduct a 

preliminary review.  Given the seriousness of the situation, Sirrs would have 

expected that the investigation branch would have been involved in the first 

instance. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p.156 

 

The fact that Sirrs, who had no investigative training, was tasked with the 

preliminary investigation of the Barque complaint shows that the Ministry 

was not taking the view that this was a gravely serious matter that 

warranted a professional investigator. 

 

The Barque incident generated suspicions and gossip around the office 

 

Van Diepen testified that following Barque’s resignation, Seguin was called to 

Sirrs’ office. According to Van Diepen’s recollection, Sirrs told Seguin that if 

he had the same tendencies as Barque, to go to Montreal. Seguin then asked 
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Van Diepen what Sirrs meant, and Van Diepen replied: “if you’re queer, don’t 

do it here”.  

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, p. 75 

  

Sirrs denied making the above comment to Seguin. Sirrs testified that he 

made the comment to Barque after his suspension when he returned to the 

office to collect his personal belongings. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 65 

 

Although he contends that he did not make the above comment to Seguin, 

Sirrs testified that, in the wake of the Barque incident, he did consider 

whether Seguin might have similar issues as Barque in relation to clients.  

Although this thought crossed his mind, Sirrs did not discuss the matter with 

Seguin. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 59 

 

Although the Barque situation was not officially discussed between 

management and staff, Louise Quinn testified that she remembers rumours 

in the office at the time of Barque’s resignation about improper behaviour 

with clients. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007, Vol. 173, p. 177 

 

Barque and the Ministry failed C-44 and Sheets miserably 

 

Sirrs testified that in his opinion the most serious allegations were not the 

violation of probation conditions, but rather the sexual involvement with 

clients because of position of authority and trust. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 23 

 

Sirrs testified that if a Probation officer threatened to breach a probation 

order to force a sexual relationship, he cannot think of a situation worse 

apart from taking someone’s life. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 147 
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Sirrs agreed that the situation amounted to an incredible failing of Barque’s 

professional duties and responsibilities.  He agreed that the probation system 

failed Sheets and C44 “miserably” and that Barque made things worse for 

them. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 235-236 

 

Sirrs also agreed that the Ministry of Corrections failed these men “rather 

miserably.” 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 242 

 

We agree wholeheartedly with Sirrs on these points. 

 

Barque and l’Equipe Psycho-Sociale 

 

L’Equipe Psycho-Sociale is an organization that provides services to children, 

adolescents and families in the community. Specifically, L’Equipe Psycho-

Sociale offered many programs and services dealing with adolescent 

behavioural and psycho-social issues. 

 Exhibit 1066, Document 124028 

 

On August 12, 1982, Peter Sirrs received a phone call from Pierre Landry, the 

director of L’Equipe Psycho-Sociale. Landry called Sirrs seeking an 

employment reference for Barque.  Sirrs testified that he told Landry that he 

could not provide information about Barque without Barque’s written 

authorization. Sirrs did not tell Landry the circumstances under which 

Barque’s employment with the Ministry had ended. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 80 

 

On that same day, Landry sent a letter to Sirrs asking for a recommendation 

for Barque for the position of Social Worker. 

 Exhibit 911, Document 124032 

 

According to Sirrs, Landry requested at least confirmation that Barque had 

been employed with the Ministry. Sirrs agreed to provide a letter setting out 



 

 30 

Barque’s dates of employment and departure. Sirrs testified that he told 

Landry that he would not personally consider hiring Barque. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 81 

 

Following the telephone call from Landry, on August 23, 1982, Sirrs wrote a 

letter to Landry, entitled “Employment Reference – Nelson Barque”. Sirrs 

does not remember writing the letter but does acknowledge that the letter 

bears his signature. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, pp. 78-79 

   

According to Sirrs, the letter was written in a neutral fashion and confirmed 

Barque’s employment with the Ministry. 

Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 29, 2007, Vol. 169, p. 84 

 

Barque began his employment with l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale in 1982 and 

continued to be employed with that organization until 1986, when Landry 

reported receiving repetitive complaints from parents in the community 

expressing their concern and their desire not to have Barque assigned to 

their file due to information they had heard regarding Barque’s conduct while 

employed at the Ministry of Correctional Services. Barque resigned from his 

position at L’Equipe Psycho-Sociale effective August 18, 1986. 

Exhibit 113, Document 115918 

Exhibit 912, Document 124034 

 

Jos Van Diepen was aware that Barque was hired by L’Équipe Psycho-Sociale 

to work with special needs children following his resignation from the 

Ministry. He testified that given the reason Barque left the Ministry, he spoke 

to Sirrs about Barque’s new employment. However, he did not get a 

response to his concerns.  

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, p. 3 

 

During the time he was employed with l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale, Barque was a 

member of a sub-committee of the Stormont Dundas and Glengarry Child 

Abuse Prevention Council as a representative of l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale. 
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Carole Cardinal testified that she became aware of Barque’s position on the 

sub-committee in 1985. At that time, Cardinal represented the Cornwall 

Probation and Parole office on the council. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 24 

 

Cardinal was aware that Barque had been involved in distributing information 

about the Child Abuse Prevention Council to children. She spoke with Bruce 

McPhee, a school trustee who had some dealings with l’Équipe Psycho-

Sociale, about the circumstances surrounding Barque’s departure from the 

probation office. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 26 

 

Cardinal also spoke to Don Johnson, then the Cornwall Crown Attorney, 

about the situation involving Barque and the probation office. She 

subsequently learned that Barque left his responsibilities on the Council. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 24-25 

 

Following his departure from l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale, Barque obtained a 

supply teaching contract with the Conseil des Ecoles Separees de Stormont-

Dundas-Glengarry in 1992. Barque left that employment one year later. 

Exhibit 113, Document 115918 

 

We submit that Barque’s subsequent positions with l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale, 

the Child Abuse Prevention Council and the Conseil des Ecoles Separees de 

Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry were all made possible due to the laissez-faire 

attitude of the Ministry towards the initial complaints against Barque. The 

fact Barque held three separate positions in the community, all involving 

contact with children, is particularly egregious.   

 

The actions of Peter Sirrs in connection with the employment reference for 

Barque are consistent with his earlier actions, whereby he chose the path 

that protected the Ministry from scrutiny. If Sirrs had provided Landry with 
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an honest appraisal of Barque and informed him of the reasons for Barque’s 

departure from the Ministry, he would have been exposed to further 

questions on the matter.  Instead, he provided Landry with minimal 

information and Barque went on to work with special needs children for the 

next four years. 

 

Sirrs contention that he did not know what kind of work l’Équipe Psycho-

Sociale was involved with and that he did not know that the prospective 

position would involve contact with children does not hold water. Landry’s 

letter to Sirrs, dated August 12, 1982, is printed on letterhead reading, 

“l’Équipe Psycho-Sociale pour enfants et adolescents francophones de 

Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry”.  In the text of the letter, Landry 

specifically notes that Barque is applying for the position of “Social Work”. 

Exhibit 911, Document 124032 

 

Just as Nelson Barque should have been exposed prior to 1982, Ken Seguin 

should have exposed prior to his death in 1993 

 

In light of the controversy surrounding the resignation of Nelson Barque, 

management and workers in the Cornwall probation office should have been 

hyper-sensitive to Seguin’s involvement with Ministry clients.  Despite 

numerous observations and several key events that indicated Seguin was 

inappropriately involved with probationers between 1982 and 1993, 

employees of the Ministry consistently failed to act in a responsive or 

responsible manner. 

 

Van Diepen testified that in the late 1970s it was common practice for the 

CPS to bring probationers who needed overnight accommodation to Seguin’s 

home when he lived on Alguire Street. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, pp. 154-156 
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According to Van Diepen, he thought that this situation put both Seguin and 

the clients at risk. 

 Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 12 

 

Emile Robert told police in 1994 that upon his arrival as area manager at the 

probation office, Marcelle Leger told him that Seguin might commit suicide if 

anything ever happened with his work.  During her evidence, as was her 

habit, Leger said that she did not remember telling this to Robert. 

Exhibit 1098, Document 715443, Batespage 7057701 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 61 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Louise Quinn, Ron Gendron, Marcelle Leger, 

Carole Cardinal, Jos Van Diepen and Sue Lariviere all observed Seguin 

frequently taking smoking breaks outside the probation office with clients. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 169 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 57 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, pp. 54-55 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 33-34 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, pp. 154-156 

Evidence of Sue Lariviere, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 190 

 

According to Gendron, Seguin’s smoking breaks with clients were frequent 

and involved camaraderie and laughing. Other Probation and Parole Officers 

would not smoke or socialize outside the office with Ministry clients. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, pp. 54-55 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Robert recalls seeing Ken Seguin with a “car 

load” of “rough looking youth” driving by him in the opposite direction one 

early weekend day. Robert subsequently spoke to Van Diepen about who the 

individuals were, and he was told that the individuals were helping Ken 

Seguin with “cheap labour” to build his boathouse at his residence in 

Summerstown. 

Evidence of Emile Robert, February 8, 2008, Vol. 193, pp. 10 - 11 
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At some point prior to 1993, Léger had the impression that Seguin was 

interacting too much and spending too much time with his clients.  

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 57 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Gendron observed that Seguin would drive his 

clients to treatment centers or to job sites. He would help them to prepare 

their resumes. According to Gendron, Seguin would go beyond the normal 

call of duty with respect to his dealings with Ministry clients. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 30 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Gendron said that Seguin confided in him that a 

Ministry client, Sheldon MacMillan, attended Seguin’s residence. When 

Gendron asked why the client had attended Seguin’s residence, he said he 

did not know. Seguin indicated that he had a couple of beers with MacMillan 

before MacMillan left his home. According to Gendron, Seguin was a person 

who could not say “no”. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, pp. 31-32 

 

In hindsight, Gendron believes that a disproportionate number of 

probationers wanted Seguin as a probation officer.  He feels it was because 

Seguin was more lenient than other officers with respect to reporting 

requirements 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, pp. 135-136 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Cardinal observed that Seguin visited clients at 

the Cornwall jail more frequently than any other probation officer. These 

visits were noticed by employees at the jail and by other staff in the office. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 55  

 

According to Cardinal, Seguin always went beyond the call of duty, unlike the 

other probation officers.  Seguin gave probationers the benefit of the doubt. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 111-112 
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At some point prior to 1993, Van Diepen observed Seguin speaking with 

Ministry clients at a local tavern when he and Seguin attended for drinks 

after work. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 21, 2008, Vol. 186, p. 261 

 

At some point prior to 1993, Lariviere believed that on occasion Seguin drove 

his probationers to meetings. She didn’t think this was strange because 

Seguin always tried to do whatever he could to help his clients. 

Evidence of Sue Lariviere, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 191 

 

The Inquiry heard evidence from several alleged victims of Ken Seguin.  

Many of these men testified that others within the probation office should 

have known what was going on with Seguin. 

 

When Albert Roy was a probationer, he was required to report after hours. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 10 

 

On one occasion, at night, Roy was waiting to see Seguin when another 

probation officer asked what he was doing there so late. That probation 

officer presumably spoke to Seguin about this (Roy did not overhear the 

conversation) because Seguin later yelled at Roy as a result. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 11 

 

 

Roy did not know who the other probation officer was, but he suspects that 

the officer knew something about Seguin’s conduct. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 188 

 

Robert Renshaw testified that he was abused by Ken Seguin and that some 

of the abuse took place in the Seguin’s office.  

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, February 28, 2007,  Vol. 97, p. 79 

 

During an interview with Perry Dunlop, dated February 8, 1997, Renshaw 

indicated that he felt people knew “what was up” in the probation office, i.e. 



 

 36 

Malcolm (MacDonald) and (Claude) Shaver, Stuart and the secretary at the 

probation office (Louise). 

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, February 28, 2007,  Vol. 97, p. 38 

Exhibit 348, Document 716189 

 

Renshaw did not have specific knowledge that these people knew what was 

happening, although he thought ‘Louise’ knew based on the looks she gave 

him when he met with Seguin. 

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, February 28, 2007,  Vol. 97, p. 80 

 

When Renshaw was abused by Seguin, Louise would have been in the 

probation office. He cannot say for sure that Louise was aware of the abuse. 

Evidence of Robert Renshaw, March 1, 2007, Vol. 98, p. 6-7 

 

Louise Quinn, as one might expect, testified that she doesn’t know what 

Renshaw was talking about in reference to her ‘knowing he was in trouble’.  

He was familiar to her when he was in the office because he was on 

probation for a long time, but she never had any suspicion that something 

was happening to him.  If she had suspicions, she would have just asked him 

about it, not just given him ‘a look’. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 222 

 

 

David Silmser testified that some of his abuse by Seguin happened in 

Seguin’s office on the fourth floor of the police station in Cornwall.  

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, p. 48 

 

According to Gerry Renshaw, Seguin would often socialize with other kids on 

probation.  Renshaw testified that others knew he was doing that, too. 

Specifically, Gerry went to the homes of some of Seguin’s co-workers with 

him, including Van Diepen and Cardinal. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 272-273 
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Gerry recalls being at Van Diepen’s over the course of a few days doing brick 

work on his wall. One day during this time he moved shrubs around.  He 

remembers seeing Van Diepen there on one of the days. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 25, 2007, Vol. 119, p. 154 

 

Gerry testified that Van Diepen acknowledged his existence during this time 

and there was a discussion over where he should put the shrubs. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 25, 2007, Vol. 119, p. 158 

 

Gerry knew that several other probationers also worked for Seguin.  

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 274 

 

On one occasion, Seguin and Gerry went to Cardinal’s to pick up a trailer or 

something of that nature. Both Van Diepen and Cardinal knew that Seguin 

was seeing Gerry outside of a professional relationship. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007,  Vol. 118, p. 213 

 

Gerry was at Cardinal’s with Seguin. Gerry didn’t go in the house, but just 

waited in the car. Cardinal may have waved at him but he doesn’t know for 

sure. 

  Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 25, 2007, Vol. 119, p. 160 

 

Gerry was never told to keep the fact that he worked for Seguin a secret. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007, Vol. 118, p. 193 

Gerry thought that others in the probation office would know about this 

socializing as well because Seguin would make plans to meet with him or 

others while standing in the lobby.  Nobody ever said anything about Gerry 

socializing with Seguin. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 274 

 

According to Gerry, most conversations about meeting or borrowing cars 

took place in the doorway between the office and waiting area. Anyone in the 

reception area would be able to hear these conversations. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007, Vol. 118, p. 191 
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Gerry saw other probationers drinking at Seguin’s house on Alguire Street.  

He remembers seeing probationers C-18 and Norm Robertson drinking at 

Seguin’s. They had a lot of social contact with Seguin and Gerry remembers 

seeing Seguin at bars with C-18.  He was unsure as to whether C-18 or 

Robertson were on probation at this time. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007, Vol. 118, p. 194;  

pp.196-197; p. 212 

 

Gerry questioned why there was never an investigation into Seguin by the 

Ministry.  He felt that someone should have wondered why Seguin was 

chumming around with probationers, lending them money and hanging out 

with them. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007, Vol. 118, pp. 139-140 

 

Gerry felt they should have known because they would have seen him at the 

probation office with Seguin’s car. Most of all, Van Diepen should have known 

because he and Seguin chummed around a bit. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 20, 2007, Vol. 118, p. 140 

 

Based on the anecdotal evidence and numerous observations about Seguin’s 

interaction with clients, it is ridiculous that he was given permission to have a 

former probationer live with him 

 

Gerry Renshaw was placed on probation and was assigned to Ken Seguin  in 

1983, as a 17 year old. Renshaw had known Seguin since around the age of 

12 because Seguin had been the probation officer of his brothers in the past. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 258 

 

Seguin’s first contact with the Renshaw family came in and around 1976 or 

1977 when Gerry’s older brother was first put on probation and was assigned 

to Seguin.  Seguin would often stop by the Renshaw home. Around this time 

Gerry’s brothers would do jobs for Seguin such as lawn work and gardening. 

 Evidence of Robert Renshaw, February 28, 2007, Vol. 97, p. 28 and p. 32 
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Prior to his period of probation, Gerry also did work at Seguin’s home, such 

as minor renovations and gardening. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 258-259 

 

Renshaw was supposed to have probation appointments once a month, but 

usually only met with Seguin about every other month. Renshaw was never 

breached for his failure to report as required. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 260 

 

Gerry alleges that abuse by Seguin began during his first probation period 

with Seguin. Abuse occurred at Seguin’s home on Alguire St. during a social 

visit. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 265-266 

 

Gerry testified that the abuse occurred over years and he was subsequently 

abused at Seguin’s house in Summerstown as well. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 268 

 

Seguin would threaten to tell Renshaw’s girlfriend and threaten to send him 

to jail. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 269 

 

Gerry moved in with Seguin in Summerstown in late 1988. He lived there for 

about one-and-a-half years. At this time, Renshaw was fighting with his 

girlfriend and Seguin had a place to live. Renshaw was also working up the 

road from Seguin’s house at the time. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 280-281 

 

Gerry testified that the sexual abuse continued during this time. 

Evidence of Gerry Renshaw, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 281 

 

On March 10, 1989, Seguin wrote to his supervisor Emile Robert advising him 

that in accordance with Ministry policies and procedures, as of March 11, 



 

 40 

1989, he would be renting a room in his home to Gerald Renshaw. Renshaw 

had been under Seguin’s supervision from October of 1984 to April of 1986.  

 Exhibit 556, Document 100342 

 

On March 20, 1989, Robert wrote to regional manager Roy Hawkins about 

Seguin’s request. 

 Exhibit I-559, Document 100341 

 

On March 29, 1989, Hawkins wrote to Robert concerning Seguin’s letter. 

Hawkins wanted four steps followed but did not advise against the 

arrangement.  The four steps were as follows: 

 

(i) Have a CPIC check done on the ex-offender to ensure we know 

his   status in relation to the courts and the criminal justice 

system; 

(ii) After the check is complete, if the ex-offender is clear, advise 

Mr. Seguin that if Mr. Renshaw should have further encounters 

with the courts we would appreciate being advised; 

(iii) Under no circumstances is Mr. Seguin to write a P.S.R., provide 

supervision or other services to Mr. Renshaw as a Ministry 

client; and 

(iv) Mr. Seguin should be advised to exercise caution re: the keys to 

the office to ensure that his roomer has no opportunity to 

duplicate or use same. This is one of our major concerns and I 

am sure Mr. Seguin will appreciate that. 

Exhibit I-560, Document 100339 

 

On April 7, 1989 all of the pre-conditions identified by Hawkins had been met 

and Robert advised Seguin of the approval on the same date.  

 Exhibit I-560, Document 100339 

 

Hawkins testified that he was not sure why Robert was seeking direction 

from him in this matter.  Seguin did not appear to be asking permission, but 
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rather simply advising the area manager.  Hawkin’s main concern was that 

Renshaw would not be engaged in subsequent criminal activity, and the 

security of the probation office. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 66 

 

Any concerns about the living arrangement appear to be reflective of the 

Ministry’s self-interest and not that it may be a potentially hazardous 

situation for Renshaw.  When the issue was brought by area manager Robert 

to Hawkins, Hawkins’ primary concern was the security of the probation 

office, presumably since a former probationer should not be completely 

trusted.  

 

It is hard to fathom that the Ministry’s reaction would have been the same 

had Seguin informed them of his intention to reside with a young, female 

former probationer.   

 

Contrary to Hawkins and Robert, who did not seem to have a fundamental 

problem with the living arrangement, many staff members at the office 

testified that they had a visceral reaction when they learned that Seguin had 

received permission to have a former probationer reside with him.  Despite 

the fact that many co-workers found the situation highly unusually, and even 

inappropriate, no one raised these concerns with upper management. 

 

Probation officer Gendron testified that everyone in the office knew that 

Seguin was living with Renshaw.  Gendron interpreted the Ministry’s approval 

of this arrangement as another example of the preferential treatment that 

Seguin received. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 139 

 

According to Gendron, a former probationer living with a probation officer 

was an unusual occurrence, which required compelling reasons to permit.  

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 30-31 
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Van Diepen knew that living with a probationer was a violation of Ministry 

policy, but he was aware that Seguin had received approval from Robert. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, p. 152 

 

Van Diepen recalls a discussion in the office and that several of the officers 

were upset that Renshaw was living with Seguin and that Robert had 

approved the arrangement. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 21, 2008, Vol. 186, p. 258-259 

 

Louise Quinn was aware that Renshaw was living with Seguin. Seguin was 

open about this in the office.  In general, Quinn found the situation to be 

strange. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 169-170 

 

We submit that at this point in time both Van Diepen and Quinn should have 

been having an overwhelming feeling of déjà vu.  At this time, Van Diepen 

was aware that in and around 1962 a probation officer left the Ministry amid 

allegations of sexual impropriety.  Van Diepen was also well aware by the 

time that Seguin was living with Gerry Renshaw that in 1982 Nelson Barque 

had been forced to leave the Ministry due to allegations of sexual impropriety 

with probationers. Prior to 1982, Van Diepen had discovered nude drawings 

in Barque’s desk and failed to report his findings to management. Now, 

having learned that Seguin had received permission to live with a former 

probationer he was somehow still not compelled to take action. 

 

Similarly, Louise Quinn was aware of the Barque situation in 1982. Prior to 

1982, she also discovered pornographic materials featuring young males in 

Barque’s desk and strange clothing on top of Barque’s cabinet.  Again, due to 

the fact that she did not report these occurrences and that they later turned 

out to be very significant, one would have expected that Quinn would do 

more than raise an eyebrow when she learned that Seguin was living with a 

former probationer. 

 



 

 43 

In the case of Seguin, office dynamics may have again deterred staff from 

reporting concerns to management 

 

Probation officer Ron Gendron testified that the appointment of Emile Robert 

in July 1985 created resentment in the office.  The staff in general had little 

respect for Robert. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 16 

 

Van Diepen testified that it was a “highly poisoned work environment” in the 

Cornwall office under Robert.  

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 17, 2008, Vol. 184, p. 146 

 

Robert testified that the first week after he began working in Cornwall, he 

was approached by Stuart Rousseau, Van Diepen and Louise Quinn, who all 

made it clear that if they didn’t like his management style, they would try to 

get rid of him just like they had done with Peter Sirrs. 

Evidence of Emile Robert, February 7, 2008, Vol. 192 

 

Specifically, there was a feeling of resentment and tension in the office based 

on the perception that Robert favoured Seguin.  We submit that this 

perceived bias may have deterred fellow employees from reporting the 

suspicious behaviours of Seguin to management. 

 

Gendron testified that it was his belief that if Robert wanted to know what 

was happening in the office, he would attempt to find out through Seguin. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 18 

 

Cardinal testified that Robert’s management style was problematic because 

he did not treat all employees equally and had favourites in the office. 

According to Cardinal, Seguin was one of Robert’s favourites. 

 Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 17 

 

Van Diepen testified that Seguin was the office “snitch” for Robert, which in 

his view contributed to further poisoning of the work environment. In return 
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for his “services”, Van Diepen believes that Seguin obtained leeway from 

Robert in certain situations. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 17, 2008, Vol. 184, p. 146 

 

Furthermore, Van Diepen testified that there were issues of scheduling 

vacation time and office practices. According to Van Diepen, he would receive 

letters in his personnel file, but Seguin, who violated the same practices, did 

not receive any such letters.  

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 21, 2008, Vol. 186, p. 256 

 

Gendron testified that he did not report his concerns with respect to Seguin 

interacting with Ministry clients to Robert, as he did not trust Robert and 

could not depend on his management.  

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 67 

 

We submit that a problem with local management is a very weak excuse for 

inaction, given that it would have been relatively easy to contact a regional 

manager with concerns.  Regional manager Bill Roy testified that if a 

probation officer had an issue with contacting his or her area manager, the 

probation officer could have easily contacted him. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007,  Vol. 175, p. 111 

 

Instead of discussing suspicions with regional management, some employees 

took matters into their own hands 

 

Gendron testified that on one occasion he and Van Diepen approached 

Seguin with respect to his relationships and out of office contacts with 

Ministry clients.  

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 35 

 

According to Gendron, they discussed Seguin’s socialization with current and 

past clients. Gendron and Van Diepen expressed the concern that Seguin was 

placing himself in a vulnerable and potentially compromising situation. 
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Seguin listened, thanked them for their concerns and walked away. Gendron 

believes this would have happened in 1988 or 1989. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 35 

 

Van Diepen testified that Seguin was not receptive to the intervention. Van 

Diepen believes this discussion occurred around 1991. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, pp. 150-151 

 

On another occasion, Gendron and Van Diepen followed Seguin to the 

Cornwall Square Mall because they were curious why Seguin had started to 

change his habits and was leaving the office mid-morning for a break. This 

action was also prompted by the suspicion that Seguin was having out of 

office meetings with Ministry clients. Gendron and Van Diepen did not notice 

anything unusual. The surveillance happened only once, either during the 

summer or the September prior to Mr. Seguin’s death in 1993. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, p. 58 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 18, 2008, Vol. 185, pp. 60-62 

 

Van Diepen testified that he eventually reported his concerns about Seguin’s 

contacts with Ministry clients to Robert. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 21, 2008, Vol. 186, p. 195 

 

Robert denied that Van Diepen ever approached him prior to Seguin’s death 

with concerns regarding Ken Seguin’s association with Ministry clients. 

Evidence of Emile Robert  

 

We submit that if Gendron and Van Diepen were suspicious enough of Seguin 

to approach him directly and to put him under surveillance, they should have 

been compelled to report Seguin’s behaviour to upper management. 

 

The Inquiry heard conflicting evidence from Van Diepen and Robert on 

whether or not Van Diepen ever raised concerns about Seguin’s contact with 

Ministry clients with Robert.  Given the fact that Van Diepen had numerous 

opportunities in the past to bring information forward concerning Barque or 
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Seguin and did not, we have little reason to believe that Robert is mistaken 

when he said that Van Diepen never raised such issues with him. 

 

The Varley incident 

 

During the evening of January 8, 1992, one of Seguin’s clients, Mark Woods, 

and three other young males, including Travis Varley and Andrew MacDonald, 

attended Seguin’s residence. On January 9, 1992, at approximately 4:00 

a.m., Varley fatally shot Andrew MacDonald. He was subsequently convicted 

of manslaughter in relation to the occurrence. Seguin was interviewed by 

Detective Constable Randy Millar of the OPP in relation to events leading up 

to the shooting. During the interview, Seguin advised that he had given the 

young males beer while they were at his residence and that he did not make 

a habit of having clients at his residence. 

Exhibit 927, Document 100311 

Exhibit 929, Document 100313 

 

On January 16, 1992, Seguin submitted an incident report in relation to the 

shooting incident. In the report, he described that the young males had 

attended his residence and noted that the family of the alleged shooter lived 

nearby and was known to him on a casual basis. He indicated that the males 

had arrived unannounced and uninvited and that he had attempted to 

proceed quickly and professionally with the concern at hand: that his 

probation client was to attend for his pre-sentence report interview the next 

day in relation to a break, enter and theft occurrence and was agitated and 

concerned about the possible outcome of his court case. 

 

In the report, Seguin described how he had advised his probation client that 

he could not address his concerns properly before seeing the file and that it 

would be best discussed at the office the following day. Seguin added that 

the males left after he had advised them to get the probation client home so 

he wouldn’t be breaching his curfew. Seguin wrote that the next day his 

probation client advised him that after the males had dropped him off, they 
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had gone to a hotel and then to the residence where the shooting occurred. 

The alleged shooter was being detained on a charge of second-degree 

murder. Seguin noted that he had provided a witness statement to the 

Lancaster OPP on January 9, 1992. 

Exhibit 927, Document 100311 

 

On August 27, 1992, Robert and OPP Millar discussed Seguin’s involvement 

in the shooting incident. On September 3, 1992, Millar sent Robert a letter 

describing Seguin’s January 9, 1992 statement to the OPP. 

Exhibit 929, Document 100313 

 

Regional manager Roy Hawkins was informed of the matter in September of 

1992 when Robert forwarded him the summary of an interview with Ken 

Seguin and other investigative information that had been prepared by 

Detective Cst. Randy Miller of the OPP.   

 

In his correspondence to Hawkins, Robert recommends that no action be 

taken against Seguin. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 86-87 

Exhibit 931, Document 100315 

Exhibit 929, Document 100313 

 

Upon reading Cst. Millar’s report, Hawkins testified he felt that Seguin had 

not provided the whole story to the Ministry, e.g. the fact that he had 

provided beer to the individuals. He did not believe that this visit of a 

Ministry client at Seguin’s residence was an isolated event and felt that there 

was more to it. 

 

Hawkins was critical of Seguin’s credibility and confirmed same to Robert in 

correspondence dated October 16, 1992. He further asked Robert to review 

the matter carefully with Seguin and impose discipline, if warranted. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 87-88 

Exhibit 930, Document 100314 
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On November 10, 1992, Seguin met with Robert in relation to the incident 

and received a memorandum from Robert indicating that it was “improper to 

allow ministry clients to visit your residence and to offer them alcoholic 

beverages.” A copy of the Ministry policy on employee contact with 

offenders/ex-offenders was enclosed. Seguin was warned, “if a similar 

situation should arise, disciplinary action could be imposed.” 

Exhibit 928, Document 100312 

 

Despite Hawkins’ suggestion that this incident was a very serious occurrence 

that could require imposing discipline on Seguin, Robert responded by only 

giving Seguin a ‘letter of counsel’. 

Exhibit 928, Document 100312 

 

In Seguin’s annual performance review for the period of July 1991 to June of 

1992, Robert noted that Seguin “is a very good employee. He has 

demonstrated a high level of initiative and proficiency in his work.” There was 

no mention of the Varley incident. 

Exhibit 949, Document: 100443 

 

Just as with the previous situation with Gerry Renshaw, co-workers of Seguin 

learned of the Varley incident and although they felt the actions of Seguin 

were to some extent inappropriate or blameworthy, they were not prompted 

to report their feelings to upper management. 

 

Cardinal testified that she was told that the individuals who attended 

Seguin’s residence were provided with beer. She felt that this was 

inappropriate conduct on the part of Seguin and she confronted him about 

the incident. According to Cardinal, Seguin downplayed the matter and told 

her he did not know that non-consumption of alcohol was a condition of Mark 

Wood’s probation order. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 39-40 
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Once again important information was not shared between parties,  which 

may have hampered the Ministry’s response 

 

Hawkins testified that he was not briefed about the circumstances leading to 

the resignation of Nelson Barque in May 1982 when he started his duties as 

Regional Administrator. According to Hawkins, Sirrs should have apprised 

him of such a situation. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 60 

 

In 1993, Hawkins still had yet to learn about the Nelson Barque incidents and 

therefore did not have that context with which to view either the Seguin-

Renshaw situation or the Varley incident. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 128 

 

We submit that Hawkins’ reaction and response to the Renshaw and Varley 

situations may have been quite different if he had had knowledge of the 

previous Barque incident at the time. 

 

Hawkins is also critical of Robert’s management of the matter. In Hawkin’s 

view, the January incident report provided information that justified a 

thorough investigation on the part of Robert into the actions of Seguin. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 84-85 

 

Hawkins testified that he was shocked that the serious incident was handled 

in a trivial way.  He felt the evidence accumulated by Seguin and Robert was 

not credible and external contact with probationers was a serious issue that 

required someone to dig deeper into the incidents. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 89 

 

Hawkins believes that further action should have been taken, and the 

decision by Robert to not take further steps against Seguin was 

inappropriate. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 90 
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Hawkins testified that he did not feel that Robert met his responsibilities in 

dealing appropriate with the situation.  In hindsight, he feels that he could 

have done more to request that an investigation be held, but at the time he 

felt there was nothing more he could do because he didn’t believe the 

regional office should micro-manage affairs in the local office. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008,  Vol. 188, p. 97-99 

 

The Varley incident is an example of a failing at several levels of 

management within the Ministry.  During his evidence Roy Hawkins lamented 

that Robert did not do more to investigate and discipline Seguin for his 

actions.  However, Hawkins was not willing to accept responsibility for the 

fact that he did not make the executive decision to require Robert to do 

more.   

 

Hawkins testified that he considered Robert to be a ‘flat manager’ and felt 

that his managerial competence was considered to be low. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 57-58 

 

So why then did Hawkins not feel that a little micro-management was called 

for in his instance, which Hawkins himself referred to as a ‘very serious 

matter’? 

 Exhibit 930, Document 100314 

 

Hawkins had the same information at his disposal as Robert, but he still did 

not step in and demand action.  Similar to the Renshaw-Seguin living 

arrangement from March 1989, Robert appeared to be desperately seeking 

guidance from Hawkins on a complicated issue.  In both cases, Hawkins 

provided the minimum in support to Robert at the time, only to later criticize 

Robert for his decision-making and poor management.  In what was a 

recurring theme during the Ministry’s institutional response evidence, Robert 

is made the scapegoat by another Ministry employee who should have looked 

in the mirror. 
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In the period of time following the Varley incident in 1992 and Seguin’s death 

in late 1993, staff members heard many rumours about Seguin 

 

Gendron testified that approximately six months prior to Seguin’s death, he 

heard rumors in the office that Seguin and Father Charles MacDonald were 

the subjects of a police investigation with David Silmser as a victim. This 

rumor was also circulating in the community. 

Evidence of Ron Gendron, December 13, 2007, Vol. 177, pp. 64-65 

 

Cardinal testified that in the months before his death there were whispers 

and rumours about a possible investigation of Ken Seguin. However, 

according to Cardinal, there was nothing specific and the information was not 

sourced. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, pp. 121-122 

 

Cardinal testified that when the complaint came in, her husband (CPS officer 

Claude Lortie) informed her that Silmser had made a complaint against a 

priest. According to Ms. Cardinal, he did not mention that the complaint also 

involved her co-worker, Ken Seguin. 

Evidence of Carole Cardinal, December 18, 2007, Vol. 179, p. 65 

 

Marcelle Leger testified that between Aug. 1993, when she retired, and 

Seguin’s death she heard a rumour that Seguin was being investigated, but 

didn’t have any details 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 59 

 

According to Leger, she first heard about the rumours in mid-August just 

before her retirement. She said it was a rumour in the office that there was 

an investigation going on. She doesn’t remember who she heard it from. 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 80 

 

Leger testified that she heard the rumours about Seguin but says she did not 

talk with any of her co-workers about the rumours. 

Evidence of Marcelle Leger, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 91 
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Louise Quinn testified that she did not discuss the rumours about the Seguin 

investigation with her husband, Mike Quinn, an officer with the CPS. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 171 

 

Quinn also claims that she didn’t follow the Silmser case in the newspaper 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 191 

 

Quinn testified that she doesn’t recall gossip about Gerry Renshaw living with 

Seguin, either. It wasn’t a secret so it wasn’t a big topic. 

Evidence of Louise Quinn, December 6, 2007,Vol. 173, p. 209 

 

We submit that the evidence from employees of the probation office who said 

that they heard rumours about Seguin and yet did not discuss same amongst 

themselves is absurd.  The Cornwall probation office was a small office where 

there had been numerous scandals over the years and yet we are being 

asked to believe that rumours about a co-worker’s potential implication in a 

sexual abuse case was not fodder for gossip within the office.  Especially in 

light of the fact that the majority of the employees within the office had 

already lived through a similar situation with Barque a decade earlier, the 

claims that the probation office existed without a rumour mill are 

preposterous. 

 

Moreover, two employees within the probation office, Carole Cardinal and 

Louise Quinn, were married to CPS officers who had knowledge that Seguin, 

a long-time co-worker of their wives, was the subject of sexual abuse 

allegations by a former probationer and we are being asked to believe that 

this was not discussed either.  Again, the evidence of the witnesses on this 

point is simply absurd. 
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When management received a complaint against Seguin after his death in 

1993, it was not investigated fully or properly 

 

David Silmser was sentenced to probation for one year when he was 15 

years old.  His probation file was assigned to Seguin, who became his 

probation officer. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, p. 47 

 

Silmser testified that he was abused by Seguin between the ages of 15 and 

approximately 17 or 18. There were at least three incidences of abuse with 

Seguin. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007,  Vol. 85, p. 50 

 

Silmser was living on the streets at the time of his parole when he was 15 

years old. Seguin offered to give him a place to stay, offered him rye or beer, 

took advantage of him and sexually abused him. At times, Seguin would 

threaten to throw him in jail and to revoke his parole if he didn’t cooperate. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, pp. 51-52 

 

On December 9, 1992, Silmser first reported his allegations of historical 

sexual assault by Father Charles MacDonald and Seguin to the CPS. 

 Exhibit 974, Document 725229 

 Exhibit 271, Document 715498 

 

On December 15, 1993, more than a year after first disclosing his allegations 

of abuse to the Diocese of Alexandra-Cornwall and the Cornwall Police 

Service, Silmser called the Cornwall Probation office and spoke to the 

manager, Bill Roy. Silmser identified himself to Roy and advised that he had 

been sexually abused by Ken Seguin as a child while on probation. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 50-51 

 

Silmser testified that in addition to informing the manager that he had been 

a victim of Seguin, he also advised Roy that Seguin’s files should be opened  

 



 

 54 

to ensure there were not others who had been abused by Seguin. 

Evidence of David Silmser, Vol. 86, p. 132 

 

According to Bill Roy, he wrote down the information and told Silmser that he 

would contact Ministry authorities and then get back to him later in the day. 

When he told Silmser this, Roy expected that Ministry investigators would 

eventually be contacting Silmser. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 78-80 

 

Shortly after receiving the complaint from Silmser, Roy attempted to contact 

Ministry officials, including Lenna Bradburn, manager of the Independent 

Investigations Unit (“IIU”). Ministry policy required that he report this matter 

and Roy complied with the policy. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 80 

Evidence of Lenna Bradbrun, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 243 

 

Roy called Silmser back the same day and told him that he was taking this 

complaint seriously but that the persons he needed to speak to were not 

immediately available.  

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 78-79 

 

The following day, December 16, 1993, Silmser called Roy and left a 

message for him with the secretary. He was angry that nobody had 

contacted him. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 67 

 

On or about December 17, 1993, Roy spoke with Bradburn. Roy provided 

details of the complaint made by Silmser. He requested an investigation of 

this matter.  Bradburn told Roy to contact Silmser and instruct him to submit 

his complaint in writing to the Deputy Minister’s Office. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 68 

 

Bradburn testified that during her conversation with Roy on or about 

December 17, 1997, she was made aware of the following with respect to 
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Silmser’s complaint: Seguin had committed suicide a few weeks before the 

complaint was received; there was a police investigation; Silmser had been 

pressuring Seguin for a financial resolution; Silmser was looking for a 

financial settlement; Silmser was suggesting that the Ministry should be 

offering counseling support to him and others like him. 

Evidence of Lenna Bradbrun, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 244-245 

 

Subsequent to receiving the information from Roy, Bradburn spoke with 

S/Sgt. Luc Brunet of the CPS.  S/Sgt. Brunet advised her that during a police 

investigation into a complaint made by Silmser against a priest, Silmser 

alleged having been abused by Seguin. S/Sgt. Brunet informed Bradburn that 

Silmser did not want to proceed with the investigation against Seguin at that 

time, and he later confirmed this with Silmser’s lawyer. S/Sgt. Brunet 

confirmed to Bradburn that there had been no investigation into the 

allegations against Seguin. 

Evidence of Lenna Bradbrun, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 252 

 

Neither Bradburn nor any of her investigators ever met with Silmser. 

Evidence of Lenna Bradbrun, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 253 

 

After gathering this information, Bradburn spoke with Loretta Eley from the 

Deputy Minister’s Office. Following this discussion, Eley communicated a 

decision that the Silmser complaint against Ken Seguin would be referred to 

the Legal Branch of the Ministry and they agreed that the IIU should take no 

action at that time. Eley also advised that Bill Roy should contact Silmser to 

tell him that should he want to pursue his allegation, to forward his complaint 

to the Deputy Minister’s Office. Bradburn contacted Roy and communicated 

those instructions to him. 

Evidence of Lenna Bradbrun, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 259 

 

Eley testified that in a discussion with Bradburn, Bradburn had instructed Roy 

to contact Silmser to put his complaint in writing, and they would then make 
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a decision about whether to conduct an investigation and what shape that 

investigation would take. 

Evidence of Loretta Eley, December 12, 2007, Vol. 176, p. 88 

 

Roy testified that he called Silmser the same day. In his conversation, Roy 

explained to Silmser to put his complaint in writing to the Deputy Minister’s 

office. Silmser expressed his anger as he had expected an investigator to call 

him and did not want to speak to Roy again. This is the last time Roy spoke 

with Silmser. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 68 

 

Roy testified that, with regards to the instruction to have Silmser put his 

complaint in writing, “putting another hoop in front of someone who’s already 

complained about being abused wasn’t exactly something I wanted to do.” 

 Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 130 

 

We submit that the request to put the complaint in writing was inappropriate. 

By communicating those instructions to Silmser, the Ministry was putting up 

another obstacle, or ‘hoop’ as Roy put it, between an alleged victim of abuse 

and the investigation of his complaint.  We submit that after more than a 

year of interacting with the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall, the Cornwall 

Police Service and the Children’s Aid Society, Silmser was ill-equipped to deal 

with yet another obstacle in his quest for justice. 

 

According to Bill Roy, the decision not to continue with David Silmser’s 

complaint was made by the Legal Branch of the Ministry. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 129 

 

Eley testified that she would not have made a unilateral decision on referring 

the matter to the Legal Branch. She believes she would likely have consulted 

with others, e.g. two senior police advisors who worked in the same office as 

she worked, and possibly the Deputy Minister, then Michelle Noble. She does 

not remember whom she might have consulted, however. 

Evidence of Loretta Eley, December 12, 2007, Vol. 176, p. 94 
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IIU should have investigated the complaint against Seguin  

 

The IIU was created in September of 1992.  

Evidence of Lenna Bradburn, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 223 

Exhibit 1106, Document 117894 

 

The 1992 Terms of Reference were as follows:  The IIU is an arms-length 

body with a mandate to investigate complaints of workplace discrimination 

and workplace harassment alleged to have been committed by employees of 

the Ministry, and complaints of sexual improprieties alleged to have been 

committed by employees of the Ministry towards offenders under the 

responsibility of the Ministry. 

Evidence of Lenna Bradburn, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 223-225 

Exhibit 1106, Document 117894 

 

Bill Roy was surprised to learn that no investigation was ever conducted and 

he said he did not know that somebody had the ability to stop the IIU from 

investigating a serious complaint such as this. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 95 

 

Roy felt this was a very serious complaint and wanted to make sure it would 

be dealt with appropriately. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, p. 94-95 

 

We submit that the IIU’s Terms of Reference did not leave room for 

discretion in his matter.  Based on the mandate, the Ministry had a positive 

obligation to forward a complaint of this nature to the IIU. We submit that 

Bill Roy followed the correct protocol when he initially contacted the IIU 

following his receipt of Silmser’s complaint against Seguin.  We submit that 

the subsequent referral of the matter to the Ministry’s Legal Branch was 

inappropriate. 
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Ministry investigator Paul Downing testified that he believes Bill Roy followed 

Ministry policy correctly by contacting the IIU and the OPP after he received 

the complaint from David Silmser. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, p. 104 

 

According to Downing, he was not sure why the matter was referred to Legal 

Services when it was likely within the jurisdiction of the IIU because those 

individuals are not investigators. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 154 - 155 

 

Eley acknowledged that her involvement with respect to the Silmser 

complaint amounted to an involvement of the Deputy Minister’s Office in 

investigative decisions, which were within the purview of the IIU. 

Evidence of Loretta Eley, December 12, 2007, Vol. 176, pp.96-97 

 

We submit that based on the mandate of the IIU, the complaint by Silmser 

received by Bill Roy was tailor made for investigation by the IIU.  The referral 

to Legal Branch instead of the IIU is another example of the Ministry’s self-

preservation response kicking in at a time when a full investigation, even if it 

may have exposed failings within the Ministry, was required. 

 

Similar to the Barque situation, police also had information about Seguin long 

before the Probation office was made aware of same 

 

Bill Roy testified that he was shocked to learn that Silmser’s allegations 

against Seguin were well-known to both the CPS and OPP, but had not been 

relayed to the Ministry. 

Evidence of Bill Roy, December 11, 2007, Vol. 175, pp. 84-86 

 

Robert testified that he was very concerned that the CPS had not advised 

him about the allegations against Ken Seguin and of their police 

investigation. He attended at CPS and spoke to Sgt. Luc Brunet and Cst. 

Heidi Sebalj. He told Sgt. Luc Brunet that if he had been advised about the 
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allegations against Seguin, he would have suspended Seguin immediately 

and ordered an investigation into the matter. Robert does not recall what 

specific explanation was given.  

Evidence of Emile Robert 

 

Albert Roy’s complaints against Barque and Seguin should have led to a full 

caseload review 

 

Albert Roy was charged in 1976 after stealing a parked car and driving drunk 

to Kingston. He was 15 years old at the time of the offence and 16 when he 

was placed on probation and subsequently abused by Barque and Seguin. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, pp. 71-72 

Evidence of Albert Roy, December 12, 2006, Vol. 77, p. 182 

   

All of the relevant events took place in 1977. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 44 

 

Roy was sentenced to 18 months probation and was subject to several 

conditions, including a curfew and the condition that he could not drink 

alcohol. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, p. 76 

 

Roy was initially supervised by Seguin, his assigned probation officer. He 

reported to Seguin on a regular basis for approximately three months. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, pp. 78-79 

 

After approximately three months, Roy began reporting to Barque instead of 

Seguin. Roy cannot remember the circumstances that led to the switch. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, p. 79 

 

Roy testified that during the time he was supervised by Barque, he was 

sexually abused. Roy reported abuse to Seguin (because Roy believed Seguin 

to be Barque’s supervisor). After the abuse was reported to Seguin, Seguin  
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started abusing Roy. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, p. 81 

 

When Roy reported to Seguin that Barque had abused him at Barque’s 

house, Seguin’s response was that they “could have more fun than you ever 

had with Barque”. Seguin also abused Roy at that time. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, pp. 63-64 

 

When Roy was being abused by Seguin, he did not report the abuse because 

of the relationship Seguin had with the police officers and lawyers in the city. 

Roy didn’t believe there was anywhere left to go because he thought he had 

gone to the top after reporting Barque to Seguin.  Roy thought that Seguin 

was Barque’s boss. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 57 

 

After abuse was reported to Seguin, Barque ceased supervising Roy. Seguin 

became Roy’s probation officer once more. The abuse by Seguin continued. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 7, 2006, Vol. 65, p. 82 

 

According to Roy, the abuse at the hands of KS lasted three to four months. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 8, 2006, Vol. 66, p. 33 

 

During his evidence Roy confirmed the following: (i) He was given alcohol by 

Barque and Seguin while on probation, (ii) he was molested at Barque’s 

house, (iii) he was molested at Seguin’s house, (iv) he was molested by 

Barque at the probation office, (v) he was molested by Seguin at the 

probation office, (vi) he visited Barque at the probation office after hours, 

(vii) he visited Seguin at the probation office after hours. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, pp. 45-47 

 

Both Seguin and Barque told Roy that if he failed to comply with the 

conditions of probation, he would be sent back to jail. Roy believed this 

decision was within Seguin or Barque’s discretion. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 9, 2006, Vol. 67, p. 54 
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Roy testified that Seguin became more and more demanding. Seguin slapped 

him when he refused to get in Seguin’s car and also threatened him. Roy 

eventually told Seguin he would not be reporting to him further even though 

he was still on probation with five or six months left. Roy never reported to 

Seguin again and his probation was never breached. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 8, 2006, Vol. 66, p. 34-35 

 

Roy testified that he believed that his probation officer had a responsibility to 

ensure his well-being. Instead, he contends that Barque ‘opened the door’ for 

Seguin to abuse him. 

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 8, 2006, Vol. 66, p. 111 

 

On November 23, 1994, Roy reported the abuse to Cst. Sebalj at the 

Cornwall Police Services Office.  

Evidence of Albert Roy, November 8, 2006, Vol. 66, p. 36 

Exhibit 120, Document 737612 

 

Roy returned on November 24, 1994 and provided a statement. By this time, 

Seguin had committed suicide and criminal charges were therefore not 

possible in relation to Seguin.  

 Exhibit 115, Document 703130 

 

Again, if a thorough review of Barque’s files have been conducted in 1982, 

Roy may have exposed Seguin as an alleged abuser and would have had the 

opportunity for a measure of justice against Seguin. 

 

A joint investigation of Roy’s complaints against Barque was commenced with 

the CPS and the OPP on November 29, 1994, as there were indications that 

the offences may have occurred in the jurisdiction of both the CPS and the 

OPP. 

 Exhibit 121, Document 116165, Batespage 1078029 

Exhibit 120, Document 737612, Batespage 7158409 

Exhibit 1201, Document 736918, Batespage 7142446-7 
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On December 14, 1994, Detective Constable William Zebruck arrested and 

charged Nelson Barque in relation to offences that were alleged to have 

occurred in the OPP jurisdiction. 

Exhibit 121, Document 116165, Batespage 1078041 

Exhibit 120, Document 737616, Batespage 7158424 

 

During the course of her investigation, Constable Sebalj was in contact with 

C-44, who provided a statement to the Cornwall Police on December 21, 

1995. In the statement C-44 outlined the sexual activities he and his 

probation officer, Barque, engaged in while he was on probation. C-44 also 

indicated that Barque provided him with money for the purchase of alcohol 

and drugs, despite a condition of his parole being to refrain from the use of 

all alcoholic beverages and the non-medical use of drugs.  

  Exhibit 1262, Document 734163 

Exhibit 1276, Document 737029 

Exhibit 1261, Document 734162  

 

On February 7, 1996, Cst. Sebalj wrote to Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald 

and sought advice in relation to the abuse of C-44. On February 27, 1996, 

Cst. Sebalj met with Crown MacDonald to review possible criminal charges. 

 Exhibit 1262, Document 734163 

 Exhibit 916, Document 703133 

 

In a letter dated March 5, 1996, Crown MacDonald indicated to Cst. Sebalj 

that her materials were forwarded to the Regional Director of Crown 

Attorneys, Peter Griffiths. According to Crown MacDonald’s letter, Griffiths 

determined that the proposed charge lacked essential elements and advised 

that criminal proceedings were not available with respect to Barque’s conduct 

with C-44. 

Exhibit 917, Document 703134 

Exhibit 1262, Document 734163 
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Following an investigation by OPP, Nelson Barque admitted to having sexual 

relationships with Robert Sheets, C-44 and Albert Roy. In response to being 

asked if there was anyone else, Barque replied “Not that I recall. In my mind 

there was only three.” 

Exhibit 915, Document 703127 

 

The OPP interviewed former probationer C-45 on October 3, 1997. During 

this interview C-45 advised that Seguin and Barque measured his penis in 

the probation office during an interview for C-45’s pre-sentence report. 

Seguin rubbed C-45’s genitals until he got an erection and Barque measured 

the size of C-45’s penis with a ruler. 

 Exhibit 907, Document 117613  

 

On June 18, 1998, Barque was formally charged with indecently assaulting C-

45 and Robert Sheets. 

Exhibit 918, Document 703143 

Exhibit 914, Document 703126 

 

On June 28, 1998, Barque was found dead from a self-inflicted gunshot 

wound to the head. 

Exhibit 908, Document 124027 

Exhibit 913, Document 703124 

 

Despite the Ministry now having a frame of reference that included the 1982 

investigation and resignation of Nelson Barque, Seguin’s involvement in the 

Varley incident, the 1993 complaint of sexual abuse against Seguin by David 

Silmser, the criminal conviction of Barque in relation to Albert Roy and Roy’s 

allegations of abuse by Seguin, subsequent charges against Barque in 

relation to Robert Sheets and C-45 and the suicides of both Barque and 

Seguin, the Ministry still did not call for a thorough review of their caseloads. 
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The administrative review (Downing Report) stopped short of providing a 

thorough review 

 

Ministry investigator Paul Downing was contacted on August 8, 2000 by 

Regional Directors Michael Stephenson and Deborah Newman regarding a 

website that contained allegations regarding past and current employees. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007, Vol. 171, pp. 43-44 

 

More specifically, it was alleged on the web site that Barque and Seguin were 

members of a pedophile ring, that Seguin and other prominent individuals 

were involved in a cover up to thwart an investigation into the matter, that 

Barque and Seguin breached Ministry policy by being involved with and 

having sexual encounters with Ministry clients, and that another probation 

officer, Van Diepen, was aware of the allegations and took no action. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, pp. 57-58 

 

Deborah Newman testified that the purpose of appointing Downing was 

initially to review the content of the website and to apprise senior 

management. They wanted to know if the information impacted the Ministry 

and the clients, whether current Ministry employees were under 

investigation, whether there were new allegations and whether there was a 

current risk or if the allegations were historical. The findings of Downing 

would direct what actions should be taken at that time in relation to current 

employees. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, pp. 148-149 

 

Morris Zbar testified that in the fall of 2000, after he became Deputy 

Minister, he was made aware of the existence of a website where allegations 

were made against past and present employees of the Cornwall probation 

office. As a result of the allegations on the website, an administrative review 

was launched and Zbar was briefed on it by Newman in early September 

2000. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 176-178 
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Zbar testified that the nature of the review was to ensure that the Cornwall 

probation office was a safe place for clients at the present time. The review 

was to look at administrative practices and to look to see if anyone in the 

office had involvement or knowledge as the Project Truth website claimed. At 

that point, the review was not to look into allegations or historical issues. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 180-181 

 

Downing understood that he was to seek out information concerning the 

nature and extent of the allegations concerning Ministry employees and 

former employees, and report back to his superiors. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, p. 48-49 

 

According to Downing, on August 11, 2000, he was assigned by Gary 

Commeford to act as a case manager on behalf of the Ministry. An email 

from Commeford confirmed that Downing was to contact authorities involved 

in the investigation for the purposes of protecting the interests of the 

organization. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, pp. 46-48 

Exhibit 1072, Document 100514 

 

Downing’s initial steps were to contact Detective Inspector Pat Hall, the OPP 

officer in charge of the Project Truth investigation, and Shelly Hallett from 

the Crown Attorney’s Office, for the purpose of identifying the substance of 

the allegations made against Ministry employees. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, pp. 65-66 

 

On September 9, 2000, Downing prepared a Case Management 

Administrative Summary Review that outlined the allegations made on the 

website against Ministry employees and former employees. He also 

recommended that his Administrative Review be conducted in two stages: 

 

(i) In Stage 1, he would interview the employees identified on 

the internet (Jos Van Diepen and Father Kevin Maloney), the 

Area Manager and the District Administrator; 
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(ii) In Stage 2, he would conduct a broader review, including 

interviewing persons outside the Ministry such as Mr. Perry 

Dunlop, Mr. Ron Leroux, sources identified on the internet, 

Detective Inspector Pat Hall and Crown Shelly Hallett. 

Exhibit 1082, Document 123487 

 

Downing received approval from Commeford, his immediate supervisor, to 

proceed with Stage 1. However, Commeford never requested to continue the 

recommended strategy outlined in Stage 2. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 4, 2007,Vol. 171, p. 80 

 

During the course of his administrative review, Downing interviewed Bill Roy, 

Jos Van Diepen, Emile Robert, Father Kevin Maloney (who was connected to 

the Ministry by virtue of his position as chaplain at the Cornwall Jail), and 

spoke with others about the allegations on the website, including Deputy 

director Lori Potter, OPP Detective Inspector Pat Hall, current Cornwall area 

manager Claude Legault and Crown prosecutor Shelley Hallett. 

 Exhibit 958, Document 100498 

 

On October 10, 2000, Mr. Downing submitted his Report titled 

“Administrative Review, Cornwall Probation & Parole Office, Project Truth 

Web Site Publication” to Gary Commeford, Deborah Newman and Michael 

Stephenson. In his review, Downing came to the following conclusions: 

 

• For some time prior to Seguin’s death in 1993, a number of 

Cornwall Probation and Parole staff suspected, while others 

ought reasonably to have known, that Seguin was contravening 

Ministry rules and policies governing employee contacts with 

Ministry clients; 

• Van Diepen knew that Seguin was associating with Ministry 

clients and was not forthcoming on this issue;   
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• There is no evidence supporting the allegations from the website 

that Ministry employees knew about acts of sexual inappropriate 

behaviour on the part of Seguin; 

• Emile Robert also knew or ought to have known that Seguin was 

inappropriately associating with Ministry clients;  

• No investigation took place with respect to Silmser’s December 

1993 complaint of sexual misconduct by Seguin even though the 

subject matter appeared to be within the mandate of the IIU 

and should have been investigated when Bill Roy initially 

referred it to IIU. 

Exhibit 958, Document 100498 

 

Stage 2 would have provided a more thorough investigation 

 

In Downing’s opinion, Stage 1 was to access information quickly and 

promptly about current and past employees so that senior administration 

could make decisions with regards to the interests of their clients and access 

risk management.  

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 144-146 

 

According to Downing, Stage 2 would have been to determine whether or not 

the allegations were true and he would have been in a position to assess the 

credibility of witnesses and to make some determinations as to what had 

really happened. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 146-147 

 

According to Newman, Downing was directed to proceed with Stage 1 and 

not with Stage 2. Newman testified that the reason Downing was not 

authorized to conduct his Stage 2 investigation was because senior 

management wanted to be sure that there would be no interference with 

police investigations. According to Newman, Stage 2 was more in the nature 

of a police investigation. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, pp. 190-192 
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Newman testified that she was satisfied that the Ministry had conducted a 

proper administrative review, that there was no ongoing risk to clients and 

that there were processes in place to deal with further disclosures in the 

Cornwall Probation and Parole Office. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, p. 161 

 

Zbar testified that although Downing recommended a broader review of the 

issues with the Cornwall Probation and Parole Office, Zbar felt that this was 

too close to a police investigation and that it was not appropriate.  

 

In lieu of Stage 2, Downing was directed to complete specific follow-up 

inquires rather than a complete, thorough investigation. 

 Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 75-76 

 

Commeford testified that he was satisfied with the administrative review and 

his direction to Downing to close the file because there appeared to be no 

present risk and because the Ministry had established new protocols for 

dealing with victims of sexual abuse. 

Evidence of Gary Commeford, December 10, 2007, Vol. 174, pp.40-41 

 

When questioned by Commissioner Glaude, Commeford testified that he 

“wouldn’t disagree” with the suggestion that the historical issues of the whole 

situation could have been investigated. 

Evidence of Gary Commeford, December 10, 2007,Vol. 174, pp.50 - 53 

 

Shortcomings of the Downing Report 

 

Due to the fact that Stage 2 was never approved by the Ministry, Downing 

did not have the opportunity to interview any of the individuals who made 

statements alleging abuse at the hands of Seguin on the projecttruth 

website. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, p. 55 
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Downing also did not have the opportunity to review the caseload of Seguin 

and Barque, nor does he have any knowledge that this was ever done by the 

Ministry. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, p. 55 

 

Downing did not have the opportunity to contact other support staff, other 

then those persons mentioned in the report. 

Evidence of Paul Downing, December 5, 2007, Vol. 172, pp. 55-56 

 

Lack of discipline for Van Diepen and Robert in the wake of the Downing 

Report is reminiscent of Barque’s resignation 

 

Despite findings by investigator Paul Downing that: 

 

• Van Diepen knew that Seguin was associating with Ministry clients and 

was not forthcoming on this issue;  and  

• Robert  knew or ought to have known that Seguin was inappropriately 

associating with Ministry clients;  

 

there was no specific action taken against Robert or Van Diepen after referral 

of the matter to the Ministry’s Legal Branch, other than that they were 

moved to different positions.  

 

Zbar testified that there was a discussion that if discipline was imposed on 

Robert or Van Diepen that it could result in negative publicity for the 

Ministry, however he said that concern was not a determining factor in the 

course of action that was taken. The Ministry claimed privilege over the legal 

opinion provided by the Ministry’s Legal Branch in relation to Van Diepen and 

Robert. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 190-92 

 

We submit that the decision to not impose discipline on Robert and Van 

Diepen was very reminiscent of the decision to let Barque resign quietly as 
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opposed to moving for termination and exposing the Ministry to a possible 

grievance and negative publicity.  Once again, the Ministry opted for the path 

of least resistance. 

 

Even after the Downing Report the ministry was still not compelled to 

undertake a thorough, historical file review 

 

During her evidence, Newman acknowledged that between 1993 and 1996, 

prior to her involvement, an operational audit might have been warranted. 

Given the knowledge of the extraordinary circumstances – allegations of 

abuse of probationers made against two probation officers from the same 

office, their suicides and the criminal conviction of Nelson Barque – she 

agreed that further attention could have been paid to the situation in 

Cornwall and potential risks. This was not done to her knowledge. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, pp. 63-64 

 

After her involvement, Newman did not feel the need for a review or audit of 

the Cornwall office to be conducted in order to detect any other problems,  

 

because she felt the situation had been remedied. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, p. 127 

 

In retrospect, Zbar testified that perhaps a deeper review of Barque and 

Seguin’s caseloads should have been completed. However, Zbar justified the 

Ministry’s inaction by saying there would have been issues with records and 

record retention of young offenders. He further defended the lack of review 

by saying that his initial concern was to ensure that people were safe.  He 

felt safety was not an issue because the two individuals were deceased and 

that Robert and Van Diepen, the two people in the office most criticized in 

the Downing Report, had been moved out of the office.  The office itself had 

been moved to another location in an effort to be more sensitive to 

individuals who came forward with allegations.  The Ministry made strides to 
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handle allegations sensitively and to refer individuals to programs to help 

address their issues. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, pp. 196-198 

 

We submit that Zbar’s reactive way of thinking is troubling and indicative of 

how management and staff seemed to view all events that occurred within 

the Cornwall probation office from the 1960s until the turn of the century. 

 

In sum, management and staff consistently put forth the minimum effort to 

uncover or investigate the allegations of impropriety in the office.  By not 

undertaking a thorough review of Barque and Seguin’s caseloads in an 

attempt to discover the pervasiveness of the abuse, the Ministry failed to 

take responsibility for its shortcomings and showed a genuine disregard for 

the many unknown probationers who may have been victims of Barque or 

Seguin.  Although a thorough review could have gotten to the bottom of the 

problem, the Ministry was satisfied to deal with the allegations only as 

necessary, giving the impression of ‘ignore it and maybe it will go away’. 

 

During Zbar’s Evidence, Commissioner Glaude provided the example of how 

during the blood contamination crisis there was an effort to contact all 

patients at risk and have them tested to ascertain the extent of the disaster. 

Zbar dismissed that analogy as completely different to the Ministry’s situation 

and stated that they made Herculean efforts to deal with those who came 

forward. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 197 

 

The following day, at the conclusion of his Evidence, Zbar did concede that a 

review of client files could have been potentially useful; however, neither he 

nor his officials thought about undertaking a review at the time. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 24, 2008, Vol. 189, pp. 82-83 

 

Zbar testified that a file review may have been useful, even if it pointed out 

one additional victim. It may also have helped the Ministry to locate files that 
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looked out of the ordinary, such as where a client was met too many times 

with his probation officer. 

 

Zbar also potentially agreed that the concept of present risk might include 

other victims who might be at risk in a sense of needing psychological or 

counseling services.  

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 24, 2008, Vol. 189, pp. 91-94 

 

Zbar testified that the perspective of the victim might assist in determining 

how probation officers were able to go undetected. It would be beneficial to 

know how the sexual abuse went undetected to improve training, recruitment 

and office procedures.  Zbar believed that the Ministry took steps to address 

these things by dealing with management issues. 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 24, 2008, Vol. 189, pp. 95-97 

 

Zbar does not feel that the lack of a thorough review hampered the Ministry’s 

ability to deal with future risk because they did not know the means or 

manner of how the abuse occurred.  Zbar testified that future risk was 

addressed by making managerial changes and implementing a new delivery 

model.  In summary, Zbar said, “I think we handled the situation.” He went 

on to say, “A file review would have been useful. We didn’t do it.” 

Evidence of Morris Zbar, January 24, 2008, Vol. 189, pp. 97-99 

 

Commeford testified that, in hindsight, more should have done to seek out 

other victims.  

Evidence of Gary Commeford, December 10, 2007,Vol. 174, pp. 83-85 

 

Hawkins testified that due diligence should require an investigation to occur.  

It would be appropriate for the Ministry to permit all probationers to come 

forward and produce an environment where disclosures can be made. 

Hawkins was troubled by the fact that did not occur in this situation. 

Evidence of Roy Hawkins, January 23, 2008, Vol. 188, p. 130 
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Van Diepen testified that by now it would be difficult to compile a list of 

probationers who belonged to Barque and Seguin. The antiquated database 

could not be imported into the modern system. However, Van Diepen said 

the information in 1982 would have been more easily retrievable, including 

the following information: (i) who the client was, (ii) when they were on 

probation, and (iii) the name of the person’s probation officer. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, pp. 3-4 

 

In 1982, the file retention period was three years. The files would be 

destroyed after expiry. 

Evidence of Jos Van Diepen, January 22, 2008, Vol. 187, p. 6 

 

Again, if a thorough file review had been undertaken at the time of the 

allegation against Barque in April 1982, more pitfalls – even administrative 

ones – could have been avoided. 

 

Improvements in policy and process at MCSCS 

 

Despite the numerous failings and short cuts that we submit the Ministry 

should be criticized for in its handling of incidents related to Nelson Barque 

and Ken Seguin, we also recognize that the Ministry has made strides in 

recent years to improve its sensitivity and responsiveness to alleged victims 

of abuse.  Specifically, the Victims Group acknowledges the following: 

 

Deborah Newman testified that, in the spring of 2000, she began meeting 

with staff and area manager Claude Legault regarding their concerns about 

disclosures, damage to the probation office’s credibility and reputation and 

the staff’s ability to properly manage and support disclosures of male sexual 

abuse. 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, pp. 108-109 

 

Under area manager Claude Legault’s direction, a program was instituted to 

provide specific training for probation officers on male sexual abuse trauma. 
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A contract was signed with The Men’s Project, and a training program was 

developed for probation officers. The first three-day training session was 

delivered in the summer of 2000. 

Evidence of Claude Legault, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, p. 21 

Evidence of Deborah Newman, February 5, 2008, Vol. 190, p. 111 

 

It was acknowledged that an additional stressor for the alleged victims was 

returning to the probation office where they had originally reported. As a 

result, Newman arranged with Legault and other Ministry officials for the 

Cornwall Probation and Parole office to move to a new location. The office 

relocation was completed in December 2001. 

Evidence of Claude Legault, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, p. 24 

 

Multiple disclosures in the years following Ken Seguin’s death led to the 

development of a Protocol to deal with disclosures of instances of abuse by 

Ministry employees against Ministry clients. The Protocol was developed in 

consultation with all of the staff of the Cornwall probation office. It was 

essentially a process that was designed to document the disclosures, to 

ensure that the matters would be referred to the police, and to provide 

complainants support through the auspices of The Men’s Project in Cornwall 

and other resources. The Regional Administrator would be briefed on the 

reported incidents and actions taken by the Cornwall staff. 

Evidence of Claude Legault, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, pp. 26-28 

 

As a result of the historical background of the Cornwall probation office, 

Legault initiated several changes to process and practices. Some of these 

changes involve the need for two probation officers to attend at reporting 

centres; no more night reporting conducted by individual staff members; the 

implementation of a Protocol to handle incidents of alleged misconduct by 

staff members; enhancements to case audits; a random selection of case  
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files by the Area Manager for quality of service; and implementation of the 

Offender Tracking System O.T.I.S) to improve transparency of case 

management. 

Evidence of Claude Legault, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, pp. 41-44 
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CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETY  

 

Since the 1950s, 60s and 70s, society has become much more vigilant in 

protecting children from harmful environments and more sensitive to the 

care of children in every way.  That is cold comfort to Cathy Sutherland, C-

14, Roberta Archambault and many others whose childhood horrors were 

only exacerbated by the Children’s Aid Society’s intervention.  

 

These individuals faced physical, emotional and sexual abuse that was just as 

wrong decades ago as it is now based on our 21st century sensibilities. To 

say, ‘We didn’t know any better back then” is much too little and much too 

late to heal the wounds created by disbelief and inaction.  

 

Unfortunately, a measure of re-victimization occurred in adulthood when 

something as simple as gaining access to his or her files and personal 

histories was thwarted by years of non-disclosure and self-protectionism. 

 

The former wards were searching for closure, but didn’t expect so many 

doors to be slammed in their faces. 

 

CATHERINE SUTHERLAND 

 

Despite obvious abuse and neglect in her mother’s care the CAS failed to 

take sufficient action 

 

Catherine Donnelly (“Cathy”) was born on June 28, 1955.  Her father was 

Cyril Donnelly and her mother was Joan Donnelly (“Mrs. Donnelly”).  

Catherine had an older and younger brother while in CAS care.  Her father 

did not live with the family and her maternal grandmother, Mrs. Alex Shaver, 

supported the family. 

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173629 
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According to the Donnelly Child Care Family File (“Family File”) on October 

25, 1957 Mrs. Shaver brought her granddaughter Cathy to the doctor 

because of injuries she had sustained.  Doctor Lambert informed the CAS 

that “the child was severely bruised on the face, had bodily scratches and a 

severe case of ulcerated genitals.  The grandmother reported to the doctor 

that the child’s mother, Joan Shaver Donnelly, was rejecting and abusing the 

child.” 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173463 

 

On October 25, 1957, the CAS had knowledge of the following in relation to 

Cathy Sutherland: 

 

(i) Cathy had been taken to the doctor with facial bruises, bodily 

scratches and a severe case of ulcerated genitals; 

(ii) Cathy had been discovered by her grandmother sleeping on the 

spring of her crib covered by a heavy mattress; 

(iii) Cathy was undernourished and underweight; 

(iv) Cathy suffered multiple seizure due to her mother’s medication 

errors; 

(v) Cathy’s mother showed no remorse when confronted about the 

‘mattress incident’; 

(vi) Cathy’s mother mercilessly slaps her and provides her with only 

two meals a day 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173464-66 

 

The Family File noted that on October 25, 1957 a CAS worker visited the 

home and described Cathy as a “mite” with the most severely bruised face 

the worker had ever seen on a person.  It was noted that “to see such a little 

girl present such a “beat up” physical appearance produced in the worker the 

most perturbed and resentful reaction, at least on the spot.”  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173465  
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At this time, a CAS worker responded to an obvious situation of severe 

neglect by giving Mrs. Donnelly a warning.  CAS informed Dr. Lambert that 

since this was their first contact, they wanted to get to know Mrs. Donnelly 

better and they had no direct proof that ‘any of this was intentional’. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173465-67 

 

We submit that the ‘intent’ of Donnelly’s actions were immaterial at this time. 

If a child has been harmed or there is a risk that a child may be harmed, 

intent should have nothing to do with it.  It is either a dangerous situation or 

it is not. In this case, the CAS worker should have known that Mrs. 

Donnelly’s actions were putting Cathy in harm’s way, whether that was her 

intention or not. 

 

On October 29, 1957, CAS decided it would not take direct action and 

remove Cathy from the home, but rather that it would make weekly visits to 

the home in an effort to assess and help Mrs. Donnelly. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173568  

 

We submit that the CAS had ample information at its disposal to make an 

apprehension in this case at this point in time.  Both Cathy’s family and 

Cathy’s doctor agreed that Mrs. Donnelly had created an unsafe environment 

for the child.  We submit that CAS could have certainly made attempts to 

assess and help Mrs. Donnelly AFTER Cathy had been out of the hazardous 

environment, at least temporarily. 

 

Less than a week into the CAS’ supervision, Mrs. Donnelly refused to open 

the door when CAS workers attend for the scheduled home visit.  Over the 

next month, CAS would require the assistance of a local policeman to help 

them gain access to the Donnelly home. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173469  
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At this time, the file acknowledged that the CAS contacts with Mrs. Donnelly 

more or less amounted to them forcing themselves upon her and watching 

that no major abuse was apt to occur.   

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173470  

 

On February 1, 1958, Cathy’s grandmother reported to the CAS that: 

 

(i) Mrs. Donnelly often left Cathy alone in the house; 

(ii) Mrs. Donnelly has not providing Cathy with enough food and 

milk; 

(iii) Mrs. Donnelly was not administering medication to Cathy’s 

genitals, as directed;  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173470  

 

On March 7, 1958, Donald Shaver, Mrs. Donnelly’s uncle, reported to CAS 

that Cathy’s feet had been badly burned by scalding water in the bathtub and 

it was his opinion that Mrs. Donnelly had done this on purpose. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173470  

 

At this time, Donald Shaver berated CAS for letting this situation go on and 

on without taking action.  As a result of Shaver’s information, a worker 

attended the Donnelly home and confirmed that Cathy had suffered horrific 

burns on her feet.  The worker eventually called a doctor after Mrs. Donnelly 

was unwilling to do so.  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173471  

 

As a result of the incident, Cathy suffered third degree burns and infection 

had already set into the foot.  In addition, bronchial pneumonia had begun to 

develop. It was Dr. Robertson’s opinion that it would take a most 

incompetent person not to have recognized the need for medical assistance 

in this particular care. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173471  
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Two days later, on March 14, 1958, it was decided that upon Cathy’s release 

from the hospital the CAS would request temporary wardship. CAS’ intention 

was to help Mrs. Donnelly and to return the child to the home on a 

probationary basis within four or five months. Cathy remained hospitalized 

for the next month in the wake of the incident.  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173471  

 

On April 14, 1958 Catherine was released from the hospital and placed in the 

foster home of Mr. and Mrs. Greg Williamson in Ingleside, Ontario. The 

following day, CAS was granted temporary wardship of Cathy for a period of 

nine months. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173471-72 

 

Within just weeks of her placement in the Williamson home, an immediate 

improvement in Cathy’s appearance, personality and behaviour is noted.  

Within the first two months of the placement, Cathy no longer wet the bed. 

By all accounts, Cathy seemed to thrive when finally removed from the 

Donnelly home. 

Exhibit 479, Document 738741 Batespage 7173629-33 

 

According to the Child File, on August 29, 1958 Cathy was moved to the 

home of Mrs. William Wood.  Similar to the Williamson home, Cathy 

appeared to adjust well to her new surroundings.  

Exhibit 479, Document 738741 Batespage 7173635  

 

On April 7, 1959, Mrs. Woods expressed concerns to the child care worker 

about Cathy’s behaviour, including boisterous outbursts, both immediately 

before and after visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173478 

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

  

The Family File and Child File states that on June 18, 1959, a worker visited 

Mrs. Woods after Cathy’s second visit home.  Mrs. Woods reported that Cathy 
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returned from the visit with her mother “in a daze”.  Specifically, Mrs. Woods 

noted that Cathy would bump into furniture, lose her balance and did not 

seem to hear the family talk to her for three days following her return to the 

foster home.  Cathy had been fully toilet trained but reverted back to 

bedwetting. She also began to masturbate.  The child care worker also 

observed Cathy to be more withdrawn at this time, although she did not 

think it could be attributable to the home visit, given that more than a month 

had passed since Cathy had been on the visit. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173480  

  Exhibit 479, Document 738741 Batespage 7173637  

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

 

Between July and October 1959, Cathy had a number of visits with her 

mother.  When the worker dropped Cathy off for the visits, it was noted that 

Cathy appeared to be frightened and hesitant.  When the worker tried to 

leave, Cathy was determined to leave with the worker. 

 Exhibit 479, Document 738741 Batespage 7173638  

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

 

According to the Child File notes, Cathy was taken to her mother’s home for 

visits on a weekly basis. Between September and December, 1959, the 

following is noted about Cathy’s behaviour in association with the visits: 

(i) She goes into violent raves and becomes hysterical and 

unmanageable; 

(ii) She is scared of her next visit;  

(iii) It takes three days for her to settle down when  she returns to 

the foster home;  

(iv) She has nightmares upon her return home;  

 Exhibit 479, Document 738741 Batespage 7173638-9  

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 
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On August 19, 1958 Mrs. Donnelly attended an appointment with Dr. R.S. 

Barton at the Mental Health Clinic at Cornwall.  The appointment was set up 

for her by the CAS.   Mrs. Donnelly had a second appointment with him on 

September 10, 1958. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173474-475 

 

It was noted in the Family File that on August 29, 1958, Mrs. Donnelly 

expressed her strange mixed feeling towards Cathy to the CAS worker.  The 

CAS worker got the impression that on the one hand Mrs. Donnelly loved 

Cathy, while at the same time she would not take Cathy today if they offered 

because she was afraid of her feelings towards Cathy if she should be in her 

care.   

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173475 

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

 

On January 18, 1960, the CAS worker had a conference with Dr. Cardwell 

about Mrs. Donnelly’s prognosis.  He described her personality as being that 

of a psychopath. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173482 

 

Despite these concerns, CAS continued to allow the visits with Mrs. Donnelly. 

 

On January 19, 1960, temporary wardship was extended for another six 

months. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173482  

 

It is noted in the Family file on March 1, 1960, that Mrs. Donnelly had Cathy 

for a full day each Thursday. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173482  
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While in the foster home, Cathy continued to develop and grow.  It is noted 

in her Child File that on May 17, 1960 Cathy had become a most friendly and 

talkative child. 

  Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173640  

 

The CAS then decided to allow Cathy to stay with her mother for extended 

visits.  It is noted in the Family File on May 17, 1960 that “for the past three 

weeks Cathy has been coming to her home each Thursday and remaining 

until Saturday evening.”  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668 Batespage 7173484  

 

The Family File states that on May 26, 1960, Mrs. Donnelly had taken Cathy 

to the carnival and returned her home late.  Cathy was hysterical when her 

mother returned her to the Wood home and kept the family up most of the 

night.  The worker noted that this of course was very poor judgment on Mrs. 

Donnelly’s part.  At this time the CAS decided to move Cathy back into her 

mother’s home on a permanent basis. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173484  

 

Despite many indications that Cathy was thriving in foster care and the fact 

that visits with her mother prompted noticeable and disturbing behavioural 

changes in Cathy, and that doctors had described Mrs. Donnelly as a 

‘psychopath’, Cathy was returned to her mother’s care. 

 

Shortly after Cathy was returned to her mother’s home, the following was 

noted by CAS workers: 

 

(i) Cathy did not appear to have her own bed in the house. She 

shared a bed with her brother, then her mother; 

(ii) Cathy became more subdued and was not the same happy-go-

lucky child; 

 

(iii) Cathy and her brothers were late for school on many occasions 
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Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173486  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173489  

 

On February 22, 1961 Mrs. Donnelly was convicted of theft and sentenced to 

three months in prison for forging a cheque.  Mrs. Shaver cared for Cathy 

during this time. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173490 

 

Mrs. Donnelly resumed caring for Cathy after her release from jail.  According 

to the Family File on July 26, 1961, the CAS discussed Cathy’s problem with 

masturbation with Mrs. Donnelly, who said Cathy had been practicing this 

less lately.   

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173491  

 

Despite Cathy’s change in personality, persistent masturbating and her 

mother’s criminal conviction, the CAS terminated Cathy’s permanent 

wardship on October 3, 1961. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173491  

 

In August of 1962, the CAS observed Cathy to be pale and painfully thin. She 

was discovered to have been in bed for two weeks and it was suspected that 

this action may have been a punishment for Cathy.  During this time, Cathy’s 

brother reported that his mother gave Cathy onion soup for breakfast and an 

onion sandwich for dinner, “because Cathy doesn’t like onions”.  The worker 

noted that this was rather alarming and thought of poison, which onion flavor 

might mask.  The worker called Dr. Robertson and reported her suspicions.  

Dr. Robertson said he was visiting Mrs. Donnelly and would bear this in mind. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173493  

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173495  

 

Between August and December 1962, there are numerous notations that 

refer to Cathy’s skeleton-like appearance.  She is also described as pale and 

listless during this time period. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173498  
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On September 17, 1962, a worker spoke with Mr. Droppo, the principal at 

Cathy’s school. The worker noted that Mr. Droppo knows, but does not want 

to admit that Mrs. Donnelly’s children do not dare to get a spot on their 

clothes for fear of punishment. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173497  

 

In early 1963, the CAS worker noted that Mrs. Donnelly was pregnant.  

During the first several months of that year, CAS had difficulty reaching 

Donnelly despite approximately a dozen attempts to contact her. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173500  

 

CAS received notice that a baby boy was born on July 27, 1963 to Mrs. Joan 

Donnelly; however she initially denied that she was the mother of the baby, 

saying instead that she was caring for it for someone else.  Donnelly became 

increasingly difficult to reach during this time and on one occasion refused 

entry of the home to CAS. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173501  

 

We submit that given Mrs. Donnelly’s past behavior when Cathy was an 

infant, CAS should have been greatly alarmed by Donnelly’s efforts to 

conceal her pregnancy and her behaviour following the birth of the baby.  

Given that Donnelly was denying CAS’ entry to the residence, steps should 

have been taken to gain access to the house through the local police or some 

other means to ascertain the condition of both Cathy and the baby. 

 

On October 13, 1963, the coroner was called in response to the death of the 

Donnelly baby. The report from the inquest was never released.  Dr. 

Lambert, who had treated Cathy as an infant, indicated that according to his 

findings he would be prepared to lay a charge. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173501-2 
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Cathy testified that Mrs. Donnelly murdered the baby boy, who was named 

Stephen.  She had seen her mother throwing him across the room into the 

crib and remembers her mother carrying him around in a suitcase.  Stephen 

died when he was three months old.  Both Stephen and Cathy were living at 

the home with their mother at the time. 

Evidence of Catherine Sutherland May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 29-30 

 

Despite all of the above, CAS made no effort at this point to remove Cathy 

from her mother’s care. 

 

On December 31, 1963, the Donnelly family moved to Cornwall. As a result, 

the case was closed at the Morrisburg office. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173502  

 

According to the Family File, the principal at Cathy’s school in Cornwall noted 

(in September 1965) that the Donnelly children appeared to be neglected 

and Cathy appeared to have emotional problems. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173502  

 

In November of 1967, CAS noted several other problems with Cathy, 

including: 

(i) excessive masturbation;  

(ii) inability to succeed in school or with peers;  

(iii) indications of being ‘disturbed’;  

(iv) tardiness 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173504-505  

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173644  

 

The CAS took no action at this time and Cathy remained in the care of Mrs. 

Donnelly. 

 

According to the Family File and Child File on June 11, 1968 it was noted that 

Mr. Kelly (Mrs. Donnelly’s new husband) needed a temporary home for 

Cathy.  Mr. Kelly stated that Cathy had run away the previous day and Mrs. 
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Kelly (formerly Mrs. Donnelly and she had remarried) was very upset.  He 

thought Cathy should have been hospitalized.  The CAS advised Mr. Kelly to 

stay home due to Mrs. Kelly’s previous acts of rejection of this girl.  The file 

remained closed at this time. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173504  

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173645  

 

Cathy Sutherland testified that when she returned to the home her mother 

had put on her “good mother” routine for the police.  Cathy was then taken 

out back, stripped down and hosed off in the backyard.  Shortly thereafter, 

Cathy was hospitalized for malnourishment. At age 13, she weighed only 60 

pounds. 

 Evidence Catherine Sutherland, Vol. 111, p. 34. 

 

According Cathy’s Social History, she was taken into care because of 

malnourishment, inadequate care and neglect.  During this time period, 

medical staff noted that had the situation continued for a period of six more 

weeks, Cathy might have died. 

  Exhibit 427B, Document 120961, Batespage 1131972. 

 

On July 11, 1968 Cathy was placed in the home of Mr. and Mrs. Virgin in 

Bainsville, Ontario. Later that month, on July 29, Cathy again became a 

temporary ward of the CAS. 

  Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173505  

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173645 

 

Throughout 1969, during the time she was placed in the Virgin home, Cathy 

resumed visits with her mother and step-father.  It was reported by Cathy’s 

doctor that she became highly disturbed after visits with her family and even 

following phone calls from her family. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173508  

 

It is noted in the Family File that due to the questionable circumstances 

surrounding the death of the baby boy, it would be advisable to give serious 
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attention to any further questions that might arise about problems or 

concerns regarding the children of Mrs. Kelly. 

Exhibit 482, Document 738668, Batespage 7173513  

 

By this point in time, CAS had knowledge of years of serious neglect and 

injuries suffered by Cathy while in her mother’s care.  Now, following the 

‘questionable’ death of another child in the household, the CAS’ reaction was 

to take it under consideration should there be further concerns?  We submit 

that the CAS’ actions at this time, and throughout Cathy’s childhood, were 

utterly indefensible. 

 

According to CAS notes between November 1969 and May 1970, Cathy again 

began to thrive after being removed from her mother’s care.  Once again, a 

drastic improvement in her appearance was noted. 

 Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173651   

 

On June 14, 1971, when Cathy was 16, she called her mother and asked for 

her permission to return home. Her mother initially agreed to this 

arrangement, but later that day changed her mind and told Cathy she could 

not return to the home. 

 Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173655  

 

 

Later that same night, Cathy’s brother Brian attended at Mr. and Mrs. 

Pomminville’s home, where Cathy was staying, and threatened her with a 

knife. 

  Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173655  

 

Upon her 18th birthday on June 28, 1973, Cathy sought financial 

independence from the CAS.  Her wardship was terminated at that time. 

  Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173663  

 

We submit that the CAS completely and utterly failed to protect Cathy from 

her mother throughout her childhood.  There was a continued pattern of Mrs. 
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Donnelly neglecting and seriously injuring Cathy, followed by Cathy’s 

removal from the home and immediate improvement, which deteriorated 

again when her mother was allowed to visit or when she was returned to the 

care of her mother.  Despite Cathy’s strong physical and emotional reactions 

to being in her mother’s care the CAS did outrageously little to protect her. 

 

Furthermore, when it became apparent that Mrs. Donnelly had another child, 

CAS did nothing to ensure the protection of this child, who ultimately died 

under questionable circumstances within the home. 

 

Sexual abuse while in foster care 

 

Cathy Sutherland testified that Carl Virgin was one of her foster parents and 

she was first placed in the Virgin home when she was 13 years old.  

According to Cathy, she was sexually abused in the home for a year. 

  Evidence of Cathy Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 64. 

 

At this time, Cathy’s CAS worker was Blaine Grundy.  He noted that 

unfortunately Cathy was placed in a foster home similar to her own in that 

Mrs. Virgin found it difficult to cope with a 14-year-old girl. 

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173649  

 

After Grundy failed to act, Cathy disclosed her abuse to other kids at school 

and this information eventually got back to the Virgin’s, who subsequently 

wanted Cathy removed from the home.   

  Evidence of Cathy Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 65. 

 

Cathy Sutherland testified that, in addition to Grundy and the kids at school, 

she also disclosed her abuse to her grandmother and her doctor, Dr. Burns, 

who also did nothing in response to her disclosure.   

  Evidence of Cathy Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 84. 
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Cathy Sutherland testified that she first told Blaine Grundy about the abuse 

two weeks after her arrival in the Virgin home. According to Cathy, Carl 

Virgin would put his hands underneath her bed sheet.  He told her to tell him 

when she started bleeding, because he was afraid she would become 

pregnant.  Cathy does not recall exactly what she told Grundy at this time, 

but she is certain that it was enough to deduce that Cathy was being sexually 

abused by Carl Virgin. 

Evidence of Cathy Sutherland May 30, 2007 Vol. 111, pp. 89-90. 

 

Cathy testified that she remembers telling Grundy while they were talking 

outside in Grundy’s car.  According to Cathy, Grundy had virtually no reaction 

to her disclosure and it was as though she said something as innocuous as  

‘it was snowing outside’. Based on his reaction, Cathy had the impression 

that Grundy did not believe her.  No action was taken as a result of Cathy’s 

disclosure to Grundy. 

Evidence of Cathy Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 85-86. 

 

Cathy was eventually removed from the Virgin home at the Virgin’s request 

and not due to her disclosure of abuse. 

 

Cathy Sutherland testified that she later told her CAS worker Derry Tenger, 

who became her worker after she left the Virgin home.  Tenger remained her 

worker from the time she was 14 years old to her 18th birthday. 

Evidence of Cathy Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, pp. 87-8. 

 

According to the Child File, Derry Tenger was her worker from September 

1970 – June 1973, when her file was closed.   

Exhibit 479, Document 738741, Batespage 7173654-663 

 

Angelo Towndale testified that he was the supervisor of Derry Tenger from 

1971-1973, when he was the worker for Cathy Sutherland.  Towndale does 

not remember Tenger telling him about the allegations that Cathy made 
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against her foster father, Carl Virgin.  This is something that should have 

been in the formal recording and discussed with a supervisor. 

Evidence of Towndale, September 12, 2008 Vol. 281, pp. 14-18. 

 

The CAS continually failed Cathy throughout her life.  They failed to protect 

her from her mother and when they finally did intervene and remove her 

from the home, they placed her in the Virgin home where she was sexually 

abused by her foster father, Mr. Virgin.   

 

Among the numerous indignities that Cathy suffered during her childhood 

and adolescence as a result of inaction by the CAS, perhaps the most 

egregious is that fact that nothing was done to ameliorate her situation after 

Cathy disclosed the sexual abuse by Carl Virgin to her CAS workers.  It was 

bad enough that the CAS workers in her infancy could not make the most 

rudimentary observations that Cathy was being victimized when she was too 

young to tell them what was happening to her.  It is unconscionable that 

once she was old enough to articulate her abuse in the Virgin home that her 

plight was still ignored by the workers who were supposed to ensure her 

well-being as a ward of the CAS. 

 

C-14 

 

According to C-14’s Initial Recording on Child Care (“Child File”) he was born 

on July 20, 1962.  C-14 became a temporary ward of the CAS on June 15, 

1972 when he and his sister were apprehended due to his parents’ poor 

health. Following his apprehension, C-14 was placed in the home of CAS 

foster parents Ken and Muriel Barber. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072603 
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Assessment of Barber Residence  

 

Before marrying Mr. Barber, Mrs. Barber had been married to a Mr. Lewis.  

She and Mr. Lewis had also been foster parents, but when Mr. Lewis died the 

home was closed in December of 1964.   

Exhibit 2408, Document 114648, Batespage 1072784 

Evidence of Ian MacLean October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 39-49. 

 

The Lewis Foster Home File (“Home File”) indicates that the CAS conducted a 

home assessment of the potential foster home before permitting children to 

be cared for by the Lewises.  

Exhibit 2408, Document 114648, Batespage 1072778-80  

 

Mrs. Lewis then married Mr. Barber and her home was reopened as a foster 

home in 1969.  Although the Barber home was not reopened as an approved 

foster home until 1969, Arthur Sypes, a ward of the CAS, moved into the 

home in the summer of 1968.  No screening of this new home was conducted 

prior to Sypes moving in. 

Exhibit 2408, Document 114648, Batespage 1072784 

 

Instead, according to the Home File, it appears that a superficial re-

assessment of the home was not conducted until 1970. 

Exhibit 2408, Document 114648, Batespage 1072786 

 

Ian MacLean testified that there was a new partner in the home so it was not 

the same home anymore and therefore should have been re-assessed with 

references in support of Mr. Barber’s application.  According to MacLean, 

screening should have been completed before a ward was placed in the 

home. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 39-54. 

 

The fact that a ward of the CAS could be permitted to live in a foster home 

for almost three years without the foster father being screened by CAS is 

exceptionally troubling.  Moreover, when the screening process was finally 
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undertaken, it appears to have been conducted in a superficial way that 

failed to meet minimal standards. In light of the extremely serious 

allegations of abuse that were later made against Mr. Barber, these failings 

are particularly egregious. 

 

Evidence of physical abuse in the Barber home 

 

C-14 was placed in the Barber home on June 15, 1972.  

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072603. 

 

After C-14’s arrival, the Barbers began voicing concerns to CAS worker Bryan 

Keough about C-14’s behavior. Keough noted that the Barbers’ breaking 

point was very low in that they could only tolerate so much and that with C-

14 one needed to be very tolerant. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072607  

 

During this same period, Keough noted that C-14’s punishments at the 

Barber home were sometimes too harsh for the crime committed. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072607  

 

C-14 testified that he suffered brutal physical abuse at the hands of Mr. 

Barber.  According to C-14, the first incidence of abuse came when Mr. 

Barber struck him with a thrasher belt. 

Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 10 

 

C-14 testified that he also witnessed the physical abuse of another child in 

the home.  This occurred within one month of him moving into the Barber 

residence.  Mr. and Mrs. Barber both physically abused C-14.  According to 

C-14, he was kicked in the testicles and beaten about the head with a brush 

handle.  He was beaten to the point of nausea.  

Evidence C-14 June 18, 2007, V. 116, p. 18 
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C-14 testified that Mrs. Barber would back him into a corner, step on his feet 

and punch him square in the face or else rake his face with her rings. 

 Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, V. 116, p. 19 

 

On one occasion, Mr. Barber flew into a rage and chased him out of the back 

of the barn near the manure pile.  He fell in a pool of cow urine and ingested 

it into his lungs.  He contracted pneumonia as a result of the beating and 

spent about two weeks in Winchester Memorial Hospital.  C-14 stated that he 

almost died as a result of this attack.  

 Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, V. 116, p. 23 

 

A critical problem identified during the course of C-14’s testimony is that he 

was given little chance to speak with his CAS worker alone during his time at 

the Barber home.  C-14 testified that his first social worker at the Barber 

home, Rod Rabey, only spoke with C-14 in the presence of the Barbers.   

Upon Rabey’s death, the file was transferred to Bryan Keough.  Keough also 

tended to meet with the foster parents more often than with C-14 and did 

not meet with C-14 alone. C-14 and the Barbers would have meetings with 

Keough during which C-14 would be blamed for everything.  

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 38-39 

  

On one occasion, Rabey met with C-14 at his school and C-14 reported 

physical abuse to him, including the fact that Mr. Barber had struck him with 

a strap. Later that afternoon, when C-14 returned home, Rabey was at the 

residence speaking with Mrs. Barber. C-14 was chided by Rabey, who told 

him he should not exaggerate about things. 

 Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 29-30 

 

Given that later, when C-14 was finally removed from the Barber home, he 

immediately disclosed the abuse that occurred at the home, it is likely that if 

he had had a chance to meet with Keough away from the Barbers he would 

have disclosed the abuse openly and completely.  C-14 did not have the 

opportunity to report his abuse in that manner while he was in the Barber 



 

 95 

home because his CAS worker did not meet with him privately.  We submit 

that this was a significant failing on the part of the CAS. 

 

C-14 was moved from the Barber home on August 29, 1977, at the request 

of both C-14 and the Barbers.  

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072607  

 

C-14 testified that he was removed from the home after his birth mother and 

brother came to take him for a drive.  When they returned, Mrs. Barber was 

accusing them of kidnapping.  Mrs. Barber called the CAS and asked that C-

14 be removed and C-14 did not object to that request.  C-14 stated he 

would have rather died than live there a moment longer.  It seems clear that 

the situation in the Barber home had reached a critical point and even the 

Barbers realized that he could no longer stay.  The CAS had no choice but to 

remove him. 

 Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 42-43 

 

According to the Child File entry for the period from March 1, 1976 to 

December 1977, C-14 reported to Keough soon after being removed from the 

Barber home “that during the 6 years at the Barbers were sheer hell on 

earth; that he was often physically abused, beaten, horse whipped, kicked 

with steel toe boots; robbed of his clothing money; deprived of any personal 

life; over worked; not taken care of when ill and threatened not to say a 

word to anyone.” 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072607  

 

It is noted in the Child File that C-14 reported that some of the scars on his 

back were a direct result of not being able or allowed to receive medical 

attention and that he often had bruises on his back as a result of the 

beatings.  Mr. and Mrs. Hubert, C-14’s subsequent foster parents, verified 

that they had observed such bruises on C-14 upon his arrival in the home. 

Moreover, Mrs. Hubert told the worker that C-14 had not once changed his 

story and she believed that some, if not all, of what C-14 had reported was 
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true. As a result, the worker had a subsequent meeting with C-14 and Mrs. 

Hubert at which time the worker apologized to C-14 for not having picked up 

on the dangers and for not having spoken to him alone. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549,  Batespage 1072607  

 

Failure to respond to abuse in the Barber home 

 

Once C-14 had escaped the abuse of the Barber home, he advised the CAS 

that he felt that Keough had known what was going on.  C-14 stated that, for 

example, Keough had once come to the Barbers and observed that C-14 had 

blood running from his mouth from a beating. C-14 explained that Keough 

always sided with the foster parents, telling C-14 to shut his mouth and do 

what he was told. C-14 felt that he was made to feel responsible for all the 

problems in the home. 

Exhibit P528, Document 115356 

 

Surprisingly, when Keough testified he could do no better than to state that 

he did not recall seeing blood running from C-14’s mouth.  One might have 

expected him to flatly deny even the possibility that this could have occurred. 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 9, 2008, Vol. 284, pp. 42-47. 

 

Even Keough’s own notes record physical discipline in the Barber home, as 

he on January 3, 1976 wrote that “Mr. and Mrs. Barber are very fair, loving 

firm foster parents.  This is not always to C-14’s advantage, at least 

immediate advantage, especially when he gets a good slap, however it is 

geared to his positive progress.  They need agency support and backing and 

have a low breaking point.” 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072606  

 

C-14 testified that Keough would tell him that the Barbers had every right to 

discipline him sternly.  He told C-14 not to complain and “rock the boat”.  He 

would tell the Barbers to give C-14 a good slap in the face.  On one occasion, 



 

 97 

Keough told Ms. Barber to “knock his f---ing teeth out until he learns to shut 

his mouth”.   

Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 44- 45 

 

Keough testified that in the 1970s the appropriate physical discipline for a 

foster parent to administer on a teenager was a belt on the buttocks over 

clothing.  A slap on the back of the head was also appropriate, it was a more 

a “hello, are you thinking?” 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 10, 2008, Vol. 285, pp. 102-111. 

 

Keough specifically commented in his notes that the Barbers would give C-14 

a good slap, to which he noted his approval.  Despite having knowledge of 

the physical discipline being meted out by the Barbers, there is no evidence 

that Keough took any steps to speak with the Barbers about appropriate 

discipline, to caution them about these issues or to remove C-14 from the 

home. 

 

Keough’s involvement in the Second Street Group Home debacle, examined 

at length during the Inquiry, provides further support for the idea that 

Keough was a strong supporter of excessive physical discipline that 

amounted to abuse.  Keough not only permitted the children under his 

supervision to be abused by foster parents and group home workers, he 

condoned it. 

 

Towndale’s knowledge of C-14’s complaints 

 

C-14 testified that once he was placed in the Hubert home, he told his new 

foster parents about the physical abuse that he had endured at the hands of 

the Barbers.  Mrs. Hubert reported same to Keough. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 47 

 

C-14 testified that he met with Keough and Mrs. Hubert in the fall of 1977 

and described the injuries he sustained at the Barber residence.  C-14 talked 
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about how he was kicked in the testicles with steel toed boots until he 

urinated blood and had a herniated testicle.  He spoke of almost being 

drowned in cow urine and spending time in Winchester Memorial Hospital.  

He spoke of being beaten over the skull until he was on the verge of 

unconscious.  He spoke of being chased around with horsewhips and thrasher 

belts.   

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 49-50 

 

Keough testified that on November 22, 1977 he visited with C-14, who 

claimed he had been horrifically abused for the entirety of his time in the 

Barber home.  C-14 also requested a new social worker at this time. 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 9, 2008, Vol. 284, pp. 30-36. 

 

We heard conflicting testimony about how Towndale became aware of the 

abuse at the Barber home.  C-14 testified that his foster mother Mrs. Hubert 

called the CAS and spoke to a Mrs. Gratton.  Mrs. Hubert told Gratton about 

the abuse that C-14 had suffered at the Barber home.  C-14 believes that 

Gratton conveyed what had happened to Mr. Towndale.  C-14 believes 

Hubert called the CAS directly because she thought that Mr. Keough had 

some involvement and she wanted to ensure that this was thoroughly 

investigated. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2997, Vol. 116, pp. 52-3 

 

The Child File notes that Keough spoke with Mrs. Hubert, C-14’s current 

foster mother, who stated that she felt what C-14 was saying was true 

(regarding the abuse) and he had not changed his story once. 

 Exhibit 538, Document 114549  

 

C-14 testified that Mr. Keough’s comment “knock his f-ing teeth down his 

throat until he learns to shut his mouth” was also reported directly to Ms. 

Gratton.  

Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 58 
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C-14 testified that he then spoke with both Towndale and Gratton by 

telephone.  After that he met with Keough again for about an hour.  Keough 

was very upset that C-14 had gone over his head. 

 Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2997, Vol. 116, p. 55 

 

The Child File states that “C-14 informed me (Keough) that my supervisor, 

Towndale, was already aware of the accusations as along with a 

questionnaire, he had forwarded a letter to Mrs. Gratton, the home finder. 

Since this agency’s receipt of the letter there had been at least two telephone 

calls to C-14 from Towndale and Mrs. Gratton. C-14 proceeded to tell me the 

contents of the letter and telephone conversations.” 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072608  

 

Towndale testified that he recalled the issues with C-14 coming to his 

attention when he asked Mrs. Gratton sometime in September or October 

1977 to send a questionnaire to all of the teenagers in CAS care. C-14 

responded and Towndale was upset when he read C-14’s report.  C-14 gave 

him permission to share the information.  There was no allegation of sexual 

abuse at that time. 

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 4, 2008, Vol. 275, pp. 145-154. 

 

Towndale testified that he called C-14 and advised him the foster home 

would no longer be used.  Towndale told C-14 to speak with Keough. Shortly 

thereafter, Towndale left for India and asked Mrs. Gratton to speak with 

Keough and O’Brien. 

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 4, 2008, Vol. 275, pp. 145-154. 

 

There is no evidence that Towndale followed up on the accusations against 

the Barbers when he returned from India.   

 

According to the Child File, Keough recommended that no further children be 

placed in the home; however this is not as noble as it appears considering 
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that the Barbers requested the home be closed following the departure of C-

14. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072609  

 

No proper investigation was conducted into the Barber home 

 

Keough testified that when he conducted an investigation into the allegations 

he interviewed other child protection workers and other children who had 

resided in the Barber home while C-14 was there. 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 9, 2008, Vol. 284, pp. 37-41. 

 

One child who was there with C-14 noted that Mrs. Barber beat C-14 with 

whatever she could get her hands on.  She noted there were often bruises.   

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 9, 2008 Vol. 284, pp. 37-41. 

 

On Dec 5, 1977, Keough noted in the Child File that “the foster parents were 

sometimes too hard physically on C-14 when punishing.  However, the lad 

would drive them to it.” 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 9, 2008, Vol. 284, pp. 37-41. 

 

Given C-14’s allegations that Keough not only had knowledge of the abuse, 

but also ignored it, justified it, and even encouraged it, we submit that it was 

wholly unacceptable for Keough to be conducting an investigation into the 

home itself. 

 

Towndale testified that the observations the children were making were the 

complete opposite of the observations that the child protection workers were 

making.  Towndale did not direct the investigation of the Barber home, but 

rather Keough undertook the investigation on his own initiative. Towndale 

acknowledged that this was unusual and conceded that perhaps the 

investigation should have been turned over to the Protection Department.  
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Towndale testified that Keough should have come back and reported to a 

supervisor. 

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 4, 2008, Vol. 275, pp. 156-157 

 

When Towndale returned from abroad he made no effort to follow up on the 

investigation or ensure that the investigation has been conducted properly. 

 

Towndale testified that he told C-14 that he believed him and that as a result 

the Barber residence would be closed.  Towndale did not have any further 

contact with C-14.  This accords with C-14’s memory as he testified that he 

was informed by Mr. Towndale that the Barber home had been “blacklisted”.   

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 12, 2008, Vol. 281, pp. 19-29 

Evidence of C-14 June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 59. 

 

Even though the foster home had been closed because of allegations of 

physical abuse, of which there was supporting evidence, Towndale testified 

that he did not instruct a worker to contact the police regarding C-14’s 

allegations.  

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 12, 2008 Vol. 281, pp. 19-29. 

 

Furthermore, according to the CAS Termination Report, no charges were laid 

by police.  These allegations were not substantiated as abuse, although there 

were concerns regarding excessive physical punishment.   

Exhibit 529, Document 115357  

 

In 2001, when the CPS was investigating C-14’s complaints against the 

Barbers, Detective Constable Ralko’s spoke with Keough, who stated that he 

did not have an independent recollection of C-14.  Keough stated that if he 

closed the home there must have been a good reason because he did not 

take closing a home lightly. 

Exhibit 541, Document 123686, Batespage 1148912  

 

Keough testified that he remembered officer Ralko calling him with regards to 

a complaint by C-14. Keough testified that he did not remember C-14 at the 
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time that Ralko called because he left the agency at the age of 40 after 

working for 20 years under very traumatic experiences.  He started at the 

seminary and had a nervous breakdown and had spent a year in counseling.  

He tried as much as possible to put everything behind him.  Years passed 

and then Ralko called him and ask him about C-14’s case and nothing came 

to mind.  He claims he did not intentionally mislead Officer Ralko.  We submit 

Keough’s explanation is not credible, much like much of his evidence relating 

to his management of C-14’s care. 

Evidence of Bryan Keough, October 10, 2008, Vol. 285, pp. 111-112 

  

C-14 did not receive medical attention 

 

C-14 claims that he sustained a number of injuries that were reported to 

Keough in the fall of 1977, three months after he was removed from the 

Barber home.  C-14 testified that he informed Keough that he was kicked in 

the testicles with steel toed boots until he urinated blood and had a herniated 

testicle.  He almost drowned in cow urine and spent time in Winchester 

Memorial Hospital.  He was beaten over the skull until he was on the verge of 

unconsciousness and he was chased around with horsewhips and thrasher 

belts. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 49-50 

 

C-14 also spoke with Towndale about the abuse at the Barber home.  Despite 

these shocking allegations and significant injuries, Towndale testified that he 

did not seek medical attention for C-14. 

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 12, 2008, Vol. 281, pp. 19-29 

 

Furthermore, Ian MacLean testified that when he took over C-14’s file he 

would have known of the alleged severe physical abuse by the Barbers.  He 

does not recall taking C-14 for medical examination concerning his 

headaches.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 50-54 
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C-14 testified that he wasn’t believed the first time he spoke of the physical 

abuse.  He explained that since his allegations of physical abuse were not 

believed, he reasoned that there was no way they would believe allegations 

of sexual abuse.   

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 48-49. 

 

C-14 reports sexual abuse to the CAS 

 

C-14 testified that he made a phone call to Keough in the 1980s.  At this 

time, C-14 reported to Keough that he had been sexually abused by Arthur 

Sypes and Frank Rolland.  The phone call lasted 20 minutes and Keough was 

unresponsive for the duration of the call.  C-14 eventually hung up and no 

one at CAS ever followed-up with him.  

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, pp. 84-87. 

 

Keough testified that he does not recall receiving a phone call from C-14 in 

1981 or 1982 about abuse he suffered by Arthur Sypes and Frank Rolland.  

Keough would have been working for CAS at that time.  

Evidence of Bryan Keough,  October 10, 2008, Vol. 285, pp. 112-121. 

 

Abuse by Frank Rolland 

 

C-14 testified that when he was at the MacIntosh home they allowed a man 

from Montreal named Frank Rolland to keep honeybees on their property. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 48. 

 

C-14 testified that Rolland, who was 60 years old, told C-14 that he had 

trouble lifting the supers of honey and that if C-14 helped him that he would 

buy C-14 a dirt bike at the end of the season. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 69. 

 

C-14 testified that Rolland approached the CAS at the end of the season in 

1978 about taking C-14 to Montreal to meet his wife and son.  There was a 
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list of activities they had planned and they were going to look at dirt bikes 

and Mr. Rolland said he had made arrangements to purchase one. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 69 

 

C-14 testified that Rolland got a letter of permission from the CAS that 

allowed him to take C-14 to Montreal.  C-14 remembers looking at the letter 

and confirming that permission had been given for him to go with Rolland. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol., 116, pp. 70-71 

 

While in Montreal, Mr. Rolland gave C-14 a cup of coffee.  C-14 immediately 

began to feel very strange.  Mr. Rolland was sitting on the picnic table with 

him and Mr. Rolland nudged his way over and started rubbing C-14’s back.  

C-14 was very dizzy and asked Mr. Rolland what was going on.  Mr. Rolland 

told him to relax and that he was good with his hands.  Mr. Rolland openly 

admitted that he had put Valium in C-14’s coffee.  C-14 passed out. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 72 

 

C-14 testified that he woke up the next day in bed and his clothing was 

disheveled.  He was also physically sore. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 75 

 

C-14 testified that on the way back to the MacIntosh’s residence, Rolland 

parked on the side of the road and sexually molested C-14 again.  He did not 

tell anyone about the abuse at that time. 

Evidence of C-14, June 18, 2007, Vol. 116, p. 75 

 

C-14 testified that it was not until years later when he had flashbacks that he 

remembered the extent of Mr. Rolland’s assaulting him while they were in 

Montreal. 

 Evidence of C-14, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, p. 2-3 
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Permission should not have been granted without a thorough review of 

Rolland’s suitability to care for children  

 

Ian MacLean testified that C-14 befriended a bee keeper while at the 

MacIntosh home named Frank Rolland (age 60) in the summer of 1978. C-14 

was 15 going on 16 that summer and he thinks C-14 went to Montreal three 

or four times. 

 Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 36-44. 

 

MacLean acknowledged that C-14 testified he had only gone to Montreal once 

with Mr. Rolland and that it is possible that he, MacLean, was mistaken on 

this point. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 58 

 

MacLean testified that he believed he interviewed Mr. Rolland at CAS in 

Cornwall.  The interview was to discuss C-14 and share some information.  

Rolland wanted to take C-14 to his home in Montreal and show him around.  

He needed permission to do this.  Mr. O’Brien would then sign off on the 

permission. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 36-44 

 

MacLean testified that he did not witness C-14 and Mr. Rolland together 

before Mr. Rolland came to the CAS office.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, p. 38 

 

MacLean testified that he specifically recalled giving Frank Rolland the form 

before the trip to Montreal.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 55-61. 

 

MacLean testified that apart from talking to the Macintoshes he did not ask 

for any references from Rolland.  He did not do a search of the local CAS’ 

records to see if his name came up.  He did not contact the CAS in Montreal 

where Rolland lived.  He did not contact the police. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 62-66. 
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It is shocking that the CAS would allow a ward to travel out of the province 

with a man that they had no information on, apart from what the foster 

parents told them.  Ian MacLean only met with Rolland once before the trip 

and did not observe him with C-14.  He did not do any searches of Mr. 

Rolland’s name in the CAS records to see if he was known to the Society in 

any way.  Even if a permission to travel slip was completed and signed off 

on, a records check should have taken place and Mr. Rolland should have 

been thoroughly investigated. 

 

We submit that in cases of wardship the CAS becomes, in effect, a de-facto 

parent to the child and has a responsibility to safeguard the child from harm. 

No parent in the world would let a stranger take their child to Montreal for 

the weekend and nor should CAS. 

 

CAS failed to follow-up on reports of strange sexual behaviour 

 

When Rolland and C-14 returned from Montreal, Rolland reported some 

strange sexual behavior on the part of C-14.  Ian MacLean testified that 

Rolland described some troubling sexual behavior that he observed in C-14 

while in Montreal.  MacLean did not explore this subject further with Rolland.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 46-47 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072610 

 

MacLean testified that this behavior was totally unusual for C-14.  He had not 

seen anything like this sexual behavior described anywhere in the file.  

MacLean testified that he did not consider this to be an indication of sexual 

abuse and that it did not enter his mind at the time. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 50-51. 

 

MacLean testified that he did not think that Rolland had something to do with 

C-14’s alleged behavior as it “was not in his character.”  He remembered Mr. 

Rolland as being a very mild-mannered man.  MacLean conceded that he 
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knew virtually nothing of Rolland and was certainly not in a position to 

comment on the man’s character. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, p. 51ff 

 

Towndale testified that if what Rolland was saying about C-14 masturbating 

in front of him is true, then C-14 may have needed counseling. If what 

Rolland is saying is not true, that is also a concern.  Either way, there should 

probably have been a follow-up.   

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 12, 2008, Vol. 281, pp. 30-37. 

 

Given that C-14 did not have a history of sexualized behaviour, the reports 

by Rolland should have raised a red flag for MacLean and prompted some 

investigation into the matter.  The idea that Rolland could advise MacLean of 

such concerning behaviour on the part of C-14 and that the CAS would not 

follow up on it in any way is most distressing. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that in hindsight when he received the information 

from Mr. Rolland he should have brought it to C-14’s attention.  He has no 

recollection if he did or did not.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 64 

 

If C-14 had a chance to address the allegations made by Mr. Rolland he may 

have been able to disclose the abuse at that time as well.  C-14 testified that 

inappropriate behavior that Mr. Rolland’s described was never brought to his 

attention. 

 Evidence of C-14, June 19, 2007, Vol. 117, pp. 18-19  

 

Ian MacLean testified that he acknowledged that it is possible that C-14’s 

history would have changed if he had been told of the allegations made by 

Rolland and he had an opportunity to deny them.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 62-66. 
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Adequate counseling was never provided to C-14 

 

Ian MacLean testified that he made an appointment for C-14 to have a 

psychological assessment with Diane Latreille at Cornwall General Hospital 

following some of his behaviors at the Lapensee Home. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 29-35. 

 

With respect to Rolland’s allegations, Ian MacLean testified when the incident 

was reported that C-14 had another appointment set up with Diane Latreille 

in November.  He does not recall taking any steps to alert Latrielle to the 

situation with Mr. Rolland. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, p. 51 

 

Furthermore, MacLean testified that the meeting with Latreille had nothing to 

do with the allegations made by Mr. Rolland. 

Evidence Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 62  

 

The Child File sets out that C-14 had an assessment by Diane Latreille and 

another appointment set for Nov 10, 1978.  It is noted that, if necessary, C-

14 is to be seen by Dr. Khan, a local psychiatrist. 

Exhibit 538, Document 114549, Batespage 1072611 

 

It is apparent that although the first appointment in July took place, the 

second appointment in November did not.  The Child Care Fact Sheet only 

states that there was an evaluation by Latreille on July 13, 1978 (i.e. no appt 

in November).  There is no mention of a second appointment. 

Exhibit 524, Document 114548  

 

Furthermore, MacLean testified that there is no information in the documents 

to suggest that the meeting on November 10, 1978 took place. Additionally, 

he had seen nothing in the file to suggest that the meeting with Dr. Khan.  

 Evidence Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp.62-63 
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C-14 had experienced some very traumatic events and was not provided 

counseling.  Furthermore there were allegations of sexual misbehavior made 

by Mr. Rolland and the CAS did take any steps to have C-14 speak with a 

counselor about this alleged behavior.  If C-14 had a chance to speak with a 

counselor after being sexually abused by Mr. Rolland he may have disclosed 

this abuse and been able to better deal with the abuse.  His history may have 

changed if he had been able to speak with a counselor about the abuse at an 

early age. 

 

ROBERTA ARCHAMBAULT 

 

Abuse in the Hubert home 

 

Roberta Archambault (“Roberta”) was born on May 15, 1965.  She was 

admitted into the care of the CAS on September 3, 1970.  Roberta testified 

that she remained in the care of CAS until 1984. 

  Exhibit 127, document 738545, Batespage 7172778 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69,   p. 6. 

 

Roberta and her sister Jennifer were placed with Mr. and Mrs. Hubert on 

September 3, 1970.  She stayed there until she was moved to the Lapensee 

home in December 1980.  Keough was Roberta’s child care worker from July 

1972 until January 1981.   

Exhibit 2339, Document 738529, Batespage 7170614; and   

Batespage 717035-036 and 7170624 

 

Roberta testified that Mr. Hubert started physically abusing her in the 

summer of 1971.  He started sexually abusing her sometime in 1972, when 

she was 7 or 8 years old. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 16  

and pp. 20-22. 
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Roberta testified that Mr. Hubert physically abused her on a regular basis. 

She was often bruised from the neck down, but her clothing would cover the 

bruising.  The Huberts would not take her to the doctor.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault November 16, 2006 Vol. 69, p. 20. 

 

Roberta testified that the sexual abuse took place when Mr. Hubert took her 

to different places, including the private beach, the garage or on fishing trips.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, pp. 22-23. 

 

Roberta testified that she thinks that Mrs. Hubert knew of the abuse because 

when Roberta was 11 years old, Mrs. Hubert started hitting her in the 

stomach and telling her she would make damn sure Roberta never 

reproduced.   

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, pp. 24-5. 

 

Roberta testified that Mr. Hubert would put a shotgun to her head when she 

cleaned and dusted their bedroom.  Mr. Hubert told Roberta, “I can shoot 

you, bury you in the backyard and since you’re already a problem child and a 

runaway, no one would even bother to look for you”.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 139 

 

Roberta testified that she told Keough about the shotgun incident and 

Keough said he would find out if one had been kept in the house.  She 

further testified that she told CAS worker Mary Miller about the shotgun 

incident on a couple of different occasions.  She also disclosed the shotgun 

incident to Mr. and Mrs. Lapensee, her friend Donna and her sister Jennifer. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 138  

and pp.144-7 

  

Roberta testified that the abuse continued until Mrs. Hubert took her to see a 

doctor named Dr. Gourley just before she left the Hubert home in 1980 at 

age 15.  The abuse stopped at this time. Shortly thereafter, Roberta 

disclosed her physical and emotional abuse to Keough. She did not disclose  
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her sexual abuse at this time.  Keough took no action. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 24 

 

Roberta’s suicide attempt was characterized as physical exertion 

 

The CAS failed to respond when Roberta was placed in the hospital after an 

apparent suicide. Roberta testified that she was admitted to the hospital 

when she was 11 years old because she had tried to kill herself, by taking a 

bunch of pills after the Huberts told her she was no longer allowed to go on a 

weekend trip with their son.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 25 

 

Roberta testified that the son that she was going to visit was married and 

she thought that he was going rescue her from the Hubert household.  When 

she was not permitted to go with him she lost hope and tried to kill herself 

by taking dozens of pills from the medicine cabinet. Roberta recalled 

hospitalized for two to three days following the incident. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 26 

 

Roberta testified that she later found out that people discussed her 

hospitalization and were under the impression that it was a cheerleading 

accident. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006 Vol. 69, p. 28. 

 

According to Roberta’s Child File (“Child File”) the hospitalization was 

recorded in her CAS file on October 6, 1976.  It was noted that she was 

admitted to the Winchester Memorial Hospital with convulsions. She was kept 

overnight for observation and referred to Dr. Gourley on October 12, 1976, 

whose impressions were as follows: “Probable syncope following cheerleading 

and hand standing due to excitement outdoors: 1) to carry on full activities 

2) observe for any other episode 3) report at once any other episode 4) EEG, 

x-rays, and blood chemistry not necessary at this time.   
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Report being sent to Dr. Hauze.”  

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170630  

 

It seems improbable, to the say the least, that Roberta would suffer 

convulsions due to cheerleading.  Keough had been told of the abuse Roberta 

was suffering and took no steps to remove her from the home.  At the time 

of her hospitalization, he would have surely recognized the possibility that 

she had tried to harm herself and yet he took no steps to alert doctors to 

Roberta’s problems or to assist her in any way. 

 

Keough did nothing to help Roberta 

 

Roberta testified that Keough came and spoke to her at the school once or 

twice a week for almost three months.  According to Roberta, Keough would 

sign her out of school and then they would sit in his car.  Roberta testified 

that she called Keough every time there was an incident in the Hubert home.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 35  

and p. 89 

 

This does not accord with her Child File,  which states that from April 14, 

1976 to October 23, 1978 Keough indicated that he visited Roberta and the 

foster parents’ home every sixth month. There was also telephone contact.   

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170630  

 

According to the Child File for the period of October 3, 1980 to October 23, 

1980 Keough noted that he visited with Roberta and her foster parents 

approximately every third month. It is noted that he visited Roberta at school 

twice.  

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170630  

 

Keough testified that it would not have happened that he met with Roberta 

twice a week for two to three months and if it did happened that agency 

would have gotten a call from the school because they frowned upon 
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removing a child from the classroom.  Additionally, it would also have taken 

a half an hour to get to the school. 

Evidence Keough, October 10, 2008, Vol. 285, pp. 132-3. 

 

Roberta’s apparent confusion about the frequency of Keough’s visits should 

not suggest that they did not meet more often than is reflected in the file.  

Roberta testified to specific memories of having disclosed the abuse to 

Keough and described the details of those disclosures, including their location 

and general timing.   

 

Removal from the Hubert home  

 

Roberta testified that she was involved in a physical altercation with another 

girl at school when she was in grade 10.  Shortly after this incident she called 

Keough and told him about the abuse.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006 Vol. 69, p. 34 

 

Roberta testified that she remembered sometime in December 1980, after 

her last meeting with Keough, that she was told to bring all of her boxes and 

stuff from the basement and that someone was going to come and get her. 

She was told that she would no longer be living at the Huberts.  Roberta 

stated that her sister moved out of the home a little while later.  

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69, p. 38. 

 

The Child File indicates that through the year (1980), CAS was having major 

problems with Roberta in the Hubert home. It came to a point where the 

foster parents were giving up in despair and requesting her removal as they 

could no longer cope with her constant lying, making up stories, complaining, 

fighting, yelling and stealing, picking on Betty, etc…. This happened on April 

12, 1980, at which time Keough brought Roberta’s case before their 

admission and placement committee. 

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170633 
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According to the Child File on April 14, 1980, Roberta requested that she not 

be moved immediately due to her school year. Mr. and Mrs. Hubert agreed 

that the interruption at that time could do her harm.   

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170632  

 

According to the Child File despite the fact that Roberta moved to the 

Lapensee Group Home on Dec 18, 1980 as a six month temporary 

placement, within three months of her arrival she adamantly refused to 

return to the Hubert home.  

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170636 

 

Abuse not mentioned in file 

 

Roberta’s Child File does not mention the physical and sexual abuse that she 

suffered from while at the Hubert home.  The Child File focuses on Roberta’s 

misbehavior and concerns about her becoming sexually aware and 

promiscuous.   

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170629 

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 71706351 

 

In addition to Roberta’s supposed promiscuity, Mrs. Hubert also identified 

several other problem areas including: lying, stealing, manipulation and 

selfishness.  

Exhibit 2339 and 2355, Document 738529, Batespage 7170631-33 

 

No psychological assessment of Roberta 

 

Given that the Child File notes that Mrs. Hubert and the CAS feared that 

Roberta was promiscuous and sexually aware, the CAS should have made an 

appointment for Roberta to have see a counselor or have a psychological 

assessment.  This was not done. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that CAS did not immediately arrange for a 

psychological assessment for Roberta, although there was a referral in April 
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1983.  MacLean admitted that arranging for a psychologist appointment 

would have been prudent at the time. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 62-63 

 

Problems with the Lapensee group home 

 

Ian MacLean testified that Roberta was removed from the Hubert home in 

December 1980 and was placed in the Lapensee group home. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 247-257. 

 

According to the Lapensee Group Home File (“Lapensee File”) Ed and Alice 

Lapensee were running the group home and had previously been foster 

parents.  The supervisors in the home were their children, Larry Lapensee 

and Kathy Lerner, who were responsible for developing a program for each 

care child, recreation programs and seeing that house rules were followed. 

Exhibit 2405, Document 738539, Batespage 7179872-4  

 

According to Cindy Hartle’s Child File she was admitted into the care of the 

CAS on September 15, 1977 when she was fourteen years old.  Her wardship 

was terminated on June 18, 1980.  On November 16, 1979 Cindy Hartle and 

Brian Lapensee ran away together to Lethbridge, Alberta after she became 

pregnant with his child.   

Exhibit 2406, Document 200027, Batespage 7173126, 7173129, 7173131  

 

We submit that the pregnancy of a 16-year-old CAS ward should have 

prompted the investigation and subsequent closure of the Lapensee home. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that he was the childcare worker and family service 

worker for Cindy Hartle when she left for Alberta with Brain Lapensee.  She 

had become a crown ward on October 17, 1979, a month before she left the 

Lapensee home.  When she ran away they lost touch with her completely, 

which was a great concern for CAS.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289 
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According to the Lapensee Home File in 1985, Ian MacLean noted that apart 

from the excellent care provided in the home there has been one reoccurring 

negative theme throughout the six years he had worked in the home. Very 

early on in the group home relationship, the female wards complained that 

Brian Lapensee (youngest son of Ed and Alice) was attempting to have 

sexual play with them. At that point, Brian was about 16 years of age and 

was given a firm warning. In the fall of 1979 Brian again came to their 

attention when he left the home with a 16 year old ward who became 

pregnant by him and moved with him to the West. On Brian’s return to the 

home, he became involved in drugs and drinking and was warned that should 

he have further involvement with our girls he may be charged and the home 

closed. 

Exhibit 2394, Document 738539, Batespage 7170904  

 

It appears that the CAS was aware of the numerous allegations against Brian 

and they are written off as “sexual play, when in fact the allegations amount 

to sexual assault in cases where the child is under 16 years of age.  

Furthermore, the CAS was responsible for the wards and should have been 

concerned about any sexual play occurring in the home even if the girls were 

over 16 years old. 

 

Brian Lapensee was warned when he returned to the home in 1979 not to 

have any further contact with the girls or he may be charged and the home 

closed.  From the recording it is apparent that other female wards 

complained about Brian after he returned in 1979 and the home was not 

immediately closed nor was Brian ever charged. 

 

Even more shocking is that the CAS was aware that Brian was not the first 

Lapensee son to impregnate a female ward.   

 

Ian MacLean testified that a 15-year-old ward was placed in the Lapensee 

home in late December 1974.   
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In late 1975 or 1976, she developed a crush on the second-oldest boy, 

“Gary” (sic) and became pregnant by him.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 13-28 

 

MacLean testified that the second-oldest boy was in fact named Larry 

Lapensee.  He assumes this is an error in the file and it should read Larry, 

not Gary.  Larry would have been 20 years old at the time.  As noted above, 

Larry Lapensee was later a staff member at the group home. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 27 

 

Ian MacLean testified that it was noted in a CAS wards Admission Social 

History that “in later June 1976, Mr. and Mrs. Lapensee became suspicious 

about the girl’s weight and it was discovered that she had become pregnant 

by their son Gary.  Initially they did not know who the father was, but when 

they discovered it they asked us to have the girl removed as soon as 

possible.”  It is noted that she moved to a home for unwed mothers.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 28. 

Exhibit 2407, Document 200008 

 

Two of the Lapensee sons, Brian and Larry, impregnated female wards while 

they were at the group home.  The CAS did nothing in either case to protect 

the remaining wards that were in the group home.  The CAS also failed to 

close the group home after either of these pregnancies.   

 

Ian MacLean testified that this should have been taken seriously at the time 

and the group home should have been closed.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 29-30 

 

MacLean did not know any of this when dealing with the Lapensees at the 

time, as the Lapensee Home File did not reference these occurrences.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 13-28. 
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The CAS cases examined at the Inquiry are plagued by poor record-keeping, 

the potentially devastating consequences of which are best illustrated by the 

Lapensee home file. 

 

In 1982, another serious incident involving Brian Lapensee was downplayed  

 

On November 30, 1982, it was reported that a 15-year-old (who is not 

monikered) placed in the Lapensee Group Home, disclosed to her mother 

that Brian Lapensee had sexually molested her.  The girl’s mother reported 

the abuse to CAS worker Mary Miller. 

Exhibit 129, Document 738539, Batespage 7170822   

 

As a result of this information, the CAS interviewed several girls in the home 

who indicated that Brian had grabbed their breasts.  There is a reference to 

one girl sleeping with Brian, who was 21 years old at the time. 

Exhibit 129, Document 738539, Batespage 7170822-5   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 66-73. 

 

The Lapensee Home File states that the 15 year old girl reported being raped 

at knifepoint at a graveyard on two occasions and only one was reported to 

the social worker. Nicole Lapensee, who was a worker at the group home and 

Brian’s sister, “reminded Mary that [the 15 year old girl] has gotten herself 

into similar situations before – once in the community when she left without 

permission and joined a bunch of guys in a graveyard and when things got 

physical she came back crying ‘rape’.”  

Exhibit 129, Document 738539, Batespage 7170824   

 

Ian MacLean testified that it was noted in the file that the girls were 

promiscuous.  MacLean agreed when testifying that there was no indication 

that the sexual conduct was consensual.  MacLean also acknowledged that if 

a girl is promiscuous that does not excuse Brian’s behaviour.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 74-79 

 



 

 119 

The CAS interviewed a number of female wards at the time who indicated 

that Brian Lapensee had sexually assaulted them.  Despite the fact that 

Lapensee had a long history of sexual impropriety with the wards in the 

Group Home, and surely did not deserve the benefit of the doubt, the CAS 

appeared to go out of its way to put the character of the victims ‘on trial’. 

 

As a result of these disclosures, the CAS did place some restrictions on 

Brian’s contact with female wards; however, they did little to ensure that he 

stayed in line. 

 

MacLean testified that he had many discussions with Brian and his parents.  

On November 30th there was an interview with Mr. and Mrs. Lapensee and 

they indicated that Brian was not allowed at the group home, nor were the 

girls allowed at the farmhouse (another Lapensee property). 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 66-73 

 

It is noted in the Lapensee Home File that the CAS recommendations 

included: 1) That a letter of warning under section 46(c) of the Child Welfare 

Act be sent to Brian 2) That the Ministry be notified 3) That Ed and Alice be 

sent a copy of letter. 

Exhibit 2399, Document 738539, Batespage 7170825  

 

The Lapensees were aware of these recommendations.  In a letter to Alice 

and Ed Lapensee on December 7, 1982, Ian MacLean stated that he had 

recommended that Brian never be allowed on group home premises, that if 

Brian should move back to the area that they will notify the CAS 

immediately, that all incidents be reported to CAS social immediately and 

that the daily log be kept up to date. 

Exhibit 2396, Document 738539, Batespage 7170926-7 

 

In a letter to Robert Nadon from Tom O’Brien on December 6, 1982, he 

noted that they were waiting for a new address for Mr. Brian Lapensee in 

Toronto.  Brian Lapensee had taken a hotel room and had not established a 
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mailing address.  It was further stated in the letter that Mr. MacLean and Mr. 

O’Brien met with the Crown Attorney and it was felt that no further legal 

action was to be taken. 

Exhibit 129, Document 738539, Batespage 7170918 

 

Ian MacLean testified that in 1982 Ms. Miller and MacLean were of the mind 

that they hoped some charges would be laid.  They reported back to Mr. 

O’Brien.  On December 1, 1982, MacLean made it clear that he thought 

charges should be laid. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 74-79. 

 

Ian MacLean further testified that he had attended the meeting with Mr. 

O’Brien and the Crown Attorney on December 6th.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 80-86. 

 

Furthermore, in a letter from Robert Nadon to Tom O’Brien on December 14, 

1982, he stated that based on the information provided that the children are 

no longer at risk. 

Exhibit 2396, Document 738539, Batespage 7170932  

 

MacLean testified that the policy at the time was to notify the Ministry within 

24 hours and this was done.  He does not think the police were ever 

contacted. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 80-86 

 

The CAS met with the Crown Attorney and decided not to press charges 

against Brian Lapensee at that time and the police were not notified.  The 

CAS also felt that there were no longer any children at risk.  This is after two 

of the Lapensee sons have impregnated female wards and a number of wards 

had complained that Brian had sexually assaulted them.  Telling Brian 

Lapensee to stay away from his parents’ home was a very weak way to 

protect the wards.  The police should have been notified because there was a 

report of a sexual assault.  It would then have been left up to the police to 

determine if charges should be laid.  
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Ian MacLean testified that he does not recall a discussion at CAS at this time 

about closing the home.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 87-96 

 

Roberta returns to the group home after allegations 

 

It is noted in the Child File that on December 2, 1982, after staying with her 

mother, “Bertie returned to the Lapensee Group Home in Martintown quite 

happily, saying she felt more at home with Ed and Alice than she had ever 

felt with anyone else. However, Bertie had returned just days after CAS had 

done a Serious Occurrence Report Investigation, regarding several 

allegations that Brian Lapensee had made several sexual advances towards 

various female wards at the group home. The end result was that Brian was 

forbidden from having any contacts with the Group Home residents and that 

no CAS ward was to make any visits to the farm home where Brian resided. 

This upset Bertie considerably because she denied Brian had ever made any 

advances towards her and also because she had returned to the Group Home 

planning that she could eventually “graduate” to the Lapensee family home 

and from there find a sense of family belonging.” 

Exhibit 2239, Document 738529, Batespage 7170636   

 

Roberta testified that she denied that Brian Lapensee had made any sexual 

advances towards her because she did not think she had anywhere else to 

go. Roberta stated that she did not want to live on the streets again, so when 

she was asked about Brian Lapensee by Mary Miller she denied it.  Mary 

Miller did not meet with her alone and the Lapensees were always within 

earshot. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69,     pp. 52-54. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that he believes that Roberta’s desire to graduate to 

the Lapensee home and her desperate desire to belong to a family had an 
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impact on what she said about Brian.  He believes that she held back 

information because she didn’t want to hurt Alice and Ed.   

  Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, p. 34 

 

We submit that it would have been prudent for the CAS to explore this issue 

with Roberta while the Lapensees were out of earshot. 

 

Despite the restrictions, Roberta spends Christmas with the Lapensee family 

 

Ian MacLean testified that Roberta was given permission to spend Christmas 

in 1982 with the Lapensee family.  According to MacLean, it was a dilemma 

because they knew how much Roberta wanted to be part of a family, but 

they also knew about the problems with Brian.  

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 97-105. 

 

It is noted in the Child File that by special agreement, signed by Ed 

Lapensee, Ian MacLean and Roberta, it was agreed she could spend 

Christmas 1982 (2 days and 1 night) with the Lapensee family on condition 

that the parents provide constant supervision and ensure Brian was not 

allowed to be with Roberta.  

Exhibit 2393, Document 738529, Batespage 7170637  

 

On December 22, 1982 Tom O’Brien wrote a letter to Ed Lapensee giving his 

permission for Roberta to stay at the house.  He stated “may I stress to you 

our disapproval of any contact Brian may have with any of our female wards 

placed at Carenick Group Home. I trust that you and Mr. MacLean will be 

able to rectify this situation early in the New Year to both our satisfaction.” 

Exhibit 2399, Document 738539, Batespage 7170925  

 

It is ridiculous that two days after a letter is sent to Brian Lapensee stating 

that he was not to have contact with the girls at the group home that the 

CAS allowed Roberta to stay overnight at the farm house knowing that Brian 

Lapensee would be there.  
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Serious occurrence involving Roberta in 1983 

 

It is noted in the Child File that following a visit with her married sister 

Jennifer during March break 1983, Roberta alone returned to the group home 

early while all others continued home visits until April 4, 1983. During Easter 

weekend in April 1983, the Lapensees included Roberta in their family plans, 

including having her stay with them at the farm, where Brian was also 

staying, and accompanying them to an extended family dinner and party on 

Easter Sunday. While many in attendance were drinking heavily, Roberta 

became angered with what she later reported were continuing and frequent 

sexual advances by Brian. 

Exhibit 2393, Document 738529 Batespage 7170637  

 

According to the Child File, in fact, by admission of Ed Lapensee and others 

in attendance, this turned into a major family argument resulting in Bertie 

being accused of lying by Alice Lapensee and Brian and his cousin Pierre 

having a physical altercation. 

Exhibit 2393, Document 738529 Batespage 7170637 

 

According to the Lapensee Home File, the following Tuesday Mary Miller 

received a call from Roberta, who had overdosed on aspirin the night before. 

Mary Miller took Roberta to the hospital. 

Exhibit 131, Document 738539, Batespage 7170817  

 

At this time, Roberta acknowledged that the accusations made by other girls 

in November 1982 against Brian Lapensee were true and admitted that she 

had previously denied it because she was hoping to become part of the 

family. 

Exhibit 131, Document 738539, Batespage 7170819 

 

Ian MacLean testified that there had been no agreement for Roberta to stay 

at the farmhouse over Easter and that he would have expected the 

Lapensees or Roberta to notify him of this. 
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Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 106-115. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that after this incident there was a meeting and it was 

decided that the home should be closed. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 106-115 

 

Ian MacLean testified that following the overdose episode there was an effort 

made to refer Roberta to Dr. Manigat.  He “thinks” she received counseling. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 135-142 

 

Roberta testified that she was not offered counseling or help by the CAS.  

She feels that counseling should have been offered to her and cannot 

understand why it was not. 

Evidence of Roberta Archambault, November 16, 2006, Vol. 69,   p. 60. 

 

Brian Lapensee gets away with it again 

 

In a letter to Alan Ain on April 22, 1983, Tom O’Brien tells the Crown that he 

does not think it necessary to pursue charges because 1) the nature of the 

sexual advance does not seem too serious 2) since the advance in question 

was one more in a series of inappropriate advances we see it as the straw 

that broke the camels back 3) home is closed and all girls removed.  

Exhibit 133, Document 738539, Batespage 7170909  

 

Ian MacLean testified that Alan Ain was one of the Crown Attorneys. He 

further testified that again the police were not contacted, just the Crown 

Attorney. MacLean did not speak to Mr. Ain. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 116-124. 

 

Ian MacLean testified that no one checked with the rest of the girls in that 

home from 1977-1983 to see if they had suffered sexual advances.  This 

would have been done today. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 116-124. 
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Ian MacLean acknowledged that according to Exhibit 25, which was a 

document prepared by the Ministry of the Community and Social Services in 

February 1981, at that time if a complaint came in about abuse by a 

caregiver, the worker was to call the police and canvas their opinion.  This 

was not done on his side at that time. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 199-203 

 

Ian MacLean testified that there was no police investigation for any of the 

three incidents. The police were never called and the allegations were never 

investigated by the police.  As a result, Brian, who should have been 

investigated, was free to go without any indication on his police file that he 

had been investigated.  If Brian had been picked up by the police for sex 

abuse, there would be nothing to indicate he was ever investigated. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 196-214 

 

Ian MacLean testified that there was never a recommendation from him that 

the police should be involved. The Ministry never recommended that the 

police should be involved. The Crown never recommended it was 

inappropriate that the CAS was coming directly to them and not the police. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 17, 2008, Vol. 289, pp. 211-214. 

 

As numerous sexual assaults had occurred in the home the police should 

have been notified.  The police should have had complete discretion in terms 

of laying charges in this matter; however, the CAS and the Crown took 

matters into their own hands. 

 

The Lapensees slip away quietly 

 

According to the Lapensee Home File, two serious occurrence reports had 

been received by the CAS, both involving Brian Lapensee and sexual 

advances towards our wards. As a result they saw no other possible 

alternative than to close the home so to protect our wards from Brian. 

Exhibit 135, Document 738539, Batespage 7170904  
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The Lapensees sent in a resignation letter on April 11, 1983.  It does not 

contain anything about any wrongdoing.  They were asked for a letter of 

resignation.   

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 125-134. 

Exhibit 2400, Document 738539, Batespage 7170906  

 

Ian MacLean testified that he now believes that they should have closed this 

group home earlier. The parents were not taking responsibility for their son. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 135-142. 

 

The home should have been closed when the first incident of sexual abuse 

was reported.  In this case, the foster parents were able to resign without 

having to take any responsibility for the harm causing by their sons. 

 

Missing pages in the group home file 

  

Ian MacLean was unable to explain during his testimony why there are no 

notes in the Lapensee home file from 1973-1985.  The final entry in the file 

came two years after the home is closed.  MacLean conceded that the file 

should include entries during that period. 

Evidence of Ian MacLean, October 16, 2008, Vol. 288, pp. 125-134. 

 

JEAN-LUC LEBLANC 

 

Investigation into the 1986 Allegations with CPS and CAS 

 

The CAS first became aware of Jean-Luc Leblanc in January 1986.  The CAS’s 

negligence in handling the Leblanc case allowed him to abuse children over 

an extended period of time.  If the JLL situation had been dealt with properly 

in 1986, he may not have had the opportunity to re-offend in the future.  
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According to Burgess Family File, Leblanc was first reported to the CAS on 

January 24, 1986, when Lorne Lawson, a superintendent at the County Board 

of Education, called the agency to discuss a sexual abuse case that was 

disclosed by a teacher.  Dawn Raymond, a former teacher of Scott Burgess, 

revealed that he and a friend (Jason Tyo) were involved sexually with a man 

named Jean-Luc Leblanc.  

Exhibit 99, Document 737254, Batespage 7152068  

 

Bill Carriere testified that this was the first time that Leblanc came to the 

attention of the CAS. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 40-44. 

 

According to the Burgess Family File, Scott Burgess was interviewed at the 

school by a CAS worker.  During the interview Scott Burgess revealed that 

his brother Jody had also been abused.  The CAS visited the Burgess home 

and informed the parents what was happening.  The parents were shocked 

and indicated that one of their older sons had been molested and one of their 

daughters had also been sexually assaulted. Mrs. Burgess indicated that she 

herself was a victim at age 7.  

Exhibit 99, Document 737254, Batespage 7152068-9 

 

Bill Carriere testified that on January 24, 1986, the CAS also interviewed 

Scott Burgess and the teacher Dawn Raymond at the CAS office. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 40-44. 

 

Bill Carriere testified that there were three interviews in one day with Scott.  

There was no policy at that time about not interviewing children of sexual 

abuse too many times although victims particularly object to being re-

interviewed on the same information. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 45-47. 

 

The Burgess boys were not the only victims of Leblanc’s that came to light on 

January 24, 1986.  Carriere testified that victims from two families were 

identified that day.  The Tyo family was interviewed by Bruce Duncan on a 
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February 3, 1986 during a home visit.  Bruce Duncan was the CAS worker 

who was assigned the matter by Bill Carriere.  The first contact with the Tyo 

family was Jan 31, 1986 by phone. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 51-55. 

 

At this time the CAS and the CPS were in contact with each other regarding 

the sexual abuse allegations.  Brian Payment was the CAS’s contact at the 

CPS for this matter.   According to Brian Duncan’s notes, the CAS did a home 

visit with the Burgess Family on February 3, 1986.  Bruce Duncan called 

Brian Payment on February 11, 1986 and Brian Payment stated that Jason 

Tyo unwillingly gave a statement.  

Exhibit 2296, Document 737505  

 

According to the Burgess Family File, Brian Payment took statements from 

Jason Tyo and from Jody Burgess.  Based on these statements Payment 

charged Leblanc with three counts of indecent assault.  It was noted that at 

the time it appeared that Leblanc was going to plead guilty. 

Exhibit 99, Document 737254, Batespage 7152069  

 

When investigating the allegations, the CAS and CPS were not 

communicating effectively.  Towndale testified that they always liked to do 

joint investigations in these cases and they would prefer the police working 

together.  He told Bruce Duncan that since the CPS allowed the CAS to do 

the investigation, to go ahead and do that one, rather than waiting for the 

police. 

Evidence of Angelo Towndale, September 5, 2008 Vol. 276, p. 71 

 

Towndale’s decision to permit Duncan to proceed on his own and Duncan’s 

subsequent failure to provide the information he gathered to CPS Payment 

compromised the police investigation and may have had an impact on the 

charges that were laid against Leblanc. 
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Brian Payment testified that he had Bruce Duncan that he preferred if he 

questioned the witnesses.  When Brian Payment reviewed Bruce Duncan’s 

notes in preparation for the Inquiry, it became apparent that Duncan got a 

lot more information from Scott Burgess than he was able to get.  Payment 

testified that he did not get a full briefing from Duncan when they met about 

this matter in 1986.  He conceded that after looking at the information it may 

have affected the direction he went in terms of charging Leblanc.  Payment 

conceded that if he had all of the information at the time he laid the charges 

against Leblanc, this may have played out differently.  

Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008 Vol. 224, pp. 161-164. 

 

Failure to interview all children in the home 

 

Of particular concern to the Victims Group is that the other five children in 

the Burgess family were not interviewed by either the CAS or CPS, including 

Scott and Jody Burgess’ sister Cindy Lebrun-Burgess. Cindy testified that in 

her opinion there should have been further interviews with members of the 

family, particularly as there was a family of seven children and two were 

abused. 

Evidence of Cindy Burgess-Lebrun November 1, 2006 Vol. 63,   

pp. 90; 122-123 

 

While there is no evidence that Duncan even considered the possibility that 

other Burgess children had been abused by Leblanc, Payment testified that 

he asked about other children going to visit Leblanc and assumed that Jean-

Luc Leblanc was involved with boys. Payment also sought to excuse his 

negligence by pointing out that the Burgess father said that Jody and Scott 

were more vulnerable to this and that the other children were stronger.  

However, as we know, the Burgess parents did not know about the abuse of 

Scott and Jody for years and the disclosure of abuse was made to a teacher 

who was trusted and not to the parents.  Neither Payment nor Duncan had 

no reason to believe that the Burgess parents were a reliable source of 
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information about the activities of their children, especially as it related to 

their contacts with Leblanc. 

  Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 p. 55 

 

Bill Carriere testified that although there were four Burgess children in the 

home on January 24th, only two children were interviewed by CAS and CPS 

during their joint work on the file.  The other two were not interviewed 

because they were not identified as victims of Leblanc.  

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, p. 47 

 

As it turned out, Cindy had been victimized by Leblanc at the time of the CPS 

and CAS involvement with her brothers. The Ontario Provincial Police later 

laid charges in relation to her abuse.  

Exhibit 3010, Document 106883 

 

Carriere testified that he regrets that Cindy was not interviewed in light of 

what happened. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 14, 2008, Vol. 286, pp. 104-113 

 

No counseling was provided to the children 

 

Bill Carriere testified that Jason Tyo initially denied being abused and did not 

want counseling.   

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 55-62. 

 

Jason Tyo testified that at the time he was 11 years old and that he believes 

that he should have been persuaded to go to counseling because that is an 

adult decision.  He believes that if CAS had intervened and he was 

encouraged to go into counseling he would not be in half the trouble that he 

is now. 

Evidence of Jason Tyo, October 19, 2006, Vol. 60, pp. 181-2. 

 

During cross-examination, when Tyo was presented with a document that 

stated that his mother felt that he required counseling but that he saw no 
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need, he testified that did not recall any such discussion with his mother.  He 

stated that he does not think that he was in the best position to make the 

decision as to counseling. The decision should have been made by the CAS or 

his parents.   

Evidence of Jason Tyo, October 30, 2006, Vol. 61, pp. 15-19. 

 

To put it kindly, Jason’s mother was not well-equipped to make critical 

decisions relating to her son’s well-being.  The CAS should have recognized 

the Jason’s family situation and taken steps to at least attempt to get Jason 

in to counseling.  The CAS did not at any point approach Jason directly about 

counseling. 

 

According to the Burgess Family File, Mrs. Burgess requested counseling for 

herself and her sons.  She was waiting to hear from the hospital and the 

school.  Scott was referred to the teen boys Family Sexual Abuse Treatment 

Program but declined to become involved. 

Exhibit 99, Document 737254, Batespage 715069-73  

 

Scott testified that the he does not recall his mother or Dawn Raymond 

discussing that he should attend counseling to deal with the abuse that he 

suffered at the hands of Leblanc.  There is no evidence that anyone from the 

CAS discussed the issue of counseling with Scott directly. 

Evidence of Scott Burgess, October 19, 2006 Vol. 60, p. 32. 

 

Jody Burgess testified that he was not offered counseling in 1986, nor was he 

offered counseling during the second prosecution of Leblanc,  

Evidence of Jody Burgess, November 1, 2006, Vol. 63, p. 56. 

 

During cross examination, Jody maintained that he was not offered 

counseling through the school board even after it was pointed out that Bruce 

Duncan allegedly spoke to Lorne Lawson of the Public School Board on 

January 31, 1986 and said that he would arrange counseling for Jody and 

Scott Burgess.   
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Evidence of Jody Burgess, November 1, 2006, Vol. 63, pp. 64-65 

 

Bill Carriere testified that at the time counseling was part of the service plan 

that Bruce Duncan and himself worked on.  At the time when a child had 

experienced coerced or manipulated sexual acts, he would be concerned with 

forcing or manipulating them into counseling.  Steps could be taken to 

encourage them to attend counseling.  He stated that people need to be 

ready for counseling, and their first experience should not be forced as they 

may decide never to do it again in their life.  Carriere could not confirm that 

any steps were taken by the CAS to encourage any of these boys to attend 

counseling. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 55-62 

 

No follow up on Bill McKinnon 

 

Bill Carriere testified that on the June 24th home visit to the Burgess family, 

there was mention of sexual abuse by Bill McKinnon.  Jason Tyo claimed that 

Bill McKinnon took children to his home and abused them.   Jason said Bill 

also had pictures of children. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 63-67. 

 

Bill Carriere testified that Jody Burgess was upset that Scott Burgess and 

Jason Tyo were talking about JLL and thought they were making up the 

stories to blame JLL when it was really Bill McKinnon.  Bill Carriere stated 

that there is often confusion for a victim at the beginning about whether a 

person is a friend or an abuser. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 63-67. 

 

Bill Carriere testified that Bill McKinnon was not investigated at all.  

Constable Payment met with Bill and said he was senile.  Payment warned 

him off and said the police would be watching his house.  Payment also 

mentioned that Bill McKinnon had assaulted all three boys. Carriere 

acknowledged that Bill McKinnon should have been followed up on. 
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Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 68-72. 

 

Further information about Leblanc is received in the mid-1990s 

 

In late 1994 and early 1995 the CAS received information from two separate 

sources that Leblanc had been seen with young boys.  The CAS failed to put 

these two pieces of information together and Leblanc was not investigated at 

this time. 

 

Bill Carriere testified that Fran Lepage took the initial intake notes regarding 

a call from the principal as St. Mary’s separate school regarding Leblanc in 

the fall of 1994.  Fran Lepage was a phone intake worker.   

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 68-72. 

 

Bill Carriere testified that the principal indicated that there was a grade 4 

student with the initials [C-82] who was spending a lot of time with a 54 year 

old man who was buying him gifts.  There was also a concern the boy was 

having inappropriate sexual activity with a relation. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 73-78. 

 

Carriere testified that the principal’s name was Girard and that no one from 

CAS interviewed her. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 164-171. 

 

Carriere testified that there was no further action because the child denied 

the incident with a step-sibling and the mother said she was not concerned 

with the relationship with the 54 year old man.  CAS knew the fellow’s name 

was “Jean-Luc” in October 1994. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 73-78. 

 

Carriere testified that the mother would not give the CAS Jean-Luc’s last 

name.  He also confirmed that although each case is assessed on its own, an 

older man giving presents to children raises a red flag.  

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 79-83. 
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Carriere testified that he does not know if anyone at CAS tried to determine 

who “Jean Luc” was.  The agency knew at this time that Jean-Luc Leblanc 

was a convicted sex offender and he would have been in the child abuse 

registry from 1986.  There is a policy that when someone reports abuse to 

check around to see if the person has a prior history.  Carriere does not see 

any attempts made in this case. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 73-78. 

 

Carriere testified that in 1994 to check out a name, one could go to the log 

book containing a list of suspected and verified abusers.  He confirmed that 

Fran Lepage could have gone through the log book by first name but 

suggested that it would have taken some time.  This was not done. 

  

In a separate incident, according to Fran Lepage’s notes for the period of 

January 9, 1995 to January 25, 1995, she received a call from Valerie Nadon 

(sister of Jody and Scott burgess) who said she saw Leblanc with a boy about 

8 years of age.   Lepage called the CPS and noted that there was a record of 

Leblanc receiving a suspended sentence and 3 years probation in 1986.  She 

then called probation and noted there was no record for Leblanc and that he 

was maybe at another probation office. Fran Lepage got Leblanc’s address at 

the time of offence in 1986 from CPS Officer Brunet.  

Exhibit 2301, Document 115420  

 

Bill Carriere testified that in January 1995 Fran Lepage also got a call from 

Vivian Burgess reporting the Jean-Luc, a convicted sex offender, was seen 

with an 8 year old boy in Zeller’s on January 6th or 7th.  The caller was a 

sister of the Burgess boys.  Vivian Burgess called back on January 10, 1995 

and told the CAS that the person’s surname is Leblanc.  She reiterated that 

he should not be around young boys. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 88-91. 
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Carriere testified that in 1995 when the CAS received information from Mrs. 

Nadon there was a file opened for Jean-Luc Leblanc and a follow up was done 

with the CPS.  This was the first time this file was opened.  The file was 

opened under Leblanc’s name because the names of the children were not 

identified. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 15, 2008 Vol. 287, pp. 198-206. 

 

According to Fran Lepage’s notes, on January 25, 1995 she discussed the 

case with Bill Carriere and the case was closed.  They could not pursue the 

matter because they did not know the whereabouts of Leblanc and there was 

no identifying information on the child Leblanc had been seen with.  There 

were also no allegations of harm to the child that Leblanc was seen with. 

Exhibit P2301, Document 115420  

 

Carriere testified that CAS contacted the CPS and by at least January 19th 

had information that Leblanc was a convicted sex offender.  Despite this 

knowledge, Carriere testified that no action was taken. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 89-90. 

 

Carriere testified that the CAS did not know the whereabouts of Leblanc, 

even after they called the police and the court.  Carriere testified that the file 

was then essentially closed because they did not believe they could find 

Leblanc. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 93-95 

 

Carriere conceded that if the CAS did not have Leblanc’s address at that 

time, they could have done a driver’s license check, but they did not.  

Carriere admitted that the CAS needed to come up with creative ways with 

the police to find people and that they could have done this in 1994 but did 

not.   

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 181-185. 
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Carriere also testified that the CAS was aware that one of the terms of 

Leblanc’s probation was that he was to receive treatment, but they did not 

verify if this happened. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 164-171. 

 

Carriere testified that he does not know if the CAS was linking he calls from 

the school principal and Vivian Burgess at the time.  He stated that perhaps 

Fran Lepage did not make the connections because she had many cases 

referred to her.    

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 92-97. 

 

Bill Carriere acknowledged when he testified that at the time they could have 

met with Leblanc and said they would speak with the parents of the children 

he was seen with if he continued to associate with children. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 193-204. 

 

The CAS did not act at this time on the information it received from multiple 

sources about Leblanc.  As Bill Carriere conceded during his evidence, there 

were many steps that the CAS could have, and should have, taken to track 

down a convicted sex offender who was clearly in close contact with several 

children. 

 

Continued concerns in 1998 about Leblanc with children  

 

In 1998 the CAS was again informed that Leblanc had been seen with 

children and again the CAS failed to do anything to protect the children. 

 

Carriere testified that in September 1998 Lise Stanley of the CAS received a 

call from Vivian Burgess because she had seen Leblanc in the company of 

young boys.  The Report indicated that Leblanc lived in the Newington area.  

This information was known by the CPS and OPP. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 97-99. 
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Carriere testified that Lise Stanley met with him on September 11, 1998 and 

they were going to contact Leblanc but this was never done.  

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008 Vol. 279, pp. 102-4. 

 

According to a CAS profile of Leblanc, on September 14, 1998 Cst. Georges 

Tyo contacted the CAS to share a complaint from Vivian Burgess that Jean-

Luc Leblanc was seen in the company of boys.  Tyo also indicated that this 

material was passed on to Randy Millar of the OPP.  The CAS set out the 

investigation plan and the required response time, which included; plan to 

check CAS records, review file, invite clients in to discuss reported 

information, discuss in supervision; the required response  time was listed as 

“other (cannot exceed 21 days”; no identifying information on victims; or 

injury. 

Exhibit 2302, Document 115409, Batespage 1074133 

 

According to a report of Lise Stanley dated October 2, 1998, she discussed 

the matter with Bill Carriere.  The CAS decided they would contact Leblanc 

and offer that he come into the agency to discuss the concerns that they had 

regarding him associating with young children. 

Exhibit 2303, Document 115410  

 

According to the report of Lise Stanley dated November 11, 1998, the CAS 

contacted the police to obtain further information on Jean Luc Leblanc.  No 

action had been taken on this case as of yet.   

 

The CAS had not received any further information as of yet to indicate that 

any children are at risk under section 37(2) of the CFSA. 

Exhibit 2304, Document 115411  

 

Carriere testified that the plan was to invite Leblanc in and to determine if his 

circumstances had changed.  The eligibility spectrum speaks to whether or 

not people who are offenders and have received treatment pose the same 

risk.  They wanted to verify with Leblanc that treatment had taken place and 
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plan accordingly.  Carriere acknowledged that the meeting with Leblanc 

never happened.  He conceded that it probably did not happen because of 

work load and realized that, in hindsight, Lise Stanley was too busy to do 

these tasks.  Carriere offered that an investigator should have been assigned 

to meet with Leblanc promptly and that they should also have contacted the 

OPP at an early stage to find out what they were going to do. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 10, 2008, Vol. 279, pp. 98-108. 

 

Carriere testified that the problem was with supervision and management 

and he acknowledged that he should have tried to find Leblanc and he should 

have referred the matter to an investigator like Greg Bell. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 205-212. 

 

C-81 

 

According to the termination report dated September 14, 1998, it stated that 

twelve year old C-81 was living in a tent and he had been abandoned and 

was begging for food.  He was staying at Jean-Luc Leblanc’s house 

Exhibit 2367, Document 742177  

 

According to CAS case notes, on September 3, 1998 a CAS worker went to 

Leblanc’s house and found out that C-81 had been staying there. C-81 had 

food and money and his mother was in the process of moving. 

Exhibit 2363, Document 742200  

 

According to CAS notes, Jean Luc Leblanc called the CAS on September 3, 

1998 and said that C-81 and C-82 had permission to camp in his yard.  The 

duty worker explained that this was emergency services and suggested that 

he contact Brian MacIntosh during normal office hours.  There was no further 

action taken by duty worker.  

Exhibit 2364, Document 742199  

 

Leblanc was a known pedophile to CAS at this time and there was a file 

opened under his name.  Incredibly, Leblanc took the initiative to call the 



 

 139 

CAS to advise that he was spending time with young boys and the CAS 

worker asked him to call back later.  Despite having first dealt with Leblanc 

in 1986 and having received multiple expressions of concern in later years 

about his contacts with young boys, the CPS continued to do nothing in 

relation to the obvious warning signs that were within its knowledge. 

 

Very soon after these reports were received, the CAS learned that Leblanc 

was once again charged with sexually abusing children.  Carriere testified 

that the first time someone at the CAS contacted the OPP about Leblanc was 

January 7, 1999, after Mr. MacIntosh recognized Leblanc’s name in the 

Cornwall Standard Freeholder as someone who had been arrested for 

sexually abusing children. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 15, 2008 Vol. 287, pp. 210-214. 

 

According to the Termination Report of Pina DeBellis, on April 14, 1999 Joe 

Dupuis indicated that Jean-Luc Leblanc was faced with 28 charges and 

possibly others. There was a condition of bail which indicated that he was not 

to be with any party under the age of 18 years old, unless supervised by an 

adult, 

Exhibit 2334, Document 115415, Batespage 1074142  

 

In the Termination Report of Pina DeBellis dated May 10 and 18, 1999, she 

set out a list of 11 potential victims, including C-82, C-81, Scott and  

 

Jody Burgess, Jason Tyo and C-21. 

Exhibit 2334, Document 115415, Batespage 1074141  

 

Carriere testified that charges were laid against JLL in 1998 and some of the 

actual occurrences preceded the charges by several years.  Carriere 

acknowledged that if the agency had been more proactive in 1994 and ’95 

those charges may not have been historic. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, September 11, 2008, Vol. 280, pp. 205-212. 
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JACQUES LEDUC 

 

According to the notes of OPP Officer Pat Hall, on May 21, 1998, the CAS was 

informed of pending charges against Jacques Leduc during a meeting of OPP 

Officers Tim Smith and Pat Hall, as well as CAS workers Bill Carriere and 

Richard Abell at the CAS office.   

 Exhibit 2379, Document 727745, Batespage 7109826-28 

 

By the time of their meeting with the CAS, the OPP had interviewed C-16 on 

May 7, 1998.   C-16 alleged that he had been sexually abused by Jacques 

Leduc.  According to his interview report, C-16 advised the OPP that he 

started working for Leduc when he was 15 years old.  C-16 had met Leduc at 

the corner store and Leduc asked C-16 if he wanted to work for him during 

the summer.  C-16 stated that every time he went to work, Leduc would 

either grab his butt or his front and he would always talk about something 

sexual.  C-16 worked for Leduc for 3.5 to four years.  Leduc would always 

lend C-16 his car or take him for trips.  C-16 told the OPP that he was scared 

that if he told Leduc what he thought about the abuse that he wouldn’t give 

him the car or that he wouldn’t have money.  Leduc paid C-16 six dollars an 

hour.  C-16 advised the OPP that he did not want the same thing to happen 

to whoever else works for him. 

 Evidence Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, pp. 76 -82 

Exhibit 2372, Document 704900 

  

C-16 was interviewed again by the OPP on May 11, 1998, 10 days before 

their meeting with the CAS.  During the interview C-16 reviewed his previous 

statement and said that he was 13 years old, not 15 as previously stated 

when he started working for Leduc.  C-16 knew this because he had worked 

for Leduc for about three years before he got his license.  The first incident of 

abuse was around 14 years old at most.  C-16 stated that he lived just 

around that block from Leduc and he was within walking distance from 

Leduc.  They lived in the same neighborhood.  When Leduc paid C-16 he 

would leave the money on the nightstand.  C-16 stated that Leduc would 
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then have a shower and that would always happen after sex.  C-16 stated 

that Leduc would purchase things for him, such as a jacket, cowboy boots, 

shirts and orthodontics.  Leduc told C-16 that he bought him things because 

he did not have a son of his own.  C-16 stated that he believed he was given 

the gifts for both friendship and sexual things. 

 Evidence Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, pp. 82- 87. 

Exhibit 2373, Document 704902,  

 

Bill Carriere testified that based on the two statements of C-16, Leduc would 

have been considered a caregiver for CAS purposes. 

 Evidence Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, p. 87. 

 

By the time of their meeting with the CAS, the OPP had also conducted an 

interview of C-17.  Based on the content of that interview report, Carriere 

testified that Leduc was a caregiver in relation to C-17 as well, for CAS 

purposes.   

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, Vol. 286, pp. 82-91.  

Exhibit 2373, Document 704908 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008 Vol. 286, p. 90.  

 

After their meeting with the CAS, the OPP also took a number of statements 

from Stuart Labelle.  Based on the information contained in those 

statements, Carriere concluded that Leduc would have been considered a 

caregiver in relation to Labelle as well. 

Exhibit 2376, Document 704975 

 Exhibit 2377, Document 705022  

 Exhibit 2378, Document 705068 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, Vol. 286  

 

Carriere testified that he did not know whether a record check was done on 

Leduc when the CAS was informed of the pending charges against him.  He 

could confirm that there was no file opened on Leduc and that no steps were 

taken in relation to the information received from the OPP.  The CAS did not  
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look in to the Leduc matter at all, at any time. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, Vol. 286, pp. 95-7.  

 

Carriere testified that he did not think that the CAS was given the names of 

the complainants and he confirmed that the CAS did not meet with Leduc at 

any point. 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, Vol. 286, pp. 95-6.  

 

OPP Pat Hall, however, testified that the CAS was given the names of the 

complainants.  He conceded that perhaps they were not given the names at 

the time of they’re meeting, but they were definitely given the names.   

 Evidence Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, pp. 141-2.  

 

Hall testified that they reported the allegations made against Leduc, even 

though the alleged victims were now over 16 years old, because they had 

concerns about potentially other persons under 16 being at risk.  He stated 

that this was a live issue with Mr. Leduc so they wanted to act quickly. 

 Evidence Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, p. 139.  

 

Leduc was charged with numerous offences relating to C-16 and C-17 on 

June 22, 1998.  The charges relating to C-22 were laid in November 1998.  

 Evidence Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, p. 140.  

 

Hall testified that Inspector Smith would have advised the CAS that they 

were concerned about Leduc hiring young people for the summer, as it was 

near the end of the school year.  He further stated that this would have been 

the purpose of the meeting with the CAS. 

 Evidence Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, pp. 140-1.  

 

Hall testified that when Leduc was charged in relation to the allegations of 

sexual abuse made by C-22, the OPP notified the CAS on June 22nd or 

thereabouts.   

 Evidence Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, pp. 141-2.  
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In May of 1998 the CAS received information from the OPP that Jacques 

Leduc, a prominent Cornwall lawyer, was about to be charged with sex-

related offences relating to two boys who were under 16 years of age when 

the abuse occurred.  The purpose of the OPP advising the CAS of the pending 

charges was their concern that Leduc had in the past preyed upon boys that 

he had hired to work for him at his home. 

 

While we do not have detailed notes or other document setting out exactly 

what information was exchanged between the OPP and CAS at that meeting, 

it is clear that the CAS would have had some understanding of the 

allegations against Leduc.  Even had they not fully appreciated the severity 

of the allegations on that date, the Leduc charges and subsequent 

prosecution were the subject of intense media scrutiny in Cornwall. 

 

The fact that the local CAS never contacted any of the complainants, never 

asked the OPP for details of the allegations, never attempted to speak with 

Leduc and did not even open a file is dumbfounding.  As recently as October 

of 2008, when Bill Carriere testified, the CAS had never scrutinized whether 

Jacques Leduc is a risk to children despite having knowledge of the 

allegations against him since 1998 and of the fact that the charges flowing 

from those allegations were never tried on the merits. 

 

RECORD DISCLOSURE 

 

The Commission has heard evidence from several former CAS wards about 

their struggles to obtain access to their CAS files and information about 

themselves.  The efforts of these wards have invariably been met with long 

delays, insensitive responses, superficial summaries and non-disclosure of 

relevant information. 

 

Time constraints prevent us from setting out a detailed comparison of the 

information provided to wards in response to disclosure requests from the 

CAS and the information contained with the CAS files.  As was set out to 
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some extent during the testimony of victim witnesses and CAS workers, the 

contrast between what the CAS had and what it provided is stark.  The 

Victims Group implores the Commission undertake a thorough review of 

these files in order to appreciate the incredible efforts that former wards 

went to in order to obtain their files and the obstacles they faced during that 

process.  The relevant documents have all been filed as exhibits. 

 

Three Victims Group clients, C-14, Roberta Archambault and Cathy 

Sutherland all testified to the struggles they faced and the resultant 

heartache.  The sheer number of contacts that Sutherland, as an example, 

made with the local CAS and government agencies in an attempt to secure 

her file speaks to the obstruction of the CAS in these matters.  A comparison 

of the information known to the CAS and the information provided to Cathy is 

worthwhile as it clearly demonstrates the CAS’ efforts at self-protection and 

willful non-disclosure. 

 

The CAS’ actions in responding to file disclosure requests are inexcusable and 

deplorable. 



 

 145 

PERRY DUNLOP 

 

Perry Dunlop filled a hole created by inept, ineffective, incompetent and 

corrupt public institutions in Cornwall.  He emerged as a trusted figure to 

whom victims of abuse could turn in the hopes that someone would listen 

with compassion and understanding.  The fact that victims of abuse flocked 

to disclose their abuse to Dunlop, having never reported to the police or any 

other agency, should be taken as a scathing indictment of those institutions.  

Perry Dunlop’s greatest affront to any of the institutions being examined at 

the Cornwall Public Inquiry is not that he caused problems, but rather that he 

exposed them. 

 

The Victims Group has throughout the Inquiry resisted the attempts of many 

parties to turn the Inquiry in to an examination of Dunlop and his activities.  

It is apparent that, for some parties, the best defence was deemed to be 

distraction.  By shifting the focus to Dunlop, parties hoped that their own 

inadequacies and failings would somehow escape the full scrutiny of the 

Commissioner and the public.  We are hopeful that it has become apparent 

that those efforts have failed. 

 

While the Victims Group is extremely hesitant to risk drawing the attention of 

the Commission or the public away from the public institutions to be 

examined, some comment is required in our submissions given the inordinate 

amount of time parties to this Commission have been spent debating 

Dunlop’s actions.  We have endeavoured to assist the Commission by setting 

out Dunlop’s documents, statements and words relating to his contacts with 

victims and their families, police officers, government officials, witnesses and 

others in an attempt to balance the submissions of institutions that have 

been set on blaming their failures on Dunlop for years.   

 

We are hopeful and confident that the Commission will carefully consider and 

reflect upon why the community embraced Dunlop as it did and the position 

he found himself in as his own police force pursued him more aggressively 
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that it did alleged abusers.  The reasons that Dunlop and the community lost 

faith in their institutions and the effects of that lost faith is the real issue. 

 

Personal Background 

 

Dunlop was born on July 22, 1961 in Cornwall, Ontario. 

 

Dunlop was married to Helen Dunlop (née Chisholm) in 1989.  They have 

three daughters. 

 

Dunlop was not raised Catholic but converted and was married by Father 

Charles MacDonald at St. Andrews Catholic Church.  Father MacDonald also 

baptized Dunlop’s first-born child. 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898, Batespage 1129932;  

Batespage 1129934-35; 1129944 

 

Professional Background 

 

Dunlop commenced employment with the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) on 

August 19, 1983 as a uniform officer.  This was his first position in the field 

of police work. 

   

Dunlop was assigned to the Criminal Investigations Bureau (CIB) of the CPS 

for one year commencing January 1990.  There was a Sexual Assault Unit at 

the time but Dunlop was not a member of that unit. 

 

While at the CIB, Dunlop investigated one sexual assault.  The victim had 

been taken to the hospital and he was the first officer on the scene.  Dunlop 

stated that the victim felt comfortable with him and requested that he be the 

investigator. 

  

The Drug Unit in the CPS worked joint forces with the Royal Canadian 

Mounted Police (RCMP) and the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), each 
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supplying a couple of members.   Dunlop joined the “Drug Unit” in January 

1991. 

  

As a member of the “Drug Unit”, Dunlop’s work took him outside the City of 

Cornwall and, often, outside of the province.   Dunlop spent one to one and 

one half years on the “Drug Unit” until it was disbanded due to funding cuts.   

 

Following the disbanding of the “Drug Unit” in or around 1992, Dunlop 

returned to uniform duties.  For the next couple of years, he continued to 

carry some drug files and go to drug trials. 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898, Batespage 1129939 - 942 

  

In September 1993, Dunlop was assigned to the CIB “Drug Unit”.  Dunlop’s 

service records indicate that at that time, Dunlop was a member of Uniform 

“D” Team out of the Uniform Bureau, not the CIB.  His supervisors at this 

time were Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie (Derochie) and Sergeant D. Masson 

(CPS Sgt. Masson). 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114903 

  

Throughout his career at CPS, Dunlop was heavily involved in community 

activities and received a number of commendations for his community 

service as well as for his conduct as an officer.  In particular, he was awarded 

“Police Officer of the Year” by the Optimist Club in 1987 and 1991. 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898 

 

Dunlop was regularly evaluated by the CPS from 1984 to 1992.  He then 

received one further evaluation in 1998.  Overall, Dunlop received positive 

and above-average evaluations from his supervisors.   Over the years, he 

was particularly commended for his community work, his pride in and 

dedication to police work, his self-motivation and diligence, his keen 

surveillance and knowledge of his patrol area and his sense of humour.  

Areas which were identified as requiring further development included: 

increase in looking to experienced personnel for direction, not allowing “the 
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short comings of the Justice system to affect his own morale”, keeping up to 

date on paperwork and developing a methodical and detailed approach to 

investigating. 

Exhibit 1479, Document 731044 

Exhibit 1740, Document 731045  

 

The Release Of The Silmser Statement To The CAS 

 

On September 23, 1993, Dunlop gained knowledge of a sexual assault 

complaint involving allegations of abuse by Father Charles MacDonald  and a 

Cornwall probation officer, Ken Seguin.  The alleged victim of the abuse was 

David Silmser. 

 

Dunlop checked the police computer network through the Ontario Municipal 

and Provincial Police Automation Co-Operative (OMPPAC) and found that the 

only information regarding the investigation of the Silmser complaint was the 

location of the sexual assault:  40 Fourth Street West.  This is the street 

address of St. Columban's Church, which was Dunlop’s parish. The last entry 

on the computer, dated January 18, 1993, was a notification that the initial 

complaint was overdue for reporting and review.  

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093108 - 109 

 

Dunlop printed an occurrence report regarding the sexual assault on 

September 28, 1993 and an assignment list for Constable Heidi Sebalj on 

October 1, 1993.  These documents indicate that the initial complaint was 

overdue, that there was minimal information on the computer system, and 

that the case was assigned low priority.  There are also errors on the face of 

the documents, including the information that the complainant, David 

Slimmer was female. 

Exhibit 1424, Document 721761 

   

According to Dunlop’s will state, on September 24, 1993, while in the CIB 

office, Dunlop heard Sergeant Ron Lefebvre and Staff Sergeant Claude Lortie 
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openly discussing the investigation of the Silmser complaint.  Dunlop further 

states that Lortie had already told him that the allegations of sexual assault 

were against Father MacDonald. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093109 

  

Dunlop indicated it was during that discussion with Lefebvre and Lortie that 

he first learned that the investigation concerning Father MacDonald had 

recently been terminated because the Catholic Church had made a monetary 

settlement with the complainant.  In Dunlop’s Board of Inquiry Affidavit, he 

states that Lortie made it clear that he strongly disagreed with this case 

being closed. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093109 

  

Dunlop had strong ties with St. Andrews Catholic Church, where Father 

MacDonald was then presiding.  Dunlop regularly attended church there, as 

did some of his friends and family, and he was actively involved in the 

Diocese of Alexandria’s educational and social activities.  In Dunlop’s Board 

of Inquiry Affidavit, he writes that given the allegations against Father 

MacDonald, Dunlop was concerned about the safety of the children. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093109 

  

Cst. Sebalj of the Sexual Assault Unit was the officer assigned to 

investigating the Silmser complaint.  Dunlop asked Sebalj if he could see the 

statement that had been submitted by Silmser.  She provided him with the 

eight-page statement that contained detailed allegations of sexual abuse by 

Father MacDonald and Seguin.  

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093109 

  

After reading the Silmser statement Dunlop had great concerns about the 

safety of the children attending St. Andrews Church and the safety of the 

children in contact with Seguin.  It was his opinion that the statement 

appeared truthful.   

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093111 
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According to Dunlop’s Board of Inquiry Affidavit, on September 24, 1993, 

Sebalj informed Dunlop that she had difficulty getting a hold of Silmser and 

that he may not want to proceed with the complaint.  Dunlop made a copy of 

the Silmser statement, and gave the original back to Sebalj. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093112 

 

After obtaining the copy of the Silmser statement, Dunlop met with Lortie 

and Staff Sergeant Dupuis regarding his concerns.  They both asked him for 

a copy of the statement, which he provided.  Dunlop stated that he was 

under the impression that they might “take action”.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114908 

 

On September 25, 1993, Dunlop spoke to CAS Executive Director Richard 

Abell about the Silmser complaint in the parking lot of Quinn’s Inn during a 

social outing.  Dunlop and Abell were personal friends and involved in church 

work together.   

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093112 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114909 

 

On September 26, 1993, Dunlop had another informal meeting and 

discussion regarding the Silmser complaint with Abell at Abell’s home.  

Dunlop brought a copy of Silmser’s statement and allowed Abell to read it.  

Abell informed him that, as a police officer, Dunlop had a statutory duty to 

report suspected child abuse.  Dunlop indicated in his statement that he was 

already aware of that duty and believed that he was acting in accordance 

with that duty when he first approached Abell.   

Exhibit 3449 Document 723733, Batespage 7093113 

  

 

At the meeting of September 26, 1993, Dunlop informed Abell that he would 

speak to Staff Sergeant Brunet to see what was going on with the case.   

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093113 
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On September 28, 1993, he approached Sebalj and expressed his concerns 

about the investigation of the Silmser complaint.  Sebalj advised Dunlop that 

she had tried for a month to get in touch with Silmser by telephone but he 

was not returning her calls.  She also advised that she had other alleged 

victims but there was nothing she could do because she had spoken to the 

Crown who advised that without a complainant the investigation would be 

over. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093113 

  

On September 29, 1993, Dunlop met with Crown Attorney Murray 

MacDonald.  Dunlop considered him a personal friend. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114911 

 

At the meeting of September 29, 1993, Dunlop brought a copy of the Silmser 

statement and showed it to Crown MacDonald and he said he knew about the 

case and that Brunet was dealing with it.  According to Dunlop’s Board of 

Inquiry Affidavit, Crown MacDonald advised that he was not previously aware 

that  allegations of sexual abuse had also been made against Seguin.  Crown 

MacDonald suggested that Dunlop speak to Brunet. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093113-4 

  

Crown MacDonald also stated that he had spoken to Malcolm MacDonald, 

Father MacDonald’s counsel, who indicated that the investigation was over 

and a settlement had been reached.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114911 

 

Immediately following his meeting with Crown MacDonald, Dunlop spoke to 

Brunet.  Brunet advised that Silmser had come to see Sebalj that morning 

and wanted the investigation ended and that the investigation was over 

because the CPS had no complainant.  Dunlop advised Brunet that he had a 

problem with this because, in his view, children remained at risk.   

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733, Batespage 7093114 
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According to Dunlop’s will state, he was told by Brunet that he was to end his 

questions and to turn over any documentation that he had.   Dunlop 

questioned the quality of the CPS investigation and the fact that the alleged 

perpetrators had not been interviewed or approached regarding Silmser’s 

allegations.  Dunlop suggested to Brunet that the CPS go to the Bishop with 

its concerns about Father MacDonald and Brunet indicated that he considered 

that to be a good idea.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114912-13 

 

Further, Brunet stated that Dunlop could be charged for Breach of Trust 

under the PSA and implied that his continued involvement in the Silmser 

complaint could affect his career.  

 

Dunlop wrote in his will state that he felt threatened and coerced by Brunet 

at this meeting. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114912-13 

 

On September 30, 1993, Abell requested a copy of the Silmser statement 

from Dunlop and Dunlop complied.  He and Abell agreed that they would no 

longer talk about the case. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733; 7093114 

 

Response Of The CPS To The Release Of The Slimmer Statement 

 

Sometime toward the end of October 1993, Abell advised him that then Chief 

of Police of the CPS, Claude Shaver, had attended Abell’s offices at the CAS 

and was very agitated.  Abell also advised him that Shaver had banged his 

fist on Abell’s desk and said he would “get” Dunlop for his action in taking the 

matter “out of house”.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114915 

 

On Sunday, October 3, 1993, Dunlop went into the CPS office were he saw 

Sebalj entering investigative data into the computer system.  It was Dunlop’s 
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belief that Sebalj was entering the investigation of the Silmser complaint into 

the “Projects” file.  Dunlop knew that access to the “Projects” file was limited 

to authorized personnel and, accordingly, the information therein was not 

accessible to uniform officers or officers in other jurisdictions.  Dunlop was 

concerned that the use of the “Projects” file was going to provide protection 

to the alleged perpetrators. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114914 

 

On October 12, 1993, Derochie, Dunlop’s immediate supervisor, advised 

Dunlop informally that he was under investigation pursuant to the PSA 

regarding his release of the Silmser statement to the CAS.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114914-15 

  

On November 25, 1993, while at a Cornwall restaurant, Dunlop was 

approached by “two fellow officers” who informed him that Seguin had 

committed suicide. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114931 

 

According to Dunlop’s will state, Constable Levere advised Dunlop at the end 

of the day on December 16, 1993, that Silmser had called and threatened to 

go to the press.  Silmser had further stated that the Ottawa Citizen knew 

about the case.  Levere advised that he asked Silmser to hold to speak to an 

investigating officer but Silmser hung up before S/Sgt. Derochie could take 

the call. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114933 

 

Silmser’s Police Services Complaint  

 

In January 1994, details regarding Father MacDonald and Silmser emerged in 

the Ottawa media.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114934 

  

In Dunlop’s Board of Inquiry Affidavit, he stated, 

 



 

 154 

At no time have I ever spoken to the media about this matter or given them 

a copy of [the Slimmer] statement. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733,  Batespage 7093116 

 

No evidence was presented at the Inquiry at any time to suggest that Dunlop 

was responsible for leaking Silmser’s statement to the media.  In fact, the 

most compelling evidence suggests that CAS worker Patricia Garrahan is the 

most likely culprit, as she was dating CJOH’s Charlie Greenwell and had 

access to the Silmser statement at the time of the news broadcast. 

 

On January 11, 1994, Silmser filed a citizen’s complaint against the CPS with 

the assistance of his lawyer, Bryce Geoffrey.  Silmser complained that 

someone at the CPS had released his statement to the media without his 

authority.  Also on this date, Geoffrey advised that Silmser would be 

commencing a civil action with respect to the unauthorized release.  Staff 

Sergeant Wells of the CPS Professional Standard Bureau received the 

complaint and commenced an internal investigation. 

Exhibit 272A, Document 727788 

 

On January 12, 1994, an article published by the Cornwall Standard 

Freeholder reported on a news conference held by Acting Chief Carl Johnston 

and Leo Courville of the Cornwall Police Services Board.  The article stated 

that Ottawa Police Services (“OPS”) would assess both the alleged sexual 

assault and the way CPS handled the investigation.  Further, the article 

reported that OPS was also investigating “the actions of a police officer 

uninvolved in the investigation who leaked a copy of the victim’s statement 

to the local Children’s Aid Society.” 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733,  Batespage 7093119 

 

On January 12, 1994, Dunlop obtained a note from his family physician, Dr. 

Fisher, stating that he would be off work for medical reasons until further 

notice.  He was absent from duty beginning on January 12, 1994.  Dunlop 

remained off work until May 19, 1997. 
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Dunlop was feeling ostracized by the CPS and felt that he was under 

unbearable pressure.  Dunlop described his state of mind at the time as 

follows: 

 

I was not resting on days off.  I had lost interest in things that I normally 

enjoyed.  I was feeling very anxious, my mind was racing, wondering why I 

was being made to feel like the bad guy.  I felt guilty for putting my wife and 

family through this.  It was like a roller coaster ride out of control.  The case 

occupied every moment of my day and night.  I felt that I had zero support 

at work and worse yet that I was being made the scapegoat in this entire 

sorted [sic] affair.  My life had been invaded. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114933 

  

An Internal Correspondence dated February 2, 1994 to Dunlop from Wells 

advised that the Professional Standards Branch was investigating the Silmser 

police complaint.  The correspondence indicated that Dunlop was provided 

with the CPS Public Complaint Form 1, setting out the facts in issue.  He was 

asked to provide a statement of facts concerning his observations and 

actions, as well as his original notebook and other notes or evidence that he 

may have, no later than February 11, 1994. 

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092671 

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092661-62 

 

By March 1994, Dunlop made an application for long-term disability (LTD) 

benefits. The benefit claim became a complicated process that left him 

without income for a period of time. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114934 

 

On April 24, 1994, a media story was published indicating that Dunlop was 

being sued for disclosing private information to CAS and the media. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114934 
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On April 28, 1994, Dunlop received a hand-delivered letter from a CPS 

Constable.  The letter dated April 27, 1994 was from the insurance company 

Scottish and York regarding the Silmser action.  The insurer indicated that 

Dunlop would have to retain his own counsel for the Silmser action, because 

there was an issue as to whether Dunlop had breached CPS policy.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114935 

 

Dunlop was served with the Statement of Claim in the Silmser action on May 

9, 1994. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114935 

 

In his statement of April 7, 2000, Dunlop indicated that he was “finally 

granted a lawyer by the city” to represent him in the Silmser action.  Peter 

Hagen (Hagen) of the firm Soloway, Wright, Victor filed a statement of 

defence on behalf of Dunlop dated June 20, 1994. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114935 

  

The Silmser action was settled by the CPS prior to examinations for 

discovery.  On June 9, 1995, Dunlop received a letter from Hagen indicating 

that the matter had been settled, that there had been no admissions on his 

behalf and no funds paid on his behalf.  The insurer had agreed to go out of 

the action on a without costs basis. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114935 

 

On May 3, 1994, Lortie attended Dunlop’s home.  He advised Dunlop that the 

Cornwall Police Association would represent Dunlop with respect to Dunlop’s 

issue with LTD coverage.  Lortie further advised that he had been assured by 

Deputy Chief St. Denis that Dunlop would not be charged under the PSA in 

relation to the Silmser police complaint. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114935 

 

Despite St. Denis’ assurances to Lortie that were communicated to Dunlop 

less than two weeks earlier, on May 14, 1994, Derochie served Dunlop with 

notice that Police Service Act charges arising from the Silmser police 
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complaint had been brought against him and with notice that the charges 

had been referred to a Public Board of Inquiry.   

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092745-46 

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092747 

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092748 

 

The charges brought against Dunlop were: 

   

• Discreditable Conduct [providing Silmser’s statement to Abell];  

• Breach of Confidence [providing Silmser’s statement to Abell]; and  

• Breach of Confidence [showing Silmser’s statement to Abell].   

Exhibit 643, Document 116244,  Batespage 1092745-46 

 

Dunlop began seeing a psychiatrist, Dr. Horn, on June 20, 1994.   

Exhibit 3444, Document 719596,  Batespage 707122  

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7115005 

 

Dunlop’s claim for LTD benefits was approved and his date of disability was 

established as January 12, 1994.  The Dunlops were advised that the claim 

had been approved on August 12, 1994. 

Exhibit 3444, Document 719596,  Batespage 7071142  

  

Dunlop’s counsel in the Silmser police complaint matter, Allan O’Brien of the 

law firm Nelligan Power, brought a motion seeking that the charges against 

Dunlop be stayed on the basis that the Board of Inquiry was without 

jurisdiction due to the Child and Family Services Act (CFSA) which bars any 

action against an officer on the basis of action taken in furtherance of the 

duty to report.  Dunlop swore an affidavit in support of the motion on August 

30, 1994.  The affidavit sets out the events leading up to Dunlop’s disclosure 

of the Slimmer statement to the CAS. 

Exhibit 3449, Document 723733 

 

By way of notice of motion dated September 16, 1994, the Police Complaints 

Commissioner brought a motion seeking an order quashing the Dunlop’s 
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motion or, in the alternative, seeking an adjournment.  By way of notice of 

motion dated September 22, 1994, the Cornwall Police Service Board sought 

leave to intervene in the Silmser police complaint matter. The Board of 

Inquiry regarding the PSA charges against Dunlop was convened in Ottawa 

on September 23, 1994.  The CPS Board was granted limited standing for the 

purpose of the motion only.   

 

On September 24, 1994, an article on the Board of Inquiry hearing by Karina 

Byrne was published in the Standard Freeholder.  The article was entitled “‘I 

did it to save the kids’: City cop tells hearing he did nothing wrong”.  In the 

article, Dunlop is reported as saying that he had no support from police 

management and, further, he is quoted as saying: 

 

As the complaint filtered down through the department, they realized they 

needed a fall guy. Well, I’m not going to be that fall guy. 

  Exhibit 644, Document 115559  

 

Dunlop was advised that Wells was contemplating bringing further, 

unspecified, charges against Dunlop in September 1994.  In Dunlop’s will 

state, he stated that it was only after a strong letter from his counsel that 

Wells and senior management “backed off”. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114940 

Exhibit 645, Document 723594 

 

On January 31, 1995, the Board of Inquiry released its decision in relation to 

the PSA charges against Dunlop.  The reasons for motion decision indicate 

that, in response to a motion from Dunlop’s counsel on the basis that the 

Board was without jurisdiction, the Board found that Dunlop’s release of the 

statement was pursuant to his statutory duty under the CFSA and that that 

the CFSA contains a bar against taking any action against an individual for 

complying with that duty.  Accordingly, the charges were stayed.  

Exhibit 646, Document 722335 
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The disposition of the PSA charges by the Board of Inquiry was appealed to 

the Divisional Court.  The appeal was heard on November 23, 1995.  In a 

decision released on December 7, 1995, the Divisional Court dismissed the 

appeal.   

Exhibit 3450, Document 723867 

 

Although Dunlop was vindicated, he did not at any point receive an apology 

from the CPS.   

 

Dunlop’s Interaction With The Media 

 

On July 22, 1995, The Globe and Mail featured the story of Dunlop’s 

disclosure of the Silmser statement and the subsequent PSA proceedings on 

the front page.  The article quotes Dunlop’s written answers to the reporters’ 

questions.   

Exhibit 648, Document 729517 

 

On December 12, 1995, CBC Television aired an episode of The Fifth Estate 

that contained a segment reporting on Dunlop’s disclosure of the Slimmer 

statement.  Dunlop and Helen were shown being interviewed.  The segment 

was entitled “The Man Who Made Waves”.  The program was re-aired in 1996 

and 1997.  

Exhibit 649, Document 716075 

 

The Dunlop Action and Contacts from Victims and Witnesses 

 

On about December 15, 1995, bartender Tim Samson at the Blue Anchor Bar 

gave a message to Dunlop that C-8 wanted to meet with him. Samson 

provided C-8’s phone number.  The contact from C-8 was unsolicited. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114943 

 

On June 6, 1996, Dunlop commenced a civil action by way of Notice of Action 

against Claude Shaver, Carl Johnston, Joseph St. Denis, Lucien Brunet, 
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Brendon Wills, The Cornwall Police Services Board, Cornwall Police Service, 

Douglas Seguin, The Roman Catholic Episcopal Corporation for the Diocese of 

Alexandria – Cornwall in Ontario, Malcolm MacDonald, The Crown in the Right 

of Ontario as Represented by the Police Complaints Commissioner (the 

Dunlop action).  Dunlop claimed damages arising from, among other things, 

malicious prosecution, defamation, and conspiracy.  He was represented in 

this proceeding by Charles Bourgeois, a lawyer from Newmarket, Ontario. 

Exhibit 671, Document 717336 

 

Beginning in June of 1996 and continuing the time he wrote his will state in 

April of 2000, Dunlop was contacted by dozens of sexual assault victims, 

reporting abuse by current and prior residents of the Cornwall area.  Dunlop 

wrote that some did not leave a name, some would call and just cry, some 

would mail or leave anonymous letters in his mailbox, some told of their 

abuse and begged him not to tell anyone.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114942-43 

 

Dunlop further stated in his will state:  “I have not and do not keep track of 

every call or contact, it would be an impossibility.”  Given the nature and 

emotion of the disclosures he was receiving and the overwhelming number of 

contacts, it is difficult to argue with Dunlop’s characterization of the task. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114943 

 

On June 9, 1996, Dunlop met with C-8 at C-8’s home.  The meeting 

continued over breakfast at a Cornwall restaurant.  C-8 alleged that he had 

been assaulted by Father MacDonald as a minor.  He provided Dunlop with 

further information with respect to Seguin, Malcolm MacDonald, CPS Chief 

Shaver, Ron Wilson (then President of the CPS Board), Jos Van Diepen, , and 

Ron Leroux.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091440-46 
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In Dunlop’s will state, he wrote of his impression following this meeting: 

 

It became clear to me that Ron Leroux was the inside man.  He was the 

operator who ran with these players.  He was the U/C operator of the 

pedophile world.  Although I had never met him as of this time I believed 

that he was also a pedophile. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114945 

 

Dunlop spoke again with C-8 the following day.  Dunlop’s will state indicates 

that the conversation related to C-8’s personal life. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091447 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114946 

 

On June 20, 1996, Dunlop spoke to Carol Deschamps, the sister of Gerry and 

Robert.  She provided Dunlop with further information regarding personal 

connections between Seguin, Shaver, Malcolm MacDonald and Father 

MacDonald.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091448 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114946) 

 

There is a note made by Dunlop dated June 20, 1996 regarding Wendy 

Rodgers.  In Dunlop’s will state, he states that on this date he called Wendy 

Rogers, Albert Roy’s lawyer, requesting to view Roy’s civil suit. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091448 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114946 

 

On June 24, 1996, C-8 signed a handwritten statement taken by Randy 

Porter, a former York Regional Police Officer who was a client of Bourgeois. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091567-74 

  

On June 24, 1996, Deschamps also signed a handwritten statement taken by 

Randy Porter. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091576-83) 
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On or about July 5, 1996, Bourgeois filed a Statement of Claim in the Dunlop 

action. 

Exhibit 726, Document 718279 

  

On August 14, 1996, Dunlop and Helen’s brother, Carson Chisholm, met with 

Silmser and took a statement.   

Exhibit 287, Document 116283, Batespage 1102560-69  

 

On September 11, 1996, Dunlop met again with C-8.  Dunlop obtained 

Leroux’s address from C-8.  C-8 provided further information, including that 

he had gone to Florida with Malcolm MacDonald and Seguin.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091449 

 

Around this time, Dunlop spoke to Ann Bellefeuille, a Cornwall lawyer, who, 

according to Dunlop, indicated that in September 1993 she had observed 

Seguin, Malcolm MacDonald and Father MacDonald out on the St. Lawrence 

River near Summerstown.  They were in a boat with three young males.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091449 

  

Also around this time, Dunlop made contact with Claude Shaver’s former 

wife.  Initially, she agreed to meet with Dunlop but changed her mind the 

following day.  Dunlop was of the view that she feared for her safety and was 

scared of Shaver.  Her name and number are recorded in Dunlop’s notes but 

there are no notes of their conversation.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091451 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114947 

 

On September 30, 1996, Silmser and John MacDonald attended Dunlop’s 

house.  The three then went to a Cornwall restaurant where they met with C-

19 and Steve Ingram. C-19 alleged that he had been sexually assaulted at 

Alfred Training School by a Brother and a social worker.  Among other things, 

he stated that Seguin and Malcolm MacDonald were good friends and always 

together and that Seguin had “come on to him” several times. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091452 
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On October 1, 1996, Dunlop met with C-19 at Lamoureux Park where he 

obtained a statement.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091453 

  

On October 3, 1996, Dunlop spoke to Cindy Leroux, Leroux’s wife, and 

indicated that he wanted to speak to Leroux because he needed his help.  

According to the notes, Cindy Leroux stated that Leroux had heart problems 

and “had hard time settling down after call last night”.  She further stated, 

“they would like this to end” to which Dunlop responded, “It will end when 

truth is out.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091453 

 

Later on October 3, 1996, Dunlop spoke to Leroux.  Leroux advised that the 

Ottawa Police Service and OPP had seen him and he had given four 

statements.  Dunlop recounts his comments to Leroux as follows, “my life 

had been in turmoil for three years and that I wanted to get to the bottom of 

this.  I said I just want the truth, that’s all its for children that I am doing 

this.” Leroux agreed to meet with Dunlop at Leroux’s home in Maine. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091454 

  

Also on October 3, 1996, Dunlop spoke to Travis Varley who advised that 

Seguin had told Varley that he was homosexual.  Varley further advised that 

it was “common knowledge that you could go over to Ken’s for a beer 

anytime”.  Varley stated that on the day that he accidentally shot his cousin, 

Andrew MacDonald, he and Andrew had been at Seguin’s drinking with Mark 

Woods (who was on probation at the time), and Bob Varley. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091455 

 

On October 4, 1996, Dunlop spoke to C-108 who advised that he had been to 

Seguin’s four or five times to drink with Dave Merpaw when they were both 

on probation.  C-108 further stated that he believed that there were several 
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victims out there and that Albert Fergusan may be suing probation.  

According to Dunlop’s will state, he never spoke to Fergusan. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091456 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114948 

 

Around this time, Dunlop compiled a list of people to talk to which included 

Mark Menard, Harvey Berry Jr., Gerry Renshaw, David Merpaw, C-5, Debbie 

Ouderkirk and C-8. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091457 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114948 

 

On October 7, 1996, Dunlop traveled to Norway, Maine to meet with Leroux. 

They watched a videotape of The Fifth Estate segment together with Ron’s 

wife, Cindy, and her sister Debbie.  Dunlop and Leroux then met alone.  

Leroux named a number of visitors to Seguin’s place.  Dunlop’s notes 

indicate that he took a statement from Leroux during this visit.  Dunlop’s will 

state indicates that it was a handwritten affidavit prepared with the 

assistance of a lawyer, that Dunlop was not present when the affidavit was 

prepared, and that Dunlop still has the original. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091458 

Document 116241 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114949 

Exhibit 576, Document 716091 

 

On October 10 and 11, 1996, Dunlop met again with Leroux in Maine.  

Dunlop had Leroux identify men from photographs.  Leroux told Dunlop that 

right after Dunlop left on October 7, 1996, he remembered Shaver being at 

Seguin’s house.  He specifically remembered Shaver, Wilson, Seguin, 

Malcolm MacDonald, Father MacDonald and Bishop Larocque meeting the 

summer before Seguin killed himself.  He further stated that Van Diepen 

“knew” and told Seguin to quit seeing clients.  Dunlop’s notes indicated that 

Leroux stated that, “Malcolm told him not to talk about it.”   
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Leroux also identified C-4 and Sylvain Flip son as possible victims of Father 

MacDonald. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091460 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114949 

Exhibit 563, Document 719538 

Exhibit 679, Document 716092; 721847 

 

On October 17, 1996, Dunlop met again with Deschamps.  Deschamps 

provided further names of possible victims.  She also stated that Seguin’s 

clients had Malcolm MacDonald as a lawyer and that Seguin and Malcolm 

MacDonald had offices in the same building.  She told Dunlop that she would 

bet “95%” of Seguin’s clients were molested. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091461-63 

 

On October 31, 1996, Dunlop and Bourgeois took another affidavit from 

Leroux in Maine. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114949)  

Exhibit 576, Document 716091   

 

On November 7, 1996, Dunlop spoke to C-97.  C-97 alleged that Brian 

Dufour assaulted him at Laurencrest Home in Cornwall.  Dunlop advised C-97 

to go to Project Truth with this information.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091465 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114950 

 

On November 11, 1996, Dunlop met Leroux in Aurora, Ontario.  Among other 

things, Leroux alleged that Marcel Lalonde was a molester from the boys’ 

school, Bishop MacDonnell; that prior to Seguin’s death he had been 

communicating with Slimmer regarding a monetary settlement; that CPS 

Staff Sergeant Stuart McDonald was at the meeting on the island; and that 

Leroux was party to a conversation at Seguin’s house between Malcolm 

MacDonald, Father MacDonald and Seguin where they discussed shooting 

Dunlop and his whole family.  According to Leroux, the following day Seguin 
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and Leroux spoke at Seguin’s house.  Leroux reported that Seguin “believed 

100% Dunlop was going to be killed + his family.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091466 

 

In Dunlop’s will state, he indicates that on the above date, he went over with 

Leroux the plans that Leroux had overheard being made to have Dunlop and 

his family because he wanted to make sure he had the sequence right and he 

wanted to test Leroux’s memory.  Dunlop reports that Leroux first related 

this threat to him in Maine.  

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114950 

 

It is apparent that Dunlop went to great lengths to determine whether Leroux 

honestly believed that Dunlop and his family may be harmed.  There is no 

reason to doubt that Dunlop honestly believed that he and his family were in 

danger. 

 

On November 12, 1996, Leroux provided other names to Dunlop including 

names of other possible victims, the name of a prostitute from Florida and 

the names of four priests from St. Columban's Boys’ School who had 

allegedly molested Leroux.  Leroux signed a statement and swore an 

affidavit, commissioned by Bourgeois on November 13, 1996 in Newmarket. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091466 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114952 

Exhibit 565, Document 720088 

Exhibit 567, Document 719664 

 

On November 15, 1996, Bourgeois filed an amended statement of claim in 

the Dunlop action.  Among other changes, the amended statement of claim 

pleads that there was a meeting on November 15, 1993 where Father 

MacDonald, Seguin, and Malcolm MacDonald met and conspired to harm 

Dunlop and his immediate family. 

Exhibit 672, Document 703633 
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On November 18, 1996, Dunlop, his wife Helen, Chisholm, and Bourgeois 

went to S/Sgt. McDonald’s house to confront him.  S/Sgt. McDonald denied 

knowing Leroux, denied ever being at Seguin’s house and denied any 

knowledge or handling of the case other than what he has been told by 

Sergeant Nakic.  According to Dunlop’s will date, he left S/Sgt. McDonald’s 

home prior to the others.  He was told that the discussion ended with S/Sgt. 

McDonald telling them all to leave. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091471-72 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114952-53 

 

On November 19 or 20, 1996, Dunlop took a statement from Gerald 

Renshaw.  Gerald Renshaw stated that S/Sgt. Stuart McDonald, Malcolm 

MacDonald, Shaver and Seguin were at Seguin’s home.  Renshaw also told 

him that Seguin and Shaver were good friends. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091473 

Exhibit 544, Document 721883 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114953 

  

On November 19, 1996, Dunlop met again with C-8, who provided further 

information including that Marcel Lalonde had allegedly assaulted him when 

he was 13 years of age; that he was 15 years old he met Leroux; and that 

there were parties at Seguin’s and Malcolm MacDonald’s with Doug Seguin, 

Bishop Eugene Larocque, Ron Wilson, Father MacDonald, Father Ken 

Maloney, Stuart McDonald, Father Cameron, Shaver, Mark Menard, David 

Latreille and Gino, Daniel Flipsen, Sylvain Flipsen, Harvey Berry Jr., Robert 

Renshaw, C-15, Dave Crowder, Al LaPlante, Fern Touchette, Cara Berry, and 

Van Diepen in attendance. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091474 

  

On November 20, 1996, Dunlop met with and took a statement from Gerald 

Renshaw. 

Exhibit 544, Document 721883  
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On November 30, 1996, a statement was taken by Dunlop from Silmser in 

Bourgeois’ office.  Silmser alleged that Marcel Lalonde had shown him 

Polaroid pictures of young boys being sexually abused by him.   

 Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114953 

 Exhibit 288, Document 720040 

 

On December 1, 1996, Dunlop videotaped an interview with Leroux.   

Exhibit 568A, Document 716194 

 

On December 2, 1996, Dunlop spoke again to Gerald Renshaw.  Gerald 

Renshaw told Dunlop that the reason that he left Seguin’s was that Seguin 

allegedly tried to molest him.  He also stated that Seguin told him that he 

had spoken to Shaver about the Slimmer case but that he was still nervous. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091483 

 

Dunlop took a statement from Gerald Renshaw on December 5, 1996, who 

remembered high profile people at Seguin’s and remembered a suitcase with 

pornographic materials.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114954 

 

There are undated notes made by Dunlop between November 28, 1996 and 

December 2, 1996 that relate to an interview of C-18.  It appears that 

Dunlop met with C-18 and showed him photographs that C-18 identified as 

people he had seen around Seguin’s and Malcolm MacDonald’s homes.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091481-82 

 

On December 4, 1996, Dunlop took another statement from Leroux.   

Exhibit 569, Document 720044 

 

On December 5, 1996, Dunlop took a second statement from Gerald 

Renshaw.   

Exhibit 548, Document 704055 
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On December 6, 1996, Dunlop interviewed Albert Roy, an alleged victim of 

Seguin and a victim of Nelson Barque.  Roy said that Seguin would threaten 

Roy by stating, “do what I say said or you will be in trouble.”  Accordingly to 

Dunlop, Roy was “a mess” and was waiting for a hospital bed.  Dunlop’s will 

state adds that Roy had apparently filed a civil action against “Provincial 

Probations” and was successful in receiving a settlement.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091484-85 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114954 

 

Also on December 6, 1996, Dunlop took a further statement from C-8. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114954 

 

Leroux signed a further statement misdated as December 7, 1997. 

Exhibit 570, Document 704042, Batespage 7013913-18 

 

On December 8, 1996, Dunlop met with C-8 and C-8 told Dunlop that he 

remembered the suitcase of pornographic material at Seguin’s house.  

Dunlop also showed C-8 photographs of Cornwall community members.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091486 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114954 

 

On December 11, 1996, Dunlop took a statement from C-99. 

Exhibit 2719, Document 722117; 721863 

 

On December 12, 1996, C-8 provided a signed statement to Dunlop.  The 

statement included allegations of abuse by Marcel Lalonde. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091487 

Exhibit C-606, Document 117614 

 

On December 13, 1996, Dunlop took a statement from Deschamps. 

Exhibit 714, Document 716608; 721862 
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The Fantino Brief 

 

On December 18, 1996, Dunlop, through Bourgeois, forwarded a binder of 

collected information comprised of 74 sections (the Fantino brief) to then 

London Chief of Police Julian Fantino.  The package contained statements and 

disclosures of 14 alleged victims who approached or were approached by 

Dunlop.  

Exhibit 719, Document 103216; 723574 

Exhibit 729, Document 705770 

  

Dunlop’s Participation in R v. Marcel Lalonde  

 

In about January 1997, Marcel Lalonde was arrested by the OPP. Dunlop 

later expressed concern that Sacred Heart School, the Catholic Separate 

School Board and the Cornwall papers did not report this arrest to the 

community. 

Exhibit 730, Document 716547 

  

According to Dunlop’s testimony at the preliminary inquiry of R. v. Marcel 

Lalonde on January 15, 1998, C-8 attended Dunlop’s house on January 23, 

1997.  Bourgeois was present.  Dunlop and C-8 went next door and typed a 

statement based on C-8’s rough notes on the neighbour’s computer.  This 

statement was given by C-8  to OPP Detective Constable Genier in Lancaster.  

Genier was handling the investigation of C-68’s complaint against Lalonde. 

Exhibit 1717, Document 117081,  Batespage 1109113-14  

Exhibit C-610, Document 734805 

 

On January 26, 1997, Dunlop met Gerald Renshaw after hours at the 

McConnell Medical Centre and taped an interview with him.   

Exhibit 551, Document 716191 

 

Dunlop went to Newmarket with Gerald Renshaw in late January 1997.  On 

January 30, 1997, Gerald Renshaw swore an affidavit before Bourgeois.   

Exhibit 548, Document 704055 
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On February 2, 1997, Dunlop obtained written permission from Silmser to 

disclose his written statement and the details of his civil settlement.  The 

letter of permission is witnessed by both Dunlop and Chisholm. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091490 

   

In Dunlop’s will state, he writes that on February 7, 1997, Leroux attended 

the Orillia OPP in the company of Bourgeois “for the purpose of giving a video 

taped statement pertaining to all his knowledge of the case.”  OPP Detective 

Constables Dan Anthony and Cathy Bell conducted the interview. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091491 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114955 

Exhibit 2679, Document 703229; 116246 

 

On February 8, 1997, Dunlop met with Robert Renshaw at Bourgeois’ office 

in Newmarket for an audiotaped interview.  During the interview, Dunlop 

asked “Are you going to lay charges on Father Charlie here on this?  Are we 

gonna charge him?”  and Robert replied “Yes”.   

Exhibit 348, Document 716189,  Batespage 7959967 

 

During the interview Robert Renshaw provided information, including that he 

had allegedly been assaulted by Father MacDonald and Seguin in his youth.  

Dunlop notes that Robert Renshaw remembered Malcolm MacDonald, Father 

MacDonald, Leroux, C-8, S/Sgt. Stuart McDonald, Shaver, Crowder, Al 

Laplante, Norm Robertson, Gerry Renshaw, Mark Menard, Rory MacDonald, 

David Latrielle, Fern Touchette, Cara Berry, Ron Wilson.  He reported that 

there was always a party atmosphere at Seguin’s house and cottage, stating,   

“You could smoke a joint and drink and visit with other males on probation.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091492-97 

 

On February 9, 1997, Dunlop spoke to Leroux who stated that if Seguin had 

not committed suicide, “the clan would have killed him”. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091498 
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Also on February 9, 1997, according to OPP D/Cst. Anthony’s notes, Dunlop 

called Anthony.  He advised that Leroux was nervous about the planned “hit” 

and also that Leroux had failed to disclose that Seguin would have been 

killed had he not committed suicide.  Anthony advised that the information 

would be referred to their CIB.  In the summary document in the 

“Summerstown ‘Clan’” brief, there is a note that in this call, Dunlop also 

wanted to know if Leroux came across as a credible witness. 

Exhibit 2679, Document 703229; 116246,  Batespage 1093129 and 1093171 

 

On February 10, 1997, Robert Renshaw went back to Bourgeois’ office in 

Newmarket where he swore an affidavit.   

Exhibit 334, Document 721879 

 

On February 14, 1997, Dunlop spoke to John MacDonald’s mother.  He asked 

her about reporting John’s sexual assault to the Bishop.  She said she 

remembers her son Mike going on a retreat to Ottawa with Father 

MacDonald.  Mike told her that an old priest had “come on to him” all 

weekend at the retreat.  She reported the incident to Father MacDonald but 

nothing was ever done. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091499 

 

On February 17, 1997, Dunlop called to pick up messages from Helen.  Roy 

had called and Wendy Rodgers had also called wanting to know why Dunlop 

wanted a copy of the transcript of “the trial”.  In addition, Lisa Ward had 

called.  She had spoken to Pam Forward and wanted to speak to Dunlop and 

Helen.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091500 

 

On February 17, 1997, Dunlop spoke to C-68 who agreed to meet with 

Dunlop. 

Exhibit 123, Document 166241,  Batespage 1091501 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114955 
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On February 18, 1997, Dunlop called Cindy Leroux who said that Leroux was 

getting nervous about court. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091501 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114955 

 

On February 19, 1997, Bourgeois wrote to Lortie (in his capacity as President 

of the CPA) and requested that the CPA financially back the Dunlop action. 

Exhibit 1484, Document 723556 

 

On February 20, 1997 and February 21, 1997, Dunlop spoke to C-68.  In 

Dunlop’s will state, he writes that on February 21, 1997, Dunlop learned that 

C-68 was allegedly a victim of Seguin and Marcel Lalonde.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091502 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114956 

 

Dunlop’s Participation in R v. Macdonald  

 

On February 24, 1997, Dunlop attended court in Ottawa for the R. v. 

MacDonald preliminary inquiry.  John MacDonald was on the stand first and 

Dunlop notes that “Stuart” was there.  Dunlop had been subpoenaed by the 

defence but was not called as a witness. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091501 

   

On February 25, 1997, C-130 dropped off a statement to Dunlop.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114956 

 

On February 25, 1997, Dunlop spoke to Fantino and advised that he had 

been subpoenaed.  Dunlop’s notes of the conversation record “tell truth – not 

mention names”; “no force had taken case yet”, “information off the record”, 

and “still looking at package”.  Fantino told Dunlop to “keep to the high road” 

in this case. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114956 
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On February 27, 1997, Dunlop notes “interview C-8 with Don Genier”. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091504 

  

On February 28, 1997, Dunlop was approached by OPP Detective Constable 

Michael Fagan in the lobby of the courthouse.  Fagan questioned Dunlop 

about whether he had contact with C-8 in June 1996.  When Dunlop 

responded that he had, Fagan questioned why Dunlop did not come to the 

OPP with that information.  According to his notes, Dunlop replied to Fagan: 

   

All [C-8] told me was that he was also a victim of Father Charlie.  It was 

incremental disclosure, Mike.  You know how it is for victims.  The day I 

typed his statement he went directly to the OPP Lancaster I have never held 

anything back from the police. I forward all of my information – I hide 

nothing. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091505 

 

On March 6, 1997, Dunlop took a call from Claire Renshaw regarding Robert 

Renshaw.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091506 

  

On March 7, 1997, Dunlop made a note about someone named “Adrian” in 

Toronto. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091506 

  

On March 14, 1997, Dunlop contacted OPP D/Cst. Fagan to say that he had 

located another victim of Father MacDonald.  According to Dunlop’s notes, 

Fagan was “not happy” to hear this because it would make things difficult in 

the court case.  Initially, he advised Dunlop that perhaps after the next court 

appearance he would interview the victim.  Fagan then called back, after 

having spoken with Crown Attorney Robert Pelletier, and stated that the OPP 

now wanted to interview the victim prior to the next court appearance.   

Dunlop faxed a copy of a victim’s statement to Genier upon Fagan’s request.  
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According to Genier’s notes, the alleged victim in question was Robert 

Renshaw. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091506-07 

Exhibit 1473, Document 727726, Batespage 7106395-96 

 

On March 15, 1997, at the request of Cindy’s father, Dunlop called Cindy 

Leroux.  She advised that Doug Seguin had called wanting to speak to 

Leroux.  Leroux did not want to speak to him.  Dunlop’s notes indicate that 

Dunlop advised that he himself would contact the OPP and advise “Dan” of 

that information.  Dunlop’s will state indicates that he told Leroux and Cindy 

to get in touch with the OPP. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091509 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114957 

 

According to Dunlop’s notes, on March 17, 1997, Dunlop called Anthony 

regarding the investigation into the “Summerstown clan”.  He also advised of 

Leroux’s call regarding Doug Seguin and expressed concern that Doug Seguin 

was tampering with witnesses contrary to s. 139 of the Criminal Code. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091509 

Document 733122, Batespage 7127639-42 

 

Dunlop’s counsel, Bourgeois, filed a Response to Demand for Particulars 

dated March 25, 1997 in the Dunlop action.   

Exhibit 728, Document 723642 

 

On March 27, 1997, CPS Sergeant Snyder called Dunlop for a statement as 

to how he met C-8.  There was some discussion about more alleged victims 

that had come forward with allegations against Marcel Lalonde.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091510 

 

Also on March 27, 1997, Genier telephoned Dunlop.  He asked to meet to get 

a statement as to how Dunlop met Robert Renshaw.   
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A statement was given on that date.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091510 

Exhibit 3435, Document 122141 

 

On March 29, 1997, Dunlop notes that he saw Van Diepen and Malcolm 

MacDonald at a coffee shop together.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091512 

 

The Government Brief 

 

On April 8, 1997, Dunlop hand-delivered a letter, a videotape containing The 

Fifth Estate segment, and four binders of information (the Government Brief) 

to the following government offices in Toronto: 

 

• The Office of the Solicitor General and Corrections Services:  The 

binders and the videotape were refused by this office and the letter 

only was accepted by John Periversoff; 

 

• The Ontario Civil Commission on Police Services:  the letter, the 

videotape and the binders were accepted by Clerk assistant C. 

Labielski; and 

• The Attorney General’s Office:  the letter, the videotape and the 

binders were accepted by Assistant Michael Austin. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114957-58 

  

The contents of the Government Brief were the same as the Fantino Brief 

from sections 1 to 74.  The Government Brief included additional information 

numbered 75 to 85, including statements from alleged victims, C-8, Robert 

Renshaw and C-130, and Albert Roy’s statement of claim.   

Exhibit 2810, Document 719646 

 

In the covering letter to the Government Brief dated April 7, 1997, which was 

addressed to the Honourable Robert Runciman, then Solicitor General and 

Minister of Correctional Services, Dunlop requested that a criminal 
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investigation into the CPS be launched.  The letter states that four volumes 

of materials are enclosed. 

Exhibit 730, Document 716547; 716547 

 

On April 9, 1997, a Response to the Demand for Particulars of the Diocese 

was served by Bourgeois.   

Exhibit 728, Document 723642; 109026, Batespage 116745  

 

On April 15, 1997, Dunlop stated that he gave a statement to CPS Sgt. 

Synder regarding how he met C-8.  The report of Dunlop’s statement was 

entered on the OMPPAC system on April 16, 1997.  The report indicates that 

the information was entered by CPS Detective Desrosiers, not CPS Sgt. 

Snyder.  There is a further undated interoffice memorandum from Dunlop 

confirming that he saw C-8 on September 11, 1996 but that Marcel Lalonde 

was not discussed. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091516 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114959 

Exhibit 628, Document 734358 

Exhibit 1408, Document 734788 

Exhibit 1406, Document 734677 

 

On April 17, 1997, Dunlop notes that Hall called to say that he reviewed the 

tape and statements taken at Seguin’s death and that there was a big 

meeting planned with Crown Pelletier on April 24, 1997 to decide the 

direction of the case. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091517 

 

On April 19, 1997, C-15 called Dunlop and advised that Douglas Seguin was 

attempting to contact Gerald Renshaw. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091517 

 

Also on April 19, 1997, John MacDonald advised Dunlop of two other men 

who were possible victims.  In his statement of April 7, 2000, Dunlop  
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indicates that he never made contact with those two possible victims.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091517 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114959 

 

On April 21, 1997, Dunlop contacted Leroux who relayed that no police 

agency had contacted him yet.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091517 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114959 

 

On April 30, 1997, Hall called Dunlop to update him on the status of “the 

investigation”.  

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091518 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114959 

 

On May 1, 1997, Runciman replied to Dunlop’s letter of April 7, 1997.  He 

advised that his Ministry was not going to investigate and that Dunlop should 

report conduct of any individual officers in accordance with the PSA.  

Runciman enclosed a brochure entitled How To File a Complaint Involving a 

Police Officer. 

Exhibit 2840, Document 723577 

 

On May 6, 1997, Dunlop spoke to Silmser who stated that he told the CPS 

about allegations against Marcel Lalonde when he first saw Sebalj in 1992-

1993.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091518 

 

On May 18, 1997, Dunlop contacted Leroux who advised that no one had 

contacted him yet.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091519 

 

On May 19, 1997, Dunlop returned to active duty with CPS through a 

rehabilitative work arrangement.   He was assigned to the Uniform Bureau, P 

Team.  Initially, Dunlop was working reduced hours.  Commencing November 

19, 1997, Dunlop returned to regular duties and hours.  As of September 18, 
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1997 and up to March 16, 1998, Dunlop’s supervisors were Lortie and Acting 

Sergeant Aikman. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 1090827 

 

On May 30, 1997, Dunlop taped a telephone conversation with Leroux.  In 

the conversation, Leroux again related the death threats against Dunlop that 

Leroux had allegedly overheard. 

Exhibit 571A, Document 716192 

 

On May 30, 1997, Dunlop observed Crown MacDonald having lunch with 

Jacques Leduc, Crown Guy Simard and Crown Andre White. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114959 

 

On May 31, 1997, Cindy Leroux called Dunlop and Dunlop called Leroux who 

advised that he had not had contact from police.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091522 

 

On June 1, 1997, Dunlop called Leroux and told him to “hang in there”. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091522 

 

Dunlop’s Involvement With Project Truth 

 

On June 11, 1997, Dunlop met with OPP Inspector Smith and CPS Inspector 

Trew during Dunlop’s shift at the CPS station.  Smith outlined his law 

enforcement background and extensive knowledge and investigation of 

sexual offences.  He advised that he was the lead investigator in “the 

pedophile incidents” and that the investigation had been named Project 

Truth.  The OPP team members included Genier, Hall, Lefebvre and Smith, all 

experts in the field of sexual assault investigations.  Dunlop was advised that 

Smith was in possession of the Fantino brief.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091523-28 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085745-47 
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Smith advised that he had personal knowledge of some of the perpetrators 

and allegations.  In particular, Smith advised that he had investigated the 

shooting death of Travis Varley’s cousin and learned at that time that several 

youths and persons on probation were drinking at Seguin’s house that day.  

Smith further stated that he made “Probation” aware of that fact years ago 

and nothing was done.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091523-28 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085745-47 

 

Smith also stated that he knew Malcolm MacDonald was a pedophile and that 

he molested boys/males in Florida and Pennsylvania.  Further, Smith 

reported to CAS two years ago that Marcel Lalonde was a pedophile.  He had 

been made aware by Slimmer.  Smith further told Dunlop that “he knew 

there was a group of pedophiles operating in the Cornwall area.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091523-28 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085745-47 

 

 

Smith also spoke about the “porno tapes” that were taken from Leroux’s 

pursuant to a search warrant.  He advised Dunlop that they were destroyed 

by the Lancaster OPP.  Smith further stated that “he would love to have [the 

videotapes] as it would make this investigation a lot easier.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091523-28 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085745-47 

 

Smith asked Dunlop to be professional in his involvement in this case and to 

forward all further victims to him.  He asked Dunlop to advise Chisholm to 

stop taking statements.   In Dunlop’s will state, he writes that he specifically 

remembers inquiring as to victims and being told Smith had no problem with 

him being present, at the request of the victims, when they gave statements 

to the police.  Regarding this meeting, in his statement of April 7, 2000, 

Dunlop states:  “The message was clear.  Get the statement.   
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That was the priority.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091523-28 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085745-47 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage. 7114960 

 

On June 27, 1997, John MacDonald met with Dunlop and said that Abell had 

called him and wanted him to come over to discuss what the victims want.  

John MacDonald said he wanted counseling.  He further advised that more 

victims were coming forward. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091529 

 

On June 30, 1997, Dunlop received a letter from the Ministry of Attorney 

General which was dated June 23, 1997.  The letter was responding to 

Dunlop’s letter to Runciman dated April 7, 1997.  The Ministry of Attorney 

General’s letter refers only to the materials that were previously delivered to 

Fantino, not to the Government brief. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114963 

Exhibit 2637, Document 703635; 723578 

 

According to Dunlop’s notes, on or around July 26, 1997, a story broke in the 

national news regarding the allegations of sexual abuse in Cornwall.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091532- 33 

 

On July 28, 1997 while on duty, Dunlop received a call from an unidentified 

male regarding abuse he had experienced at the Classical College in 

Cornwall.  Dunlop stated that he referred the male to Project Truth but 

doesn’t know if he ever made contact.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091532 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114963 

 

On July 29, 1997, three alleged victims, André Gauthier, C-118 and one male 

who did not leave his name, contacted Dunlop.  He took their names but no 

details of the conversation are recorded in Dunlop’s will state or notes.  
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Dunlop’s will state indicates that he informed them of Project Truth and that 

no statement was taken. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091532 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114963 

 

On July 31, 1997, Dunlop notes a conversation with John MacDonald stating 

“no interviews done”.   

Exhibit 123, Dunlop Notes, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091533) 

 

On August 1, 1997, Dunlop recorded notes that state “J. L. Marleau Que 

lawyer”. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091533 

 

On August 3, 1997, an article was published in the Ottawa Sunday Sun 

entitled “Cop ‘wanted killed’”.   

Dunlop was quoted in the article.  He refers to numerous alleged victims 

contacting him. 

Exhibit 2793, Document 115635 

 

Dunlop was contacted by Claude Marleau who advised that he was 

representing alleged victims from the Classical College in Cornwall.  The 

criminal matter had gone to a preliminary hearing.  Dunlop states that he 

was told by Marleau that at the end of the preliminary inquiry the judge 

stated in summary that he was “used like a sexual puppet between the 

accused men.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091533 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114964 

 

On August 7, 1997, Dunlop notes a meeting at headquarters with Smith, Hall 

and CPS Insp. Trew.  CPS Insp. Trew presented Dunlop with an interoffice 

memorandum advising him not to speak to the media about criminal cases  
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that are on-going unless authorized by the Chief. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091533 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114964 

Exhibit 1530, Document 729261; 719095  

 

On August 15, 1997, OPP investigators spoke to Dunlop who indicated that 

he had 14 names to provide them.  He also indicated that he had spoken to 

Silmser and cleared up the misunderstanding about threats to his safety.  

The OPP investigators met with Dunlop at his residence where he provided 

16 names of alleged victims.  Dunlop indicated that some of the names were 

just initials, that he would have to contact them first before revealing 

anything more, and that some people had entrusted him with information so 

that it would not be disclosed.  Dunlop was cooperative during this meeting 

and indicated that the non-disclosure of information had nothing to do with 

his pending civil suit.  Dunlop did not have copies of any of his notes at the 

time.  Dunlop indicated that he was going on holidays for a 2-week period 

and would provide his notes after his return. 

Exhibit 660A, Document 726661,  Batespage 7101773-74 

Exhibit 2801, Document 721891 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898,  Batespage 1129956-63 

 

From September 8, 1997 to September 11, 1997, Dunlop attended court in 

Ottawa.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091534 

 

In his notes, Dunlop records receiving a call from Hall on September 23, 

1997 regarding notes made “in contemplation of civil litigation”.  According to 

Dunlop’s will state, he told Hall to contact his lawyer, “John Morris from the 

law firm Borden & Elliot in Toronto”.  Dunlop was unsure as to what he was 

required to hand over to the police and felt that his lawyer should be 

contacted.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091535 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114964 
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On September 26, 1997, Dunlop was called into Trew’s office with Aikman.  

He was given a letter from Trew dated September 25, 1997 confirming the 

contents of the meeting of August 7, 1997; reminding Dunlop that he was 

still a Police Officer within the City of Cornwall and was mandated to disclose 

any information on victims or alleged sexual assaults; and containing an 

order that Dunlop “disclose to Inspector Tim Smith, or his investigator, all of 

[his] notes, tapes, statements, etc. that [he had] made or received, relating 

to Inspector Tim Smith’s request of August 7, 1997. … This disclosure is to 

be made prior to Friday, October 3, 1997.”   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091536 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085749-52 

Exhibit 731, Document 723536 

  

After the above meeting, Dunlop spoke to Lortie about the letter. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091536 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085753 

 

On October 3, 1997, Dunlop called Trew to request an extension of the 

deadline for disclosure.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091536 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114965 

 

On October 8, 1997, Trew spoke with Dunlop regarding the materials he had 

assembled and Dunlop subsequently called Hall to set up a meeting. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091537 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085754 

Exhibit 733, Document 713870,  Batespage 7053368 

 

On October 10, 1997, Dunlop met with Hall and disclosed a yellow binder 

with 9 tabs and 3 audiotapes which contained interviews with Robert 

Renshaw, Gerald Renshaw and Leroux’s telephone conversation with Dunlop.  

Dunlop’s note further states “could not find judge oath secrecy”. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091538 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114965 

Exhibit 660A, Document 726661, Batespage 7101775 
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The yellow binder contained the following documentation: 

 

Tab 1 – Index of Fantino Brief  

Tab 2 – “List of Pedophiles” 

Tab 3 – Handwritten note re Carol Deschamps 

Tab 4 – Handwritten note re C-8 

Tab 5 – Handwritten note re Ann Bellefeuille 

Tab 6 – Howard Johnson notepad notes re St. Columban’s Boys’ School 

Tab 7 – Series of handwritten notes, various dates 

Tab 8 – List of names, undated 

Tab 9 – Duty Book entry dated July 29, 1997 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898, Batespage 112970-71 

Exhibit 2795, Document 721885 

Exhibit 2796, Document 721886 

Exhibit 2797, Document 721887 

Exhibit 2798, Document 721888 

Exhibit 2799, Document 721889 

Exhibit 2800, Document 721890 

Exhibit 2801, Document 721891 

Exhibit 2802, Document 721892 

Exhibit 2803, Document 721893 

 

On October 24, 1997, Dunlop was in attendance at court when Father 

MacDonald was committed to stand trial on all counts.  In his notes, Dunlop 

wrote:  “There is a God – Got to like it.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091539 

 

On November 4, 1997, Dunlop met with John Morris of Borden & Elliott in 

Kingston. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091540 

 

On November 12, 1997, Keith Ouellette called Dunlop and left a voice mail 

for him to return his call.  Dunlop spoke to Ouellette who alleged that he had 



 

 186 

been assaulted by Seguin, Richard Hickerson and Ouellette’s brother.  Dunlop 

directed Ouellette to Project Truth. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091540 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085755 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114966 

 

On November 21, 1997, Dunlop sent a letter to Bourgeois terminating 

Bourgeois’ legal services. 

Exhibit 717, Document 723547 

 

On November 21, 1997, Dunlop sent a letter to John Callaghan requesting 

his consent to an adjournment of an upcoming court date because he was 

without counsel.  Dunlop also spoke to Callaghan that day and was advised 

that Callaghan would not consent to an adjournment.  Dunlop noted “4:15 - 

No adjournment.  Welcome aboard....Callahan in court.  Smiling.  Laughing - 

put in place.” 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091541 

 

On November 24, 1997 Dunlop attended court in Newmarket on the Dunlop 

action.  Bourgeois did not attend.  Dunlop asked for an adjournment to seek 

new counsel.  The attendance related to a motion brought by the police 

defendants seeking an order striking the amended statement of claim.  The 

motion was adjourned to February 2, 1998, at which time Dunlop was either 

to have filed a new statement of claim (by January 15, 1997) or be prepared 

to argue why the amended statement of claim before the court should not be 

struck.   

 Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091541 

  

On December 8, 1997, Dunlop was contacted by Hall and advised that there 

was nothing on side two of Robert Renshaw’s taped interview.  Dunlop said 

that it was Bourgeois who looked after the tapes. 

Exhibit 2746, Document 727746, Batespage 7109697 
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In early January 1998, Dunlop was contacted by C-10 who indicated that he 

wanted to meet. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091543 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114967 

 

On January 13, 1998, Dunlop received a copy of an internal correspondence 

entitled “Cst. P. Dunlop Requesting Assistance and Consultation with Crown’s 

Office” which was sent to O.I.C.-Field Operations by CPS Insp. Trew.  The 

correspondence stated that all arrangements for contact with the Crown’s 

office would be through Lortie or Aikman and that Dunlop’s supervisors or 

Constable Malloy would be present at all Crown consultations.   Dunlop felt 

that this procedure was unwarranted and intimidating. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085757 

Exhibit 1485, Document 723480; 731025 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114969 

 

Dunlop’s new counsel, John Morris of the law firm Borden & Elliot, prepared a 

draft Fresh Statement of Claim in the Dunlop action.  The document is 

misdated as January 15, 1997.    

Exhibit 673, Document 718931   

 

On January 15, 1998, Dunlop gave evidence before Judge G. Renaud in the 

preliminary inquiry of R. v. Marcel Lalonde in Cornwall, Ontario.   

 

Defence counsel, William Markle, called Dunlop as a witness for the defence.   

Exhibit 1717, Document 117081  

 

During his examination at the preliminary inquiry, Dunlop testified that he 

had notes regarding interviews with C-8 and the taking of C-8’s statement.  

He identified these notes as “personal notes” as opposed to “police notes” 

because he was not on duty at the time he made them.  In his examination-

in-chief by defence counsel, Markle, Dunlop stated that he had turned over 

everything he had.  In his cross-examination by Wilhelm, Dunlop confirmed  
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that his personal notes had been given to the police.  

Exhibit 1717, Document 117081,  Batespage 1109110-11 and 1109116 

  

On January 19, 1998, Dunlop met with C-10. C-10 alleged that four different 

men molested him as a youth.  Dunlop’s will state indicates that he told C-10 

about Project Truth.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091543 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114969 

 

In Dunlop’s handwritten notes, there is a copy of a telephone/action memo 

form of the Cornwall Police Force dated February 12, 1998.  The memo is a 

telephone message that was taken for Dunlop from C-2.  Dunlop’s notes 

indicate that he received the message on February 14, 1998.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091543 

 

On February 16, 1998, Dunlop met with C-2 who alleged that he was 

assaulted by Father MacDonald and another priest in Apple Hill.  Dunlop told 

him to go to Project Truth. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091545 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114969 

 

On April 29, 1998, Dunlop was contacted by Hall regarding disclosure 

requests from the lawyer representing Marcel Lalonde.  According to Hall’s 

notes, Dunlop said “he had indicated in his evidence that the OPP were in 

possession of all of his notes, but very little provided.”  Dunlop indicated he 

would check his notes again and advise if there was any further information. 

Exhibit 660A, Document 726661,  Batespage 7101777 

 

On May 8, 1998, C-16’s mother called Dunlop to inform him that Jacques 

Leduc had allegedly sexually abused her son from the time he was 12-17 

years of age.  She also advised that they had gone to the OPP. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091545 

  



 

 189 

On May 26, 1998, Trew sent an interoffice Memorandum to Dunlop advising 

that he could not discuss issues around the Project Truth investigation 

without the express consent of the Chief and requesting that he contact an 

organization called the Justice Committee and advise that he will be unable 

to attend as guest speaker.  Dunlop did so. 

Exhibit 1548, Document 728039; 723532 

  

Accordingly to Dunlop’s will state, he called C-16’s mother back three weeks 

after the call of May 8, 1998.  Dunlop wrote that he called her back out of 

concern because she was very upset the first time she called and he wanted 

to make sure that she was okay.  There is no mention of this subsequent 

contact in Dunlop’s notes. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114970 

 

On July 23, 1998, Dunlop met with Smith, Hall and Trew.  Smith asked 

Dunlop about his contact with C-16’s mother.  Dunlop advised that he had 

called C-16’s mother back after her initial call out of concern for her and her 

son’s well being.  Dunlop and Trew both took notes of this conversation.  

Neither Smith nor Hall recorded a single note of the conversation relating to 

C-16’s mother. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085759-63 

 

The issue of disclosure was also discussed.  Hall indicated that there might 

have been a problem with where the statements were taken.  He advised 

that the defence lawyers, Neville and Edelson, were “screaming for 

disclosure”.  Smith asked where Dunlop’s notes from prior to 1996 were.  

Hall asked about the documents that were handed over to the Attorney 

General’s Office and to the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services.  

Dunlop stated that he was surprised that the CPS and OPP had not received 

any of the documents from the Attorney General’s office or the “Solicitor 

General’s” office.  Dunlop agreed to replicate the materials that had  
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previously been delivered.  

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085759-63 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114970-72 

 

Finally, at this meeting Dunlop inquired about the investigation into the death 

threats made against his family by Father MacDonald.  Smith indicated that 

the allegations would be sent to an outside Crown Attorney for advice.  

Dunlop later learned that they were sent to Crown Attorney Pelletier. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085759-63 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114972 

 

On July 31, 1998, Trew met with Dunlop who advised that his material was 

ready to be given over to Hall.  According to Trew’s notes, Dunlop stated that 

he would sign a letter made up by Project Truth investigators regarding 

disclosure, if approved by his lawyer, but he would not write a letter himself.   

Exhibit 733, Document 713870,  Batespage 7053389-90 

 

According to Hall’s notes, on July 31, 1998, Hall contacted Dunlop and picked 

up the following: 

 

• 2 black binders, Volumes 1 and 2; 

• 2 plastic bound binders, Volumes 3 and 4; 

• Copy of memo to Chief Fantino, London Police; 

• Copy of memo to Solicitor General Robert Runciman and reply; 

• Copy of reply from Regional Crown Attorney Peter Griffith; and 

• Copy of receipt of material from Ontario Civilian Commission on Police 

Services, Ministry of the Attorney General and Ministry of the Solicitor 

General  

Exhibit 2748, Document 727748, Batespage 7109904-05 

 

Dunlop provided the copied materials to Hall on September 17, 1998.  

Dunlop had Hall sign an acknowledgement of receipt stating that the OPP had 

not been previously provided the documents by the Attorney General or 

Solicitor General.  The acknowledgement of receipt is dated July 31, 1998.  
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Dunlop also advised Hall that he was in possession of a videotape of Leroux 

giving a statement.  Hall requested a copy. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  7085765 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114972 

Exhibit 1478, Document 723586 

Exhibit 2748, Document 727748, Batespage 7109945-46 

 

On March 24, 1999, the acknowledgement of receipt signed by Hall was 

published in an Ottawa Sun article by Jackie Leroux entitled “Letter confirms 

cops lacked files.”   

Exhibit 992, Document 123181;728065 

 

On August 11, 1998, Hall met with Dunlop at his home and presented him 

with a letter asking him to confirm that he had disclosed everything 

associated with the criminal investigations.  Hall asked Dunlop to sign the 

letter.  Dunlop said he wanted to obtain legal advice before signing. 

Exhibit 2748, Document 727748, Batespage 7109904-05 

 

On August 11, 1998, Dunlop’s lawyer forwarded material to MPP Garry 

Guzzo. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114973 

 

On September 25, 1998, Dunlop called Hall stating that he would provide the 

Leroux video by Monday.   

 

Hall again advised Dunlop that he wanted a signed release indicating that all 

of Dunlop’s materials had been provided. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114973 

Exhibit 2748, Document 727748, Batespage 7109961 

 

During this time period, Dunlop was provided with a copy of a release for his 

signature that stated that he had provided copies of all his notes, audio/video 

tapes and interview reports pertaining to his civil and criminal matters. 

Exhibit 2815, Document 723604  
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On October 1, 1998, Dunlop met with OPP investigators at the CPS station to 

provide them with the videotape labeled “Ron Leroux December 1, 1996”.  

Dunlop was asked to sign a release which read as follows: 

 

I, Perry Dunlop, have provided to the Ontario Provincial Police, Project Truth, 

copies of all notes, audio/video tapes and interview reports pertaining to all 

criminal matters that are in my possession. 

 

Dunlop refused to sign the above on the basis of legal advice. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 7085767 

Exhibit 660H, Document 727750, Batespage 7109968 

Exhibit 733, Document 713870,  Batespage 7053400 

Exhibit 2816, Document 121290 

 

According to Hall and Trew’s notes, upon reviewing the Leroux videotape, 

Hall formed the opinion that there was further disclosure outstanding.  It was 

apparent that Dunlop was showing Leroux photographs and it was possible 

that he was taking notes.  Hall spoke to Dunlop on November 16, 1998 about 

further disclosure and was told by Dunlop to contact his lawyer, John Morris.  

Exhibit 733, Document 713870,  Batespage 7053401 

Exhibit 660H, Document 727750, Batespage 7109993 

 

On December 3, 1998, Dunlop received a telephone call from David Price of 

Nanaimo, BC.  David advised that his wife, Shelley, was allegedly a victim of 

child sexual assault when she was a young child in Cornwall.  David advised 

that the OPP went to the CPS to take her statement and Brunet was calling a 

lot.  In his notes, Dunlop notes that he told David he would be of whatever 

help he could. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091551 

 

On January 6, 1999, Dunlop met again with Hall; this time with Helen 

present.  Hall advised that no charges were going to be laid with respect to 

the alleged death threats.  The Dunlops, and Helen in particular, were very 
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unhappy with the decision not to pursue charges.  There was further 

discussion about the sexual assault investigations. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  7085768 

Exhibit 660A, Document 726661,  Batespage 7101783 

 

On January 18, 1999, Dunlop received another call from David Price.  David 

indicated that he was going to call Brunet and the Chief to request Dunlop’s 

assistance in the investigation of their case. Dunlop’s will state indicates that 

David expressed concern about the CPS investigating the allegations. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091551 

 

On February 9, 1999, Helen and Perry Dunlop appeared on “Pamela Wallin 

Live” with their lawyer, John Morris. 

Exhibit 3439, Document 713697 

 

On February 11, 1999, David Price called Dunlop to advise him that his wife 

was still working on her statement concerning her allegations of ritual abuse. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091551 

  

On February 14, 1999, Bob Nazar of Peace River, Alberta called Dunlop and 

discussed allegations of sexual abuse within the Cornwall hockey league.  

Nazar discussed widespread allegations of sexual abuse in some Cornwall 

hockey leagues in the 1950s and 1960s.   

 

He repeatedly mentioned the name “Killer Gagnon”.  Dunlop says that he 

“mentioned” Project Truth to Nazar but does not know if he got in touch. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091560 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114974-75 

  

On March 8, 1999, C-104 called Dunlop and alleged that he was sexually 

assaulted at the Classical College in Cornwall from 1954 to 1957 and that 

there were other alleged victims. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091554 
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On March 10, 1999, Dunlop by chance met C-21, whom he had met years 

ago.  C-21 alleged that he was a victim of sexual abuse by Jean Luc Leblanc, 

a bus driver and by Malcolm MacDonald.  C-21 stated that Leblanc also 

allegedly assaulted a friend who had committed suicide in Edmonton in 

December 1997 as a direct result of this assault. C-21 had been to Project 

Truth with his information.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091561-62 

  

On March 16, 1999, Dunlop spoke with C-21 again.  C-21 advised that his 

friend had hung himself on December 17, 1997.  C-21 further advised that at 

the time that his friend hung himself, they were both going to tell the police 

about the abuse that they had allegedly suffered while in Cornwall.  He said 

that his friend was very scared about coming forward and the entire incident 

drove him to take his life.  He had a wife and small child at the time of his 

death.  In Dunlop’s will state, he further states: 

 

C-21 mentioned there were other pedophiles at St. Lawrence High School, 

but did not provide names or details.  I did not push him on the issue, as I 

knew he had already gone to Project Truth and spoken to them. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091562 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114975 

 

On March 17, 1999, C-21 told Dunlop that he had told CPS almost eight 

years ago about the alleged sexual assault against him. He further alleged 

that CPS was “very ignorant” towards him.  C-21 dropped off a letter from 

Jean Luc Leblanc at Dunlop’s residence. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091562-63 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114976 

 

According to Dunlop’s will state, on April 6, 1999, Dunlop was served a 

subpoena to go to the court in Alexandria.  Once there he met with Assistant 

Crown Attorney Shelley Hallett and Assistant Crown Attorney Alain Godin.  

He was advised that defence counsel had brought a motion for the disclosure 

of the Government binders.  The Crown took the position that none of the 
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evidence in that package concerned the accuseds in that case.  The presiding 

judge, the Honourable Justice Renaud, released his decision the following 

day.  He found that the package did not have to be disclosed. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114976 

 

Dunlop’s duty book notes indicate that he was served with the subpoena in 

the R v. Landry matter on April 5, 1999 and he attended court in Alexandria 

on May 6, 1999.  On May 6, 1999, the Honourable Justice Renaud made a 

ruling on the request of defence counsel for an adjournment of the 

preliminary inquiry.  In addition, he agreed to review materials in the 

Crown’s possession from Dunlop to determine if they had to be disclosed to 

the defence.   On May 7, 1999, Mr. Justice Renaud advised that he had 

reviewed the voluminous materials and there was nothing that he would 

order the Crown to disclose. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085769-70 

Exhibit 2967, Document 106877; 111913 

Exhibit 2968, Document 106875; 111914 

 

On April 7, 1999, Dunlop was informed that he had received a human rights 

award from the Vancouver Human Rights Coalition.   The decision as to 

whether Dunlop would be able to go became a contentious issue with the 

CPS. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114980 

 

On April 7, 1999, Dunlop met with C-104. C-104 advised that he attended 

Classical College in Cornwall from 1954 to 1958 and alleged that he was 

assaulted by Father Jean Primeau over 300 times between the ages of 12 

and 16.  Dunlop taped this interview.  The tape was provided to Project 

Truth.  Additional notes were provided by C-104 concerning the assault. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091564-65 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114980 

Exhibit 2726, Document 712775 
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On April 7 and 8, 1999, three memoranda were delivered to Dunlop from 

Trew concerning Dunlop’s negative comments to the media regarding CPS; 

his fear for his personal safety within the department; and the lack of backup 

during calls for service. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114976 

Exhibit 1319, Document 716331; 706261 

Exhibit 1554, Document 729938; 706263 

Exhibit 1550, Document 723490 

 

On April 19, 1999, Dunlop sent Trew a letter in response to the above 

memoranda.  He asked what position the organization was taking on the 

issue as he was seeking guidance and assistance from the Association.  He 

requested a response by April 26, 1999.  He did not receive any response.  

According to Trew’s notes, this letter was received on April 14, 1999 and 

gave a deadline of April 19, 1999. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114979 

Exhibit 733, Document 713870, Batespage 7053414 

Exhibit 1549, Document 729940; 719126 

Exhibit 1551, Document 729941; 716336 

 

In May 1999, Dunlop attended the awards ceremony in Victoria, British 

Columbia.  While there, he also met with David and Shelley Price.  Shelley 

Price was still working on her statement.   

 

Over the next few weeks, Dunlop received further correspondence from the 

Prices. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943, Batespage 7114981 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 10915555-56 

  

According to Dunlop’s will state, he saw C-92 in the summer of 1999 when 

he helped pull C-92’s  boat to shore on the St. Lawrence River.  Dunlop 

reports that he spoke to C-92 a few days later and C-92 alleged that he too 

had been a victim of Seguin.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114948 
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On August 4, 1999, Dunlop was contacted by “Joseph” who had been a 

student at the Alfred School and had allegedly been sexually abused by 

Father Joseph.  Joseph further alleged that he had told Smith about his 

ordeal and was placed in an Ottawa Psychiatric Ward for five days.  Joseph 

alleged that Smith told him not to tell anyone or he would be locked up for 

life.  He further stated that Smith was a student at Alfred.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241, Batespage 1091546 

  

On August 5, 1999 and September 2, 1999, Dunlop received calls from two 

further alleged victims from London.   

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091547 

  

On October 19, 1999, Dunlop approached Carter about the return of the 

photographs he had provided to Hall.  Carter advised that Dunlop would not 

be getting the originals back but he would retrieve some photocopies.  

Dunlop told Carter that “it was nice [that he] got screwed over by [his] own 

[department]”. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085772 

 

On October 29, 1999, Veronica McPhail called from the station to let Dunlop 

know that Ouellette had called and would like Dunlop to call him.  Dunlop 

spoke with Ouellette who indicated that he feared for his life from the police.   

 

He reported an additional alleged abuser, Lionel Currier.  Ouellette said that 

he had reported the above to the police years ago. 

Exhibit 123, Document 116241,  Batespage 1091549-50 

  

On January 10, 2000, Dunlop met with Carter and Derochie.  Derochie 

provided Dunlop with an Internal Correspondence regarding Dunlop’s 

involvement in the criminal proceedings. The correspondence contained  
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written orders requiring Dunlop to: 

 

• disclose all evidence in his possession which in any way related to the 

Marcel Lalonde investigation, including a will say statement detailing 

all meetings with complainants, witnesses and any other involvement 

in the prosecution; 

• disclose all evidence in his possession that in any way related to 

allegations of sexual abuse; 

• cease communicating directly or indirectly with any victims or 

witnesses;  if a victim or witness was to contact Dunlop he was 

ordered to not discuss the case, make detailed notes and forthwith 

disclose the contact to the officers in charge of the case in question; 

• cease communicating directly or indirectly with any member of the 

public or the media regarding the subject matter of the order or his 

involvement in any criminal proceedings; and 

• cease and desist from investigating any criminal activity that may be 

the subject matter of the OPP Project Truth investigation while on or 

off-duty. 

Exhibit 3446, 722146,  Batespage 7085773-87 

Exhibit 1330, Document 728121  

 

According to Dunlop’s will state, there ensued a conversation between 

Derochie and Dunlop regarding the orders.  Dunlop stated that he wanted 

someone else to read over the correspondence because he had a problem 

with some of its contents.  He expressed a reluctance to cease 

communicating with victims because they contacted him because they 

trusted him and needed someone to talk to.  

 

 Dunlop stated that he did not feel like he was holding anything back.  

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114982-84 
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According to Dunlop’s duty book notes, Dunlop enquired about the “cease 

and desist” order and Derochie replied, “It may be overstated.”  Dunlop 

advised that he had given them everything he had except for what his lawyer  

 

had advised him not to give.   

Exhibit 3446, 722146,  Batespage 7085773-87 

 

On January 17, 2000, Dunlop asked to see the correspondence with the 

Crown regarding Dunlop’s involvement in the criminal proceedings.  He is 

advised that he would be shown that information.  

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114984 

 

On January 17, 2000, Dunlop checked OMPPAC regarding Marcel Lalonde and 

noted that six alleged victims were registered and he had only had contact 

with one, C-8. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage  7085787 

 

Also on January 17, 2000, Hall called Dunlop and requested an interview with 

him on the following day.  Dunlop agreed and then called Hall back to advise 

of an alleged victim that Dunlop had directed to Project Truth.  The alleged 

victim was C-2.   

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 7085787-88 

Exhibit 1130, Document 710336; 722137 

 

On January 18, 2000, Hall and OPP D/Cst. Dupuis attempted to interview 

Dunlop, prepared with 44 set questions. They advised that they were 

investigating Dunlop’s allegations of a cover-up.  Dunlop declined to respond 

to the questions at the time, preferring to incorporate the responses into his 

written statement.  Dunlop also requested that a witness be present during 

any subsequent meetings with Project Truth investigators.   

 

According to his notes, Dunlop advised that his family is in fear for his safety  
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and that he wants to make sure that Cornwall is safe. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 7085788-89 

Exhibit 661, Document 724300 

 

On January 20, 2000, Dunlop asked CPS Derosiers from the Sexual Assault 

Unit for a copy of Dunlop’s will say from the R. v. Marcel Lalonde case.  On 

orders from Carter, Derosiers refused to provide Dunlop with that 

information.  Dunlop felt that the CPS was frustrating his ability to fulfill the 

order and went to Aikman on the issue.  Aikman spoke with Carter and 

advised Dunlop that Carter requested a meeting for Monday morning to 

discuss the matter.  Dunlop requested that Aikman get a legal opinion from 

Steve Welshner, a lawyer from Nelligan Power. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114985-88  

 

On January 20, 2000 Dunlop was off duty sick.  On January 21, 2000, Dunlop 

asked CPS Derosiers for the material that he provided regarding Marcel 

Lalonde.  Derosiers provided him with a copy of his statement but refused to 

provide Dunlop’s notes on the orders of Carter.  Later that day, Dunlop spoke 

to Carter.  Carter stated that he didn’t understand why Dunlop would need to 

see the copies of the notes when Dunlop retained the originals.  Dunlop said 

that he wanted to make sure he had “crossed my tee and dotted my I’s”.  

Carter advised that there were Crowns and defence counsel who believed 

that Dunlop was withholding evidence. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 7085790-92 

 

Following this conversation, Dunlop went to speak to Aikman.  He advised 

Aikman of his conversation with Carter and asked Aikman to speak to Carter 

and ask if Dunlop is under criminal investigation.  He also told Aikman that 

the CPS was under investigation by the OPP. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 7085790-92 

 

On January 24, 2000, Dunlop met with Carter, Derochie and Aikman.  

Aikman advised that he consulted with Steve Welshner and Welshner stated 

that Dunlop should turn everything over.  Since everything in his possession 
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was to be turned over, there was no need for Dunlop to see which notes had 

already been given.  Both Derochie and Carter refused to provide Dunlop 

access to what he had previously provided.  Dunlop was unhappy with this 

response.  He stated that it was imperative that he have access to the notes 

previously provided for the purpose of the will state and that felt that he was 

being “entrapped” by his service.   

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, batespage 7085795-97 

 

On January 29, 2000, C-8 called Dunlop and advised him that he had 

received many hang up/harassing calls.  C-8 was referred to Project Truth.   

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7114989 

 

On February 9, 2000, Dunlop turned four volumes of documents over to 

Derochie and Carter.  The volumes were entitled “Submissions”.  Dunlop also 

provided a white three ring binder with 42 (or 41) tabs.   Finally, Dunlop 

provides notes relating to Marcel Lalonde including: 

 

• 7 pages of notes dated Sunday, June 9, 1996 

• 1 page of notes dated Monday, June 10, 1996 

• 4 pages of notes dated November 19, 1996 

• 1 page of notes dated December 12, 1996 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 70885801 

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487, Batespage 1043350 – 352  

Document 738464, Batespage 7167818-20 

 

On February 14, 2000, Dunlop received a seven page detailed typed 

statement from Dick Nadeau containing allegations with respect to six more 

alleged pedophiles.  Dunlop indicates in his statement that Dick Nadeau had 

gone to Project Truth with his allegations. 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943,  Batespage 7115003 

  Exhibit 792, Document 122921; 716569 
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According to Dunlop’s notes, he was in Toronto from February 17-18, 2000 

for the purpose of attending mediation. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146,  Batespage 70885801 

 

 

On February 22, 2000, Dunlop turned over a copy of the Ron Leroux tapes to 

Carter. [tape dated October 10, 1998] 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, batespage 70885802 

 

On February 23, 2000, Dunlop and his wife Helen met with Hall and OPP 

D/Cst. Dupuis and provided a taped interview, answering the questions that 

had previously been submitted to them.  According to Hall’s notes, Helen also 

taped the interview. 

Exhibit 662, Document 105447 

  

On March 1, 2000, Dunlop turned over four tapes (C-104, Gerald Renshaw, 

Robert Renshaw, and C-15) to Derochie and Carter.  Derochie advised that 

the Crown required Dunlop’s notes as soon as possible.  Dunlop responded 

that he needed his notes to complete his will state.  Derochie then requested 

that all else be put on hold until Dunlop completes the will state using the 

notes.  It was agreed that Dunlop would work on completing this outside of 

the station. 

Exhibit 3446, Document 722146, Batespage 7085803-04 

 

On March 8, 2000, according to Derochie’s notes, Dunlop turned over a four-

tabbed document entitled “Constable Perry Dunlop’s notes”.  Dunlop told him 

that this represented all of his notes although he still has a few miscellaneous 

items such as photos.   

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487, Batespage 1043380; Document 738464,  

Batespage 7167848  

Exhibit 3445, Document 722145 
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Dunlop turned over to Hall a statement regarding C-2 on March 15, 2000.  

He then signed a Will State regarding C-2 dated March 16, 2000. 

Exhibit 1130, Document 710336; 722137 

 

On March 30, 2000, Derochie received from Dunlop two copies of an eight-

tabbed document containing further statements, affidavits and drawings. 

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487; 738464, Batespage 7167851-52 

 

On April 5, 2000, Derochie met again with Dunlop to question him about the 

progress on his will state.  He assigned someone to work with Dunlop to 

assist. 

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487; Document 738464, Batespage 7167853 

 

On April 6, 2000, Dunlop turned over 8 boxes of documents numbered 1, 2, 

3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9 to the CPS.  Dunlop advised that these boxes represented 

his complete file and that he had made previous disclosures from the 

materials in the boxes.  Number 6 was not turned over at that time because 

it contained documents, which would aid him in testifying at various trials.   

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487; Document 738464, Batespage 7167856-57 

 

On April 7, 2000, Derochie received Dunlop’s will state and the four tabbed 

volumes of accompanying materials entitled Book One to Book Four.   

Exhibit 1325, Document 109487; Document 738464, Batespage 7167853 

Exhibit 579, Document 728943 

Exhibit 3440, Document 716395 

Exhibit 3441, Document 716451 

Exhibit 3442, Document 716503 

Exhibit 3443, Document 716553 

 

On June 27, 2000, Crown Attorney Hallett called Hall to advise him that 

Dunlop had attended her office and provided her with a copy of his will state.  

She intended to compare it to the copy originally provided. She also indicated  
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that it was her intention to return the boxes to Dunlop after proceedings had 

ended.  

Exhibit 824, Document 727756, Batespage 7110546-47 

Exhibit 3222, Document 109191 

 

The Dunlop Family Leaves Cornwall 

 

Dunlop wrote a letter to the then Attorney General of Ontario, the 

Honourable Jim Flaherty dated June 27, 2000 asking for a full public inquiry. 

Exhibit 3416, Document 109194; 705392 

 

Dunlop resigned from the CPS effective June 29, 2000.  He had retained a 

lawyer by that time to advance a claim of wrongful dismissal against the 

CPS. 

 

On July 12, 2000, Murray Segal, Assistant Deputy Attorney General – 

Criminal Division, wrote to Dunlop regarding a public inquiry.  The letter is 

copied to MPP Garry Guzzo. 

Exhibit 3112, Document 109193; Document 732862  

 

Dunlop’s Participation In R. V. Leduc 

 

In the R v. Jacques Leduc application for stay, defence counsel sought to 

have Dunlop return from British Columbia to give evidence.  A junior lawyer 

had been in contact with Dunlop regarding the service of the subpoena and 

travel arrangements.  Dunlop had requested that the defence counsel also 

pay for his wife’s travel and they refused.  Dunlop chose not to appear and it 

was determined that the subpoena had not been properly served on Dunlop.  

The Crown offered to assist with service but the defence decided to end their 

evidence on February 22, 2001, without hearing from Dunlop. 

Exhibit 2648, Document 116151, Batespage 1077052-64 
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On March 1, 2001, the Honourable Mr. Justice Chadwick ordered a Stay of 

Proceedings on all charges against Leduc having found that Leduc’s Charter 

rights were breached on the basis of willful non-disclosure by the Crown.   

Exhibit 845, Document 738402; 101780 

 

Dunlop’s Participation In R. v. Lapierre 

 

On September 4, 2001, Dunlop testified at the trial, R. v. Lapierre before the 

Honourable Mr. Justice Lalonde.  His evidence related to his prior contacts 

with Marleau. 

Exhibit 160, Document 120903 

 

Dunlop’s Participation In R. V. Macdonald 

 

On May 1 and 2, 2002, Dunlop gave testimony at the section 11(b) motion in 

R. v. MacDonald.  In his testimony, Dunlop reviewed the issues regarding 

disclosure between himself and Project Truth.  Dunlop provided various 

reasons for the time it took to provide full disclosure including:  the Project 

Truth team did not provide him with adequate time to respond to their 

disclosure requests; he had received legal advice that certain of his 

documentation was privileged; and he did not trust the OPP or Hall.   

Exhibit 720, Document 120898 

Exhibit 721, Document 120899 

 

Dunlop’s Participation In R. V. Leduc 

 

From August 16 to 19, 2004, Dunlop testified at the voir dire in R. v. Leduc.  

Dunlop felt that he was misled and poorly treated as a witness.  On August 

18, 2004, prior to recommencing cross-examination, Dunlop read a written 

statement into the record detailing his concerns about the process and 

requesting a lawyer.  That statement included the information that someone  
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had provided him with a copy of the Notice of Application in R. v. Leduc on 

August 17, 2004. 

Exhibit 724, Document 109980, Batespage 1046810-12 

 

On September 13, 2004, the Honourable Mr. Justice Plantana, made an order 

for the production of the materials of Perry Dunlop in the R. v. Leduc matter.  

On September 29, 2004, Dunlop, through his counsel Yvonne Pink, produced 

materials to D/Cst. Steve Seguin of the OPP in Duncan, British Columbia. 

 

Signed receipt acknowledgement, September 29, 2004, Document 706085  

Under cover of letter dated September 30, 2004, Pink attempted to file an 

affidavit of Perry Dunlop with the court in the R. v. Leduc matter.   
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CORNWALL COMMUNITY POLICE SERVICE AND ITS BOARD 

 

The Cornwall Community Police Service (“CPS”) was throughout the relevant 

time period being scrutinized by the Cornwall Public Inquiry a force that was 

not lacking in resources; the size of the force compared favourably to forces 

in communities of a similar size and officers had amongst the highest salaries 

in the province. 

 

Despite the resources that were available to the CPS, however, numerous 

inspection reports set out that the force was an organization in trouble. There 

were longstanding issues with leadership and with morale, there is abundant 

evidence of dissention, and the quality of policing as it related to the 

investigation of allegations of historical sexual abuse was often abysmal, to 

put it kindly. 

 

While these factors alone would have impacted on the CPS’ ability to 

appropriately investigate allegations of historical sexual abuse, the situation 

must be viewed from a wider perspective.   

 

The issues facing the CPS went beyond poor management. The widespread 

mistrust within the force must begin with an examination of the force’s 

leader throughout much of the relevant period, Chief of Police Claude Shaver.  

Some of the more remarkable situations relating to Shaver include: 

 

• He was asked to resign by his own senior management; 

• His Deputy Chief testified that he counseled Shaver to change, that 

there were vicious rumours about Shaver while Chief, that they had a 

blow up and that Shaver reacted to criticism from the Deputy Chief by 

threatening to lay Police Service Act charges against him for taking his 

concerns outside the chain of command; 

• The City and Mayor Ron Martelle investigated Shaver and ultimately 

offered him a hefty compensation package to retire early; 
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• He was later investigated by his own force in relation to obstruction of 

justice in the Earl Landry Jr matter; and 

• He was investigated by other police forces for obstruction of justice in 

relation to the Silmser matter. 

 

The evidence presented during the CPS institutional response phase set out 

the strict chain of command structure within the force.  Deputy Chief St. 

Denis clearly explained that it was his role to oversee operational matters 

and investigations, not Shaver’s.  Despite this clear hierarchy and the well-

known roles of the players, the evidence shows that Chief Shaver involved 

himself in important investigations, by-passing the chain of command almost 

entirely at times.  Shaver’s interference in at least two historic sexual abuse 

cases led to disastrous results in both.   

 

The incompetence and interference of Chief Shaver and the pervasive 

distrust of the man’s abilities by the men and women of his own force 

became more and more apparent, but no less shocking, throughout the 

testimony of the various CPS actors.  Shaver’s own shameful performance as 

a witness at the Inquiry closed a sad chapter in this community’s history. 

 

This Commission must examine and report on Shaver’s role and the work of 

his force in relation to several investigations.  The fact that many 

investigations were poorly managed and disturbingly superficial becomes 

obvious when the evidence is thoroughly reviewed.  What the Commission 

must also report on, however, is whether these investigations failed as a 

result of a combination of incompetence and laziness, or whether something 

more sinister occurred. 
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Investigation of Lucien Labelle  

 

The earliest CPS investigation scrutinized by the Cornwall Public Inquiry 

occurred in 1985, when the CPS investigated a case involving Lucien Labelle, 

then a local principal of the Ecole elementaire catholique Marie-Tanguay. The 

case involved both the current and historical reporting of alleged sexual 

offences by more than ten female victims.   

Exhibit 1556, Document 740557, Batespage 7181216 - 250 

Exhibit 1557, Document 200228, Batespage 7181646 

Exhibit 1566, Document 200236, Batespage 7181654 

 

The Labelle case is also relevant to the Ministry of the Attorney General’s 

institutional response, as the assigned Crown made a critical strategy error 

that almost certainly materially contributed to the acquittal of Labelle, but 

also because it is the earliest known example of Chief Shaver taking an 

unusual interest in a high profile sexual abuse case. 

 

While Shaver claimed to have little recollection of this case during his 

testimony at the Inquiry, he did not dispute Constable Brian Payment’s 

recollection of his involvement, as set out below.  The lack of detail available 

to the Commission relating to the Labelle matter does not permit a full 

examination of Shaver’s role and its ultimate effect, if any, on the failed 

prosecution.  We are, however, able to recognize two specific concerns 

relating to Shaver that would repeat themselves in later cases.  First, as 

noted above, is Shaver’s habit of taking an unusual interest in high profile 

sexual abuse cases.  Second, Shaver’s habit of not cooperating with the CAS 

in these cases is also evidenced here. 

 

The investigating officers in this case were Constable Payment and Sergeant 

Ronald Lefebvre. Lefebvre was the lead investigator initially and Payment 

eventually took over the investigation, with the officers working jointly for a  
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period of time. Both teachers and students were interviewed in relation to 

the allegations.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment April 30, 2008 Vol. 223, p. 234 

Exhibit 1556, Document 740557, Batespage 7181216 - 250  
 

Involvement of Chief Claude Shaver 

 

Payment testified that then Chief of Police Shaver wanted to be kept aware of 

the investigation almost from the start. He testified that Shaver would come 

into the Criminal Investigations Branch (“CIB”) office before the start of his 

shift sometimes two or three times per week to ask how the investigation 

was going.  

Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 p. 31-36 

 

Shaver indicated in his testimony that he wanted a thorough investigation 

done and that this was a high profile and high priority case.  Payment, 

however, testified that “well, he was encouraging me to do a full 

investigation, but I must admit after 15 years and a suspicious mind, I was 

wondering why he was taking such an involvement.” (p. 256)  

Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 31-36 

Evidence of Brian Payment, April 30, 2008 Vol. 223, pp. 230-256 

     

Shaver was also involved in discussions with the Crown Attorney in this case. 

A meeting took place between Shaver, Crown Allan Ain and CPS Inspector 

Burke on May 3, 1985. It was discussed at the meeting that “different 

information [was] being relayed by Mr. Metivier of the board and Mr. Swabey 

lawyer for the [school] board.” Ain also indicated that he would like to 

interview the children and their parents to assess the value of the evidence 

that can be given. The role of the Chief of Police is not to oversee operational 

matters, such as meeting with Crown Attorneys regarding files. The chain of 

command would more appropriately see the Deputy Chief involved in these 

types of operational matters, should involvement of this level of management  
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be required. Shaver agreed during his testimony that this was the typical 

procedure.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment, April 30, 2008 Vol. 223, pp. 243 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 42-48 

  Exhibit 1556, Document 740557, Batespage 7181237 

 

Failure to assist the Children’s Aid Society  

 

The Children’s Aid Society (“CAS”) made a request for information in this 

case on March 20, 1986. Payment wrote that he “spoke to Mr. Bill Carriere 

who requested information on our investigation and advised him that nothing 

more would be relayed or could be relayed to him without consultation with 

the Chief.”  

Evidence of Brian Payment, April 30, 2008 Vol. 223, pp. 251-254 

Exhibit 1556, Document 740557, Batespage 7181225 

 

Payment approached Shaver for direction on how to proceed as there was no 

policy in place at that time regarding involvement with the CAS. Payment’s 

officer notes indicate that Shaver informed the CAS that they would not 

release information to the CAS as the investigation was ongoing.  

Evidence of Brian Payment, April 30, 2008 Vol. 223, pp. 253-256 

Exhibit 1556, Document 740557, Batespage 7181225 

 

Shaver agreed during his testimony that information sharing with the CAS, 

while the investigation was ongoing, could have been useful as the CAS could 

have had information on the alleged offender or victims. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 37-42 

 

Lucien Labelle acquitted of charges 

 

During his investigation, Payment identified ten alleged victims who were 

between the ages of nine to twelve years of age. In addition, three women 
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alleged that they had been abused by Lucien Labelle when they were 

younger. According to Payment, the local Crown, Mary McFadden, decided 

not to call these women because adding the historical cases would be “piling 

on.”  Ms. McFadden was not called to testify at the Inquiry and her decision-

making process was therefore not clearly articulated, but Officer Payment left 

no doubt during his testimony that he did not understand her decision to not 

call all available victims at the time and that he does not understand it now.  

Given her stated reason for not calling the women, being that she did not 

want to “pile on”, it is clear that McFadden made a critical and inexcusable 

error. 

Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224, pp. 5-6  

Exhibit 1557, Document 200228  

 

Lucien Labelle was acquitted of charges after the criminal trial. He was 

subsequently investigated by the school board and dismissed as a 

consequence of the allegations.  

Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224, p.5 

Exhibit 1566, Document 200236, Batespage 7181654 

 

Investigation of Earl Landry Jr.   

 

Later in 1985, the CPS received another complaint of historical sexual abuse 

that again involved a high profile family.  Again, as in the Labelle case, 

Shaver would take an unusual interest.  Unlike in Labelle case, however, 

Shaver’s motives and the effects of his actions are perfectly clear when we 

examine the Landry Jr. case. 

 

Earl Landry Sr. was the Chief of Police of the CPS from 1974-1984. His son, 

Earl Landry Jr. was employed by the City of Cornwall as a custodian at city  
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parks and at the city arena from 1979 until at least 1997. He also coached 

minor league hockey. 

Evidence of Danny Aikman, April 18, 2006, Vol. 18, p.7  

Exhibit 30, Tab 00a, Document 600014, Batespage 6000332 

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 13, 2008, Vol. 227, p. 146 

Exhibit 1606, Document 740013, Batespage 7179394 - 399 

   

We now know that Earl Landry Jr. sexually abused a number of boys from 

around 1979 to 1990, a period during which his father was the Chief of the 

Cornwall Police.   

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 13, 2008, Vol. 227, p. 146 

Exhibit 1606, Document 740013, Batespage 7179394 - 399 

 

Landry Sr.’s status in the community and the victims’ knowledge of same 

contributed to delayed disclosure of the abuse in many cases.  Landry Sr.’s 

status also contributed in a very material way to his son being free to 

continue his pursuits for several years after first being reported to the police. 

 

Youths being abused by Earl Landry Jr. were at times taken to his parents’ 

home.  C-53 set out in his statement to police that he was taken to the 

Landry home to go swimming.  C-53 also set out that he was hesitant to 

bring allegations of abuse forward as “I always figured it was Earl’s word 

against mine, and with his father’s authority as being once Chief of Police.  

figured I did not have any proof of his guilt and I would be accused of lying 

after all nobody knew I was in that back kitchen with Earl”[1167548 front].  

Exhibit 2371, Document 129595, Batespage 1167546 - 548 

Evidence of Bill Carriere, October 14, 2008, Vol. 286, pp. 56 - 60    

 

C-54 stated that he was abused at Landry Sr.’s residence when Mr. and Mrs. 

Landry were out of town. He also later expressed his belief to CPS Snyder 

that Landry Sr. had knowledge of his son’s actions while he was Chief of 

Police.  

Exhibit 1606, Document 740013, Batespage 7179396-7179397 

Exhibit 1622, Document 739997, Batespage 7179305-7179306 
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Chief Claude Shaver knew Landry Sr. growing up, as Landry Sr. was involved 

in the Optimist Club with Shaver’s father.  Shaver considered Landry Sr. to 

be “a role model.” 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240 pp. 29-30 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 71-72 

 

Shaver also owed his career with the CPS to Landry Sr. in large part.  While 

Shaver was employed at the Canadian Police College, he was approached 

and encouraged to compete for the position of Deputy Chief of the CPS by 

Landry Sr. and Bryson Comrie, the Chairman of the Cornwall Police 

Commission. Shaver interviewed for the position of Deputy Chief and was 

successful.  Upon the retirement of Landry Sr., Shaver took over as Acting 

Chief of Police in January 1984.   

Shaver’s fondness for Landry Sr. was obvious throughout his testimony on 

these points. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 30-9; 80-82 

 

1985 Investigation 

 

In 1985, a mother made a complaint to the CPS that her son, C-51, had been 

sexually abused by Landry Jr., at the park where he was employed as a 

custodian. The abuse was alleged to have occurred when C-51 was 

approximately seven to ten years of age.  

Evidence of Gary Derochie, February 28, 2008, Vol. 201 p. 43  

 

In a statement made to police in 1997, C-51 stated that “I remember one 

day driving by in a car with my mother and I told my mother that he 

molested me. My mother confronted him in front of me and he did admit it at 

the time. My mother filed a report with the police and from then on I don’t 

know what happened.”  

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 15, 2008, Vol. 229, pp. 75 - 76  

Exhibit 1633, Document 740011, Batespage 7179391  
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According to the officer notes of CPS Inspector Richard Trew, on June 24, 

1985, he was called back into the police station, after he had finished duty 

for the day, regarding a child sexual assault at King George Park. He was 

briefed on the case and then he in turn notified either Shaver or Deputy Chief 

O’Neill about the complaint.  

Evidence of Richard Trew April 28, 2008 Vol. 221, pp. 80-91; 154-157   

Exhibit 1533, Document 739932, Batespage 7179080 

 Evidence of Richard Trew April 30, 2008 Vol. 223 pp. 53-58 

 

According to the notes of CPS Sergeant Ronald Lefebvre, he was called into 

the Chief’s office regarding a sexual assault involving victim C-51 and 

suspect Earl Landry Jr. on June 25, 1985. The suspect was clearly identified 

at the beginning of the case.  

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 16, 2008, Vol. 230    

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespages 7181057-8 

 

It is probable that Lefebvre was assigned the investigation at this time as 

there are no earlier references in his notes regarding the investigation. 

Shaver also testified that if Staff Sergeant Stan Willis was Lefebvre’s direct 

supervisor he would have also attended at this meeting.  

Evidence Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 50-56  

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespages 7181057-8 

 

Although it was known from the outset that the suspect in this matter was 

the recently retired Chief’s son, there is no evidence that Shaver considered 

referring the investigation to another police force.  Instead, Shaver chose to 

have the matter investigated by officers who had recently worked under 

former Chief Landry. 

 

While Stan Willis was the assigned supervisor on this case, he also had some 

involvement in the investigation itself. He, like Shaver, had a personal 

relationship with the Landry family, in that he was friends with Landry Jr.’s 
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brother Brian Landry. The involvement of Willis further increased the 

potential bias in favour Landry Jr.  

 Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 58-60 

 

On June 25 and 26, 1985, Lefebvre conducted an investigation into the 

complaint of C-51. The investigation consisted of interviewing the victim, the 

victim’s mother and speaking with the school principal. Lefebvre also 

attended at King George Park and a search of the premises was made.  

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 16, 2008, Vol. 230 

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespages 7181058-60 

 

During the search, a book was seized from the clubhouse at the park where 

the abuse occurred. Although there is no description of the book provided in 

the officer’s notebooks, it is reasonable to conclude that for it to have been 

seized it must have related in some way to the sexual assault investigation.  

 Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespage 7181059 

 

The seized book was said to belong to another employee of the park, 

however, there does not appear to have been any further follow up regarding 

the ownership of the book.  A later statement by Lefebvre indicated that 

Landry Jr. would supply victims with pornographic magazines during 

incidents of abuse. At least one victim later indicated they were shown 

pornographic material during sexual assaults. 

 Exhibit 1626, Document 740025, Batespage 7179423 

 Exhibit 1606, Document 740013, Batespage 7179395 

 

On June 26, 1985, Landry Jr. was brought into the station for questioning by 

Lefebvre and Willis. During the course of his interview, Landry Jr. agreed to 

take a polygraph test.  A polygraph was not administered at that time.  There 

are no detailed notes or statements from the interview.  

Evidence Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 51 – 63   

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespages 7181059-60 
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According to a Will Say Statement of Lefebvre, “Mr. Landry came in and was 

escorted to our senior officer’s lounge. S/Sgt Willis attending. Mr. Landry 

was arrested, advised of his rights to counsel and declined calling for 

one. He subsequently denied any allegations…” [emphasis added] 

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 14, 2008, Vol. 228, p. 3 

Exhibit 1626, Document 740025, Batespage 7179424 

 

The key point in the above contemporaneous note book entry is that Earl 

Landry Jr. was arrested. The fact that Lefebvre specifically recalls not only 

arresting Landry Jr., but also advising him of his right to counsel and the fact 

that Landry’s declined that right is a clear indication that this event occurred 

as described in the will say.  Efforts by the CPS to now revise history by 

suggesting that the arrest never occurred are not supported in any way by 

the evidence and should be disregarded entirely.  Although there is a 

distinction between arresting and charging an individual, there was a decision 

made that there were reasonable grounds to arrest Landry Jr.  According to 

the testimony of Snyder, police officers do not arrest people on a whim or on 

mere suspicion and that the decision to arrest is taken very seriously.  

 

17 THE COMMISSIONER: So how many times, just 

18 out of interest, would you arrest somebody and not charge 

19 him? Does that happen often? 

20 MR. SNYDER: I don’t know of how often it 

21 happens, but it’s happened. 

22 THE COMMISSIONER: Well, how long have you 

23 been a police officer? 

24 MR. SNYDER: Twenty nine (29) years. I 

25 can’t say the number, sir. 

 

1 THE COMMISSIONER: Well, 50/50? 

2 MR. SNYDER: No. No. It’s a very small 

3 percentage. 

Evidence of Brian Snyder May 15, 2008 Vol. 229 pp. 78-88 
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So, within one day of being assigned to investigate the allegations against 

Landry Jr., Lefebvre had conducted several interviews, executed a search 

warrant and arrested Landry Jr.  During his initial interview, Landry Jr. had 

waived his right to counsel and had agreed to a polygraph examination.  It 

would be fair to say that the investigation could not have been proceeding 

more efficiently or any better at that time.  Unfortunately, Claude Shaver 

would soon become involved and the investigation would be concluded soon 

thereafter in mid-stream. 

 

Shaver acknowledged during his testimony that he was aware that the 

officers went to pick up Landry Jr. and brought him back to the station on 

June 26, 1985.  Shaver testified that once he saw Landry Jr. being brought 

into the station, he left and drove to the residence of Landry Sr.  

  Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 63-73 

 

Shaver informed Landry Sr. that his son was being investigated in relation to 

the sexual assault of a child. Shaver spent several hours with the former 

Chief of Police and consoled an emotional Landry Sr.   There is no evidence 

that Landry Sr. knew of his son’s arrest or that his son was being questioned 

by the police prior to this visit from Shaver.  There is no evidence that 

Landry Jr. had reached out to his father by this point.   

 Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 63-73 

 

The following day, on June 27, 1985, Landry Sr. contacted Willis, a friend of 

the family, and informed him that he was calling to advise that “things were 

happening too fast.  Earl Jr. is very nervous. He relates that for the present 

time he will not be going to Ottawa to take a polygraph test. He states that 

perhaps arrangements can be made later.”  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 31, 2008, Vol. 207, p. 223   

Exhibit 1387, Document 740551, Batespage 7181118  
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Despite the initial success of the investigation and Landry Jr.’s apparent 

willingness to cooperate, no further action was taken in relation to this 

investigation whatsoever following this call from Landry Sr.  Landry Jr. was 

not charged.  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 31, 2008, Vol. 207, p. 223 

Exhibit 1387, Document 740551 

Evidence of Brian Snyder, May 16, 2008, Vol. 230    

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespages 7181057-8 

 

It was conceded by CPS witnesses that further steps could have been taken 

in the investigation. For example, there could have been further follow up to 

see if Landry Jr. would have agreed to a polygraph test at a later date.  Also, 

the officers could have attempted to find other victims by talking to other 

children who frequented the park, the victim, the victim’s mother or Landry 

Jr.’s employer to determine whether there were any children with whom 

Landry Jr. was spending time.  

 Evidence Garry Derochie March 7, 2008 Vol. 206 p. 115 

 Evidence Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 113-114 

 

According to CAS notes dated July 9, 1985, Lefebvre reported to the CAS 

that C-51 and his brother had allegedly also been sexually assaulted by Gary 

Seguin.   

Exhibit 2281, Document 129157, batespage 1166806 

 

There also could have been further cooperation with the CAS. During the 

same time period, the CPS was working jointly with the CAS in relation to the 

complaints of sexual assault by Gary Seguin against several youths, including 

C-51 and his brother. During this time, the CAS obtained a letter from a 

physician in which the doctor wrote that during an examination of C-51 he 

disclosed that “it hurts like when Earl did it.” In addition, the CPS could have 

sought out medical evidence of its own.   

Evidence Garry Derochie March 7, 2008 Vol. 206 pp. 116-118 

 Exhibit 1353, Document 740051, Batespage 7179461 - 62 

Evidence Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 p. 113 
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The CPS also could have undertaken surveillance on Landry Jr.  During their 

investigation, officers Lefebvre, Willis and Pierre Lalonde attended at the park 

and took photographs.  Further attendances at the park to observe Earl 

Landry Jr.’s interactions with youths may have been of assistance. 

Exhibit 1660, Document 740543, Batespage 7181059 

 

The actions of Claude Shaver went beyond interfering in the police 

investigation by contacting Landry Sr.  The failure to take any further steps 

in the investigation following his visit to Landry Sr., despite Landry Jr. being 

arrested, suggests direct interference in stopping the investigation.  Even 

after Landry Sr. telephoned Willis, there is no good reason for the CPS to 

have concluded this investigation.  Lefebvre had worked diligently to gather 

evidence and had come to the point of forming grounds to arrest Landry Jr.  

It is inconceivable that he would have terminated his investigation at the 

time he did without some pressure or influence being exerted upon him.  The 

only reasonable explanation is that Lefebvre’s investigation was terminated 

by chief Shaver and supervisor Willis, both friends of the Landry family. 

 

The Commission also has further circumstantial evidence of the CPS’ efforts 

to conceal the improper termination of this investigation.  For example, there 

are several concerns with officer notebooks in relation to the investigation, 

which raises further questions about the motives of the officers involved.  

Willis took very few notes regarding the investigation.  According to Shaver, 

this is surprising as it was in contrast to his knowledge of Willis’ typical note 

taking practices.  

  Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 76 - 77  

 

When a later administrative review of the investigation was undertaken, 

concerns were raised about the use of loose-leaf as opposed to bound  
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notebooks. The use of bound notebooks is preferable, as they prevent pages 

from being removed and the notebooks from being altered.  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie March 31, 2008 Vol. 207 p. 16 

Exhibit 1387, Document 740551, Batespage 

Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 76-77 

  

As a result of the failure to properly investigate the allegations against 

Landry Jr., a further victim was abused after the 1985 investigation. The 

sexual abuse of C-54 did not commence until on or about 1987. Had the CPS 

taken proper steps to investigate the matter, the abuse of this further victim 

almost certainly would have been prevented.  It is inconceivable that Landry 

Jr. could have continued to work in such close proximity to children, as he 

did, had the CPS done its job in 1985. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 

Exhibit 1606, Document 740013, Batespage 7179396 

 

When the Landry Jr. investigation is examined as a whole, several very 

serious concerns are raised.  First, it is obvious that the CPS should not have 

endeavoured to investigate allegations of serious sexual misconduct made 

against the son of its recently retired Chief.  The CPS’ inability or outright 

refusal to recognize conflicts of interest and bias, both real and perceived, is 

a recurring and troubling theme throughout its history. 

 

Second, this case is another example of Shaver’s habit of involving himself in 

serious sexual abuse investigations where he has no legitimate role to play.  

The role of a chief of police is well defined and well understood by those 

within policing.  It was totally inappropriate for Shaver to advise Landry Sr. 

of his son’s arrest.  Shaver’s testimony that he spent several hours with 

Landry Sr. simply consoling him, rather than discussing Landry Jr.’s case and 

the CPS’ role in investigating it, is not credible.  Given what came next, there 

can be little doubt that Shaver developed his plan to terminate the 

investigation during his conversation with Landry Sr. 
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Finally, the sudden and inexplicable termination of an investigation in to very 

serious allegations of sexual abuse is deeply troubling.  While there may be 

many possible explanations for why Shaver did what he did, what he 

discussed with Landry Sr., what Landry Sr. discussed with Stan Willis during 

their telephone call, and what discussions were had between Lefebvre, Willis 

and Shaver, there can be absolutely no doubt that something very wrong 

occurred here.  There can be no valid excuse for terminating the Landry Jr. 

investigation in the manner that it occurred. 

 

The end result of the sudden termination of the CPS investigation in 1985 

was to leave Landry Jr. to prey upon Cornwall’s youth for years to come.  He 

would not be confronted by the CPS again until 1996.  Thankfully, by 1996 

Chief Shaver had retired, memories of Chief Landry had faded and loyalties 

to both men had become less pronounced. 

 

Information Received About Earl Landry Jr. in 1993 

 

Although Landry Jr. was not investigated by the CPS again until 1996, the 

force did receive new information about his transgressions a few years 

earlier. 

 

On October 22, 1993 CPS Staff Sergeant Lucien Brunet received a telephone 

call from Pina DeBellis of the CAS. The purpose of the phone call was to 

inform the CPS about a report they had received from a psychologist who 

reported that a patient had disclosed that he had been sexually abused by 

Landry Jr.  

 Exhibit 1458, Document 740301, Batespage 7179994-7179995 

 Exhibit 1354, Document 740360 

 

The CAS followed up on the information but the name of the complainant was 

never ascertained due to the reluctance of the victim to come forward and 

his reportedly fragile psychological state.  

  Exhibit 2282, Document 115673 
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As a result of the report from the CAS, Brunet entered a general occurrence 

report into OMPPAC “for information purposes.” As the 1993 complaint was 

entered into OMPPAC for information purposes only, and not as a typical 

occurrence, the file had a shorter retention period and subsequently it was 

determined that that the record had been deleted by January of 1996.  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 7, 2008 Vol. 206  

pp. 102-106 

 Evidence of Luc Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 2-17 

 

There is no evidence that the CPS reviewed its 1985 investigation at this time 

or that it considered reopening that investigation.  The CPS did not approach 

Landry Jr. at this time or take any steps to investigate whether children may 

be in danger. 

 

Investigation into Earl Landry Jr. commencing in 1996 

 

On January 9, 1996 Brunet was advised by the CAS that they had received a 

complaint of sexual assault that had occurred approximately twelve to 

sixteen years earlier at the King George Park. 

 Exhibit 1460, Document 740245, Batespage 7179890  

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 22-36 

Exhibit 1461, Document 740006 

 

On January 10, 1996, the investigation of these complaints was assigned to 

Constable Scott Hanton. Brunet briefed Hanton about the 1985 complaint, 

about the 1993 call from the CAS and on the new incident. Hanton was 

informed that the alleged perpetrator was the son of the former Chief of 

Police.  Hanton contacted the victim and took a statement from him. Three 

weeks later, on January 31, 1996, he again contacted the victim, who 

indicated that he would try and locate other victims. Almost a month later, 

on February 28, 1996, Hanton was in contact with the victim again and  
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ascertained that the victim had not been successful in locating other victims.  

 Exhibit 1352, Document 740329  

 Exhibit 1462, Document 740007  

Evidence of Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 26-39 

Exhibit 1463, Document 740008 

 

Hanton’s actions between January 10 and February 28, 1996 are 

inexplicable.  After being assigned, he quickly took a statement from the 

complainant and then took no further steps to investigate the allegations at 

all.  Instead, he relied on the complainant to attempt to locate other victims.  

When the complainant was unsuccessful, Hanton took no further steps to 

investigate.  Hanton’s dereliction of duty in failing to investigate the matter 

aside, he should have been concerned about the dangers of sending a 

complainant out to locate other potential victims.  The Commission has 

scrutinized other investigations where the tainting of witnesses and defence 

allegations of collusion amongst complainants have been major issues.  The 

incredible insensitivity of asking a victim of historic sexual abuse to 

investigate his own allegations is concerning as well, to say the least. 

 

Having failed to investigate the matter, Hanton’s file was eventually 

transferred back to the Youth Branch. The file was then transferred, on May 

28, 1996, to Constable David Bough.  

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 39-42 

 Exhibit 1464, Document 740327 

  

By September 1996 Bough had not worked on the file at all.  He was then 

transferred out of the Sexual Assault and Child Abuse (“SACA”) unit to 

Uniform Patrol.  As a result, a request was made that Brunet reassign the 

investigation back to the SACA unit for investigation. On September 30, 

1996, Brunet reassigned the case to Snyder.    

  Exhibit 1348, Document 731791, Batespages 7123205-6 
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Around this time, having been forced to deal with two CPS officers who 

appeared completely indifferent and unwilling to investigate his allegations, 

C-52 threatened to bypass the police and take his complaint to the media. It 

was only then that the file was transferred to Snyder, who acted quickly to 

investigate the matter.  

 Exhibit 1351, Document 740378  

 

 

Snyder requested an update from Hanton on the file on October 29, 1996. 

Hanton then drafted a Supplemental Occurrence Report where he suggested 

for the first time that the victim could not positively identify the suspect.  

That is simply not true. The original statement of the complainant provided 

by the CAS at the beginning of the investigation clearly set out that the 

suspect was Earl Landry Jr. In addition, a general occurrence report entered 

at the commencement of the CPS involvement clearly identifies Earl Landry 

Jr. as the alleged abuser. The identity of Earl Landry Jr. was never at 

issue.  

 Evidence of Brian Snyder May 15, 2008 Vol. 229 pp. 46-54 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 42-46 

Exhibit 1466, Document 740010  

 Exhibit 1602, Document 115746  

Exhibit 1461, Document 740006 

  

Officer Snyder conceded during his testimony that the identification of Landry 

Jr. was not at issue, but also explained that information was provided by C-

52 that an unidentified male was present while sexual abuse by Landry Jr. 

took place and that the identity of that person was unknown. No known 

investigation was undertaken at any point in relation to this unidentified 

observer.  

 Evidence of Brian Snyder May 15, 2008 Vol. 229 pp. 46-54 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 pp. 42-46 

Exhibit 1466, Document 740010  

 Exhibit 1602, Document 115746  

Exhibit 1461, Document 740006  
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Snyder began his investigation into C-52’s complaint on February 18, 1997. 

He also contacted C-51 who advised that he did not want to proceed with 

charges at that time. Snyder spoke to C-52 who urged Snyder to continue 

despite the difficulties that might be faced in the prosecution of the case.  

  Exhibit 1603, Document 740002, Batespages 7179328-338 

 

Landry Jr. was interviewed on May 26, 1997 and he provided an inculpatory 

statement. Charges were laid in relation to the allegations of C-52. As a 

result of these charges, several victims, namely C-53, C-55, C-51 and C-54, 

came forward and further charges were laid against Landry Jr. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet April 8, 2008 Vol. 213 p. 46 

Exhibit 1603, Document 740002, Batespages 7179338-342 

 

Landry Jr. entered guilty pleas to several charges on August 30, 1999 and 

was sentenced on November 18, 1999. 

Exhibit 1350, Document 740346  

 

Following Landry Jr.’s conviction, Staff Sergeant Derochie conducted an 

internal administrative review into the Landry Jr. matter as a result of 

comments made in the media.   Derochie laid out numerous concerns in his 

report, particularly relating to delays and to the fact that Don Johnson was a 

former Crown Attorney who then acted as defence lawyer for Earl Landry Jr.   

The CPS’ decision to conduct an internal review of the Landry Jr. situation is 

another in a long line of cases where the CPS completely disregarded real 

and perceived conflicts of interest and bias in favour of keeping matters in 

house.  In all of these cases, including the Landry Jr. review, the results were 

predictable and amounted to considerably less than a full and honest 

assessment of the CPS’ failings. 

 Evidence of Garry Derochie March 7, 2008 Vol. 206 p. 7 

Exhibit 1348, Document 731791,  

Exhibit 1349, Document 740553,  

Exhibit 1350, Document 740346   

 



 

 227 

Following the CPS’ first half-hearted examination in to the force’s handling of 

the Landry Jr. allegations, the family of one of the victims issued a 

Statement of Claim against several institutions, including the CPS, on June 

30, 2000. The Statement of Claim alleged, among other concerns, that 

Landry Sr. misused his influence to protect his son. 

  Exhibit 1359, Document 731813 

 

In response to the Statement of Claim, Derochie was instructed by then CPS 

Chief Anthony Repa to look into the allegations of Obstruction of Justice on 

the part of Landry Sr. and into conspiracy more broadly as “Landry Sr. would 

not have been able to protect his son without the assistance or cooperation 

of several other people.”  

  Exhibit 1360, Document 740568 

 

Despite yet another obvious situation where the CPS should have stepped 

back entirely and turned a criminal investigation of its members and a 

thorough review of its internal workings over to an external police force or 

agency, the CPS again decided to keep matters in house.  Incredibly, 

Derochie was assigned to both manage the criminal investigation and to 

liaise with the CPS’ defence lawyers in relation to the civil claims.  The 

problems with this arrangement were obvious, as even Derochie had to 

concede that an allegation of obstruction of justice or some kind of 

conspiracy would have a negative impact on the CPS, not only from a public 

relations standpoint but also in the ongoing civil litigation.   

  Evidence of Garry Derochie March 31, 2008 Vol. 207 p. 52 

 

While the CPS claimed to be oblivious to any possible perception of conflict or 

bias, others voiced the concerns for them.  During the course of the criminal 

investigation, Derochie notified plaintiffs’ counsel that he intended to 

interview the plaintiffs during the course of his criminal investigation. 

Counsel Arthur Lust responded that “to that end, I’m curious as to why the 

CPS would investigate itself given the rather severe nature of the allegations 

put forward in the Statement of Claim. Surely in this case, it is the Ontario 
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Provincial Police that ought to investigate this matter if there are any facts to 

ascertain whether there’s a potential for an obstruction of justice charge.”  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie March 31, 2008 Vol. 207, p. 53-85 

  Exhibit 1366, Document 740598 

   

Given Lust’s letter and the sound advice contained therein, the CPS cannot 

argue that it simply did not consider whether another force should be 

brought in to investigate these matters.  Instead, the evidence is clear that 

the obvious issue with the appearance of conflict or bias was brought to the 

CPS’ attention and it chose to continue as it always had, by keeping matters 

in house whenever possible. 

 

Shaver, then retired, was interviewed by Snyder as part of the criminal 

investigation (as opposed to the internal review). Snyder took only a few 

notes, preferring to permit his former Chief to provide his responses in 

writing at a later date. 

 Exhibit 1622, Document 739997, Batespages 7179311-319 

 Exhibit 1370, Document 740052 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 84-89; 90-99 

 

During the course of the investigation, the family who had commenced the 

Statement of Claim was also contacted.  

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 31, 2008, Vol. 207 

Exhibit 1360, Document 740568 

   

Not surprisingly, Derochie ultimately concluded that there was no criminal act 

on the part of Landry Sr. and/or members of the CPS in relation to these 

events.  

 Exhibit 1360, Document 740568 

 

While the internally-conducted criminal investigation came to its inevitable 

conclusion, it failed to adequately address several key issues. One of the 

main concerns is that there was a failure to follow up on Lefebvre’s reasoning 

as to why no further investigation was conducted in 1985. Lefebvre indicated 
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that there were several issues that led to the termination of his investigation, 

one being the inability of the complainant to identify Landry Jr. and the other 

being supposed concerns about the cognitive capabilities of C-51.  Lefebvre’s 

explanations do not withstand even the most superficial scrutiny, however, 

as the evidence clearly indicates that C-51 was able to identify Landry Jr. and 

was able to explain the events that took place.  

 

Brian Snyder, the investigating officer in 1997, testified that he did not have 

any difficulties communicating with C-51 at all.  Despite the obvious holes in 

Lefebvre’s unbelievable story, he was never questioned in relation to these 

issues. Lefebvre was also not questioned about the fact that Landry Jr. was 

arrested before the investigation was abandoned following Shaver’s 

involvement.  

  Evidence of Brian Snyder May 15, 2008 Vol. 229 pp. 67-88 

  Exhibit 1353, Document 740051 

 

Snyder, during his testimony, agreed that if there was a conspiracy the 

investigating officer, in this case Lefebvre, would have had to play some role 

in it, either actively or passively.  Given that acknowledgement, one would 

expect Lefebvre to have been questioned in great detail about his role in the 

1985 investigation, the conversations he had with Willis and Shaver, and the 

reasons that his investigation terminated so suddenly and prematurely. 

  Evidence of Brian Snyder May 15, 2008 Vol. 229 pp. 64-65 

 

The CPS internally investigating allegations of this nature, particularly while 

involved in civil litigation in relation to the same matter, is wholly 

inappropriate. A recommendation should be made that a further 

criminal investigation be conducted into the matter by an external 

police force with no close ties or associations between its officers or 

leadership and the CPS.   
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Investigation of Father Gilles Deslauriers  

 

Officer Ronald Lefebvre was also involved in the investigation of sexual abuse 

perpetrated by Father Gilles Deslauriers. While the CPS originally refused to 

investigate the matter, once the media became involved and Lefebvre was 

assigned, the investigation was thorough, efficiently done and detailed Will 

Say statements were prepared by both investigating officers.  The work of 

Lefebvre during the course of this investigation stands in stark contrast to his 

work on the Landry Jr. matter.  That contrast should be considered in 

assessing the likelihood that the termination of the Landry Jr. investigation 

was done in good faith. 

 

Benoit Brisson, the first victim of Father Deslauriers to contact the CPS, 

testified at the Inquiry that he was present in May of 1986 when his mother, 

Lise Brisson, telephoned the CPS.  She was told that the CPS did not have 

enough proof to do anything with the allegation.  Benoit does not know which 

officer his mother spoke to on that date.  Benoit further testified that having 

been turned away by the CPS, the Brissons decided to call Charlie Greenwell 

of CJOH TV in Ottawa.  Greenwell interviewed the Brissons and his story 

aired on May 19, 1986, Benoit’s wedding anniversary.  Shortly after that 

story aired, the CPS contacted the Brissons to ask whether they wished to 

make a complaint against Father Deslauriers.  Madame Brisson was unable to 

assist the Inquiry as to the timing of the call to the police as it related to the 

media story, as she could simply not remember which came first.  Benoit was 

insistent during his testimony, including during cross-examination by counsel 

for the CPS, that he has a clear memory of the events as set out above. 

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, pp. 50-54, 111-11 

 

Following Benoit Brisson’s formal complaint to the CPS on May 22, 1985, the 

officers assigned to the case were Ronald Lefebvre and Herb Lefebvre (of no 

relation to each other). These officers would have been assigned by the 

officer in charge of CIB and Deputy Chief O’Neill would have been in charge 
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of the investigation. It is important to note that Shaver did not meet with the 

investigating officers regarding this case.  As an English-speaking member of 

the community, Shaver would not have had occasion to come in to close 

contact with Father Deslauriers, who struggled with the English language and 

therefore kept to the French language parishes of the community.   

Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 118-122 

 

In May and June 1986, Ronald and Herb Lefebvre conducted an investigation 

into the allegations against Father Deslauriers. Numerous interviews were 

conducted such as with Benoit Brisson, family members, priests and students 

of La Citadelle High School, where Father Deslauriers acted as a counselor. 

The investigation also included steps such as following up on the professional 

credentials that Father Deslauriers claimed to have, taking photographs of 

locations of abuse, obtaining a search warrant for Father Deslauriers’ school 

personnel file and also obtaining a warrant for the purposes of audio 

recording conversations between Bishop Larocque and Benoit’s mother, Lise 

Brisson.  

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441  

 Exhibit 1883, Document 703440 

Exhibit 1802, Document 703395, 703396, 703397, 703398, 703399, 703340, 

703401, 703402, 703403 

 

Difficulties in dealing with Larocque 

 

During the investigation, officers visited Bishop Larocque on two occasions to 

request information and he refused to assist police. According to the Will Say 

Statement of Herb Lefebvre “the Bishop refused to give a statement stating 

that he would only tell us what was public knowledge. He stated that he 

would rather go to jail than answer any questions.” 

Exhibit 1883, Document 703440, Batespage 7010464  

 Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010474  
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As a result of the lack of cooperation that the police were getting from the 

Bishop, Officers Ronald and Herb Lefebvre approached Shaver. According to 

Shaver, both officers were very emotional about the situation. They indicated 

that the Bishop had not cooperated and did not appear interested in knowing 

about Father Deslauriers. The Bishop had informed them that Father 

Deslauriers had gone somewhere and the Bishop was not going to tell them 

where. Also, Shaver was briefed that Monsignor Guindon had informed them 

he had taken an oath of secrecy to the Bishop and could not talk to the 

officers about the matter and that the Bishop had findings from the Diocese 

committee that were not given to police. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 118-137 

  Exhibit 1785, Document 703441 

 

After being briefed by the officers, Shaver contacted Bishop Larocque and 

told him that the he could not treat officers in this manner and that if he did 

not cooperate the CPS would obtain a warrant.  

  Evidence of Claude Shaver June 10, 2008 Vol. 241 pp. 138-144  

 

Shaver’s interaction with Bishop Larocque in this case is relied on in other 

circumstances to demonstrate the negative relationship between the Diocese 

and Chief Shaver.  The identity of the perpetrator should be considered as 

the critical factor in the cases involving Shaver, however.   

 

CAS was not involved  

 

As was the norm under Shaver’s tenure, the CAS was not advised of the 

Father Deslauriers matter even though by this time the CAS had been 

involved in joint investigations with the CPS. Staff Sergeant Brunet stated 

that “the CAS was not advised and they did not have any involvement in this 

case. It was a criminal investigation, we did the investigation, they didn’t 

indicate to us after that investigation that they should have been advised or 

that they had an interest in it or anything to that effect.”   

 Exhibit 864, Document 728585  
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Arrest and sentence of Father Deslauriers  

 

Father Deslauriers was arrested in July of 1986 and charged with eight 

counts of indecent assault and eight counts of gross indecency. The abuse 

took place between the years 1978 and 1984 and involved nine males. 

Father Deslauriers was subsequently sentenced to two years probation after 

pleading guilty to four counts of gross indecency. The terms of his probation 

were such that Father Deslauriers reported to Bishop Adolphe Proulx in Hull, 

Quebec.  

Exhibit 76, Document 703391 

Exhibit 1805, Document 114283 

 

Following the sentencing of Father Deslauriers, Shaver was advised by one of 

his officers that he had seen Father Deslauriers celebrating Mass in the 

Laurentians. Shaver testified that he understood that Father Deslauriers was 

not to hold Mass and that the officer, who informed him about seeing 

Deslauriers in the Laurentians, believed that it was part of his sentence that 

he not do so.  

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, p. 146 

 

Shaver testified that he, on one occasion, attempted to contact Bishop 

Larocque regarding his concern about Father Deslauriers exercising public 

ministry, but did not reach Larocque. He did not take any further steps in 

relation to this information. He did not ask anyone to look into the matter or 

to contact anybody in the Laurentians about this. Claude Shaver never 

examined the probation documents to determine what conditions had been 

placed on Father Deslauriers.  

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008 Vol. 241, pp. 147-149 

 

Shaver testified that he recognized that no matter what the probation 

documents contained, Father Deslauriers should not have been saying Mass.  

Inexplicably, despite that recognition, Shaver did not contact the Bishop or 
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probation authorities to voice his concerns.  Yet again, Shaver’s purported 

concern for the safety of children is not borne out by his actions. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008 Vol. 243, pp. 209-215 

 Exhibit 1804, Document 736182  

 Exhibit 1805, Document 114283  

 

Summary 

 

During the investigation of Father Deslauriers, two experienced officers were 

devoted to the case and took numerous steps to investigate. The steps taken 

by officers in this case, particularly officer Ronald Lefebvre, stand in stark 

contrast to the lack of investigation and effort put into the Earl Landry Jr. and 

Father Charles MacDonald investigations.  

 

Investigation of Jean Luc Leblanc 

 

Constable Brian Payment was assigned in January of 1986 to investigate 

sexual abuse allegations made against Jean-Luc Leblanc.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 pp. 10-14 

  Exhibit 1558, Document 737823  

 

Payment was advised by Staff Sergeant Stan Willis that a complaint had been 

received through the CAS. The CPS was advised that the victim’s name was 

Scott Burgess and that he was currently at a local school.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 pp. 13-14 

   

Delay and Difficulties with the School  

 

Payment expressed concerns about the school’s delayed reporting of the 

allegations of abuse to police.  He noted at the time that the “victim has 

apparently confided this to a teacher about two weeks ago. Now we are 

called in.”  

  Exhibit 1558, Document 737823, Batespage 7159017 
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Upon arriving at the school Payment learned that the policy of Central Public 

School was that the police were not allowed to enter without a warrant.  

Principal Chris Duncan informed Payment that he could not see a student, 

even one making a criminal complaint, without consent papers. Under no 

circumstances would he allow Payment to speak to the child without the 

consent of his parents and/or counsel. 

 Exhibit 1558, Document 737823, Batespage 7159017 

 

Involvement of the CAS  

 

Bruce Duncan from the CAS was allowed into the school. Duncan agreed to 

contact Payment if there was anything to the complaint.  

 Exhibit 1558, Document 737823, Batespage 7159017 

  

Payment explained during his testimony that he was apprehensive about CAS 

workers conducting interviews with victims as he had concerns about leading 

questions being asked by the social workers. A joint investigation with the 

police and the CAS should be preferred so that the CAS can follow up with 

counseling and other related services and so that victims do not have to be 

interviewed on multiple occasions.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 p. 15; pp. 18-28 

 

Despite the benefits of conducting interviews jointly with police and CAS 

personnel, Duncan had an extensive discussion with Scott Burgess by himself 

regarding Jean-Luc Leblanc and also visited the Burgess home. It was not 

until later that evening that Duncan contacted Payment.  

 Exhibit 1559, Document 737504 

 Exhibit 1558, Document 737823, Batespage 7159017 

 

Once he was contacted by Duncan, Payment attended at the CAS and spoke 

with Scott Burgess and took a statement. As a result, Scott Burgess was re- 
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interviewed on the same day about the abuse.  

Exhibit 86, Document 708126  

 

Following the meeting at the CAS, Payment attended at the Burgess home 

and spoke to Jody Burgess alone in his bedroom. Jody Burgess stated that he 

was not sure if he wanted to go any further with the criminal process 

because he believed that Jean-Luc Leblanc was his friend.  

 Exhibit 1558, Document 737823 

 Evidence of Jody Burgess, November 1, 2006, Vol. 63, pp. 59-60; 67 

 

Payment met with Jody the next day and obtained a statement from him. 

Given the reluctance and confusion on Jody’s part it would have been useful 

to spend further time developing a rapport or providing him with assistance 

in order to feel comfortable in making a more full disclosure to police.  

  Exhibit 1558, Document 737823 

 Exhibit 107, Document 708125 

 

In his testimony at the Inquiry, Jody Burgess relayed that the abuse 

happened as many as 10 to 15 times per week over 4 years. However, the 

statement he gave in 1986 disclosed the frequency of abuse as only once per 

week.   

  Evidence of Jody Burgess November 1, 2006 Vol. 63 pp. 29-30 

 Exhibit 107, Document 708125, Batespage 7029315  

 

Another victim, Jason Tyo, was interviewed by Payment on January 25, 1986 

and disclosed several discrete incidents of abuse.  

 Exhibit 101, Document 107068 

 

In the initial interviews with the CAS, the children detailed even more 

extensive abuse than they admitted to Payment.  

Exhibit 1559, Document 737504, Batespages 7157910-14 

 

Payment testified that he was never told about the children spending nights 

with Leblanc and about the further sexual acts that were disclosed to 
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Duncan. The statement taken by Payment from Scott Burgess failed to set 

out the extent of the abuse and the fact that overnight trips were taken with 

Jean-Luc Leblanc. 

Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 pp. 28-31 

 

There was a failure of the institutions to coordinate the questioning of the 

children. In addition, there was a failure on the part of Payment to recognize 

what the victims had been through in one day and a failure to properly 

develop a rapport with them by giving them more time to make statements, 

in order that the appropriate charges could be laid against Jean-Luc Leblanc.  

Exhibit 99, Document 737254  

 

Despite Constable Payment not having all of the information from the CAS he 

had further knowledge of abuse 

 

Only one count of gross indecency was laid in relation to each of Scott 

Burgess, Jody Burgess and Jason Tyo despite the fact that the statements 

given by the three boys to police outlined repeated incidents of abuse.  

Exhibit 1561, Document 728137 

Exhibit 86, Document 708126  

Exhibit 107, Document 708125, Batespage 7029315  

Exhibit 101, Document 107068 

 

In addition, teacher Dawn Raymond’s statement disclosed overnight visits 

with Leblanc and a disclosure of anal sex to her by Scott Burgess.  

Exhibit 98, Document 107069, Batespage 1035794 

 

Payment testified that he was aware that, in 1986, offences involving 

penetration carried harsher penalties.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224 

 

Even though there was a failure on the part of Duncan to disclose the 

information he had received from the children, Payment was aware of the 

abuse referenced by Ms. Raymond and there was not appropriate follow up. 
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Failure to Speak to Other Burgess Children  

 

Of particular concern to the Victims Group is that the other five children in 

the Burgess family were not interviewed by either the CAS or CPS, including 

Scott and Jody Burgess’ sister Cindy Lebrun-Burgess. Cindy testified that in 

her opinion there should have been further police interviews with members of 

the family, particularly as there was a family of seven children and two were 

abused. 

Evidence of Cindy Burgess-Lebrun November 1, 2006 Vol. 63,   

pp. 90; 122-123 

 

Payment testified that he asked about other children going to visit Leblanc 

and assumed that Jean-Luc Leblanc was involved with boys. Payment also 

sought to excuse his negligence by pointing out that the Burgess father said 

that Jody and Scott were more vulnerable to this and that the other children 

were stronger.  However, as we know, the Burgess parents did not know 

about the abuse of Scott and Jody for years and the disclosure of abuse was 

made to a teacher who was trusted and not to the parents.  Payment had no 

reason to believe that the Burgess parents were a reliable source of 

information about the activities of their children, especially as it related to 

their contacts with Leblanc. 

  Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 p. 55 

 

As it turned out, Cindy had been victimized by Leblanc at the time of the CPS 

and CAS involvement with her brothers. The Ontario Provincial Police later 

laid charges in relation to her abuse.  

Exhibit 3010, Document 106883 

 

Failure to Follow up Appropriately with Bill McKinnon  

 

At the time of his dealings with the Burgess and Tyo families, Payment was 

also aware of allegations of sexual abuse being made against a second 
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person, Bill McKinnon.  Duncan’s notes reference “a lot of little kids” going to 

this man’s home and that he had pictures of many little kids. 

  Exhibit 1559, Document 737504 

 

Payment testified that he did not receive information from Duncan about 

specific allegations made against Bill McKinnon and that he knew nothing 

other than rumours.  Duncan’s notes, however, state that Jody Burgess 

disclosed specific incidents of sexual abuse that had been perpetrated by 

McKinnon against Jason Tyo.  

 Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224 

 Exhibit 1559, Document 737504, Batespage 7157916  

 

Although Payment believed he did not have an actual complaint, he testified 

that he nonetheless felt that he should at least speak to McKinnon. Payment 

explained that the purpose of the visit was to make McKinnon aware that the 

police were aware of what was going on and “maybe to put the fear of the 

Lord into him,” which possibly would stop his activities. McKinnon was 

confronted with the allegations and denied them.  

  Evidence of Brian Payment, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224 

 Exhibit 1558, Document 737823, Batespage 7159019 

 

According to Payment, he would have conducted an investigation had a 

complainant come forward with specific allegations. Given that intention, 

however, it is curious that Payment did not create an occurrence report and 

as a result other officers would not have had access to information regarding 

McKinnon. Payment does not have any recollection of speaking to the parents 

about possible concerns relating to McKinnon.  

Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224 pp. 32; 39-40;  

pp. 60-61; 70-74; 97 
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Lack of information on Court Case to Victims and Victim Assistance 

 

Payment believes that he spoke to the father of Scott and Jody Burgess to let 

him know about charges, but is not sure about whether he contacted Jason 

Tyo. At that point the CPS was in the early stages of setting up Victims 

Assistance Programs and Payment conceded that the police did not get back 

to victims or families often.  

Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224  

 

Scott Burgess only discovered in preparation for his testimony at the 

Cornwall Public Inquiry that there was a plea bargain with Leblanc in relation 

to the charge involving him. Leblanc pleaded guilty to the two charges 

involving Jody Burgess and Jason Tyo in exchange for the charge against 

Scott Burgess being dropped. 

Evidence of Scott Burgess October 12, 2006 Vol. 56 pp. 146-147 

 

Scott Burgess testified that he does not recall anyone discussing the plea 

bargain with him. According to then Crown Attorney Don Johnson, the onus 

would have been on the investigating officer to notify victims. 

 

MR. JOHNSON: In those days, we first of all 

23 did not have a victim/witness program in the Crown 

24 Attorney’s office. The only victim/witness coordinator 

25 that I knew of that was involved in these types of 

 

122 

1 prosecutions would have been the investigating officer. 

2 And they took care of the case from their 

3 investigation. I assume, I don’t know what the Cornwall 

4 Police Policy was at the time with respect to contacting 

5 victims et cetera, but we had nothing in line at that time, 

6 such as a victim/witness coordinator who would advise 

7 complainants or victims to come to court for sentencing 
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8 hearings, give victim impact statements, et cetera, we 

9 didn’t have that. I don’t believe it was legislated in the 

10 Criminal Code at that time either. 

Evidence of Scott Burgess October 12, 2006 Vol. 56 p. 147-148 

Evidence of Don Johnson January 6, 2009 Vol. 328 p. 121-122 

 

Disposition 

 

In 1986, Jean-Luc Leblanc was charged with one count of gross indecency in 

relation to each of the three victims. He entered a guilty plea on two of the 

counts, as the count involving Scott Burgess was dropped. Leblanc received a 

suspended sentence and three years probation.  

 Exhibit 1561, Document 728137 

 Evidence of Brian Payment May 1, 2008 Vol. 224, pp. 100-101 

 

The failure of the police and Crown to ensure that Leblanc was bound by 

appropriate conditions would come back to haunt one of his victims as 

sometime in 1987, Jason Tyo had further contact with Jean-Luc Leblanc 

when Leblanc came into the restaurant where he was working. At this time, 

Tyo was fourteen or fifteen years of age and the sexual abuse by Leblanc 

recommenced for several years. 

  Evidence of Jason Tyo, October 19, 2006, Vol. 60, pp. 138-144 

 

Leblanc was later charged by the Ontario Provincial Police with 41 sex-related 

offences related to a number of complainants, including Jason Tyo and Cindy 

Burgess-Lebrun. Leblanc pled guilty to numerous counts and was declared a 

Dangerous Offender on March 26, 2001.  

  Exhibit 3004, Document 108377 

 Exhibit 3006, Document 108468 

  Exhibit 3010, Document 106883 

  Exhibit 3011, Document 108472 

  Exhibit 3012, Document 130675  
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Management Problems at CPS 

 

A number of audit reports were examined during the course of the Inquiry and they 

present the CPS as an organization in difficulty. The reports and memos provide a 

clear picture of some of the issues that were facing the CPS in the years leading up 

to the David Silmser complaint and throughout the period that the complaint was 

being investigated. The audits outline difficulties prior to the arrival of Claude 

Shaver and some initial impetus for change. However, the audits develop to present 

an organization that suffered from widespread distrust between management and 

the rank and file and even amongst management groups. There are also serious 

morale problems and overall management deficiencies. The organizational malaise 

even resulted in a call by Senior Management for then Chief of Police Claude Shaver 

to leave the organization.  

 

These factors directly affected the ability of the CPS to appropriately investigate 

allegations of historical sexual abuse. The morale problems of the force negatively 

impacted on the effort exerted in the investigation of historical sexual assault and 

impacted on the sick leave of a number of officers.  

 

The actions of Perry Dunlop in seeking answers outside of the CPS and in victims 

seeking his assistance must be viewed in light of the documented mistrust seen at 

all levels of the CPS.  

 

Audits of the Cornwall Police in the 80’s  

 

The first Ontario Police Commission audit that was examined was conducted in 

1978. During this time period Earl Landry Sr. was the Chief of Police and Claude 

Shaver was not yet in the employ of the Service.  The audit was conducted as the 

result of anonymous letters being sent to the Police Commission accusing various 

people in the department of a number of irregularities. The investigation revealed a 

number of weaknesses in the operation and administration of the force, including  
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an indication of morale problems and reference to low clearance rates in the CIB.  

Evidence Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008 Vol. 240 pp. 43-48 

Exhibit 1774, Document 729844 

 

The next Ontario Police Commission Inspection Report was delivered in 1982. The 

report made recommendations in relation to a number of areas, including dealings 

with the Crown Attorney’s office, training and officer notebooks. The inspectors 

reported that morale was low at the time, likely as a result of “unfortunate events 

centering around the shooting of J. Carron on July the 17th 1982, which involved 

the laying of criminal charges against three police constables, were obviously still 

very prominent in the minds of members of the Force at the commencement of this 

inspection. Although there is no connection with the inspection and the charges 

against the officers, there was no doubt that these circumstances did a great deal 

to develop an atmosphere of apprehension within the Force.”  

  Exhibit 1773, Document 729846 

  Evidence Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008 Vol. 240 pp. 48-66 

 

Claude Shaver implemented a number of organizational changes and addressed the 

recommendations made in the 1982 report after he came to the CPS. The changes 

that were implemented are reflected in the follow up audit in 1984.  The Ontario 

Police Commission Inspection Report that was conducted in 1984 sets out that 

positive changes were made and that “members of the Force were probed 

respecting morale, supervisions, discipline and leadership of the Force. Discussion 

of these matters showed that the Force was generally satisfied with the direction 

that they were now taking. Training needs of the Force were progressively being 

met. Morale is good…” [7117997]. There continued to be positive feedback in the 

1986 inspection, in that confidence was expressed in the administration at that time 

and that there was positive morale within the force. 

  Evidence Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008 Vol. 240, pp. 83-89; 102-111 

 Exhibit 1775, Document 729848 

  Exhibit 1776, Document 729850 
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However, the honeymoon period enjoyed by Claude Shaver was over by 1989. In 

the 1989 Inspection Report, the morale of the force is described as being on the 

decline and the report states that “after numerous interviews at all levels of the 

force, morale was found to be low. A major cause of this problem is due to the lack 

of communication throughout the entire organization.” Although the introduction of 

the computer system OMPPAC (Ontario Municipal and Provincial Policing Automated 

Co-operative) was said to be contributing to problems within the service, certainly 

there are further underlying issues.  

  Exhibit 1388, Document 729852 

  Evidence Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008 Vol. 240 pp. 117-136 

  Evidence Joseph St. Denis June 5, 2008 Vol. 238 pp. 107-115 

  Evidence Garry Derochie April 10, 2008 Vol. 208 pp. 114-120 

 

The problems within the force were clearly shown in a report drafted by Officer 

Shawn White in his capacity as a member of the Police Association. The “Morale 

Report” was presented to the Board on March 15, 1990. The report outlines 

problems relating to management, communication, training and with morale. The 

“Morale Report” summarizes the situation within the Cornwall Police at the time as 

such: 

 

There currently exists a tremendous morale problem within the Cornwall 

Police Department. The situation has become so critical that it is being 

experienced by all personnel and in all departments. The performance of the 

worker has suffered greatly, as he has become frustrated in his work 

environment. The following outlines the sentiment that currently exists 

among members of the Cornwall Police Force. Many have become 

disenchanted with the leaders of the police administration. They feel 

betrayed and abandoned.  They feel that their concerns have been ignored or 

forgotten. Where there was once respect and loyalty, we now have animosity 

and despair. The result is resentment, distrust and dissatisfaction with those 

empowered to lead, namely the Chief and the Deputy Chief.  
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The frustration that now exists has also eroded the harmony between co-

workers. The adhesion that held this force together and made it strong is 

being dissolved. There lacks common purpose. Everyone seems to be 

focused upon his or her personal goals, and distrusts the goals of his or her 

fellow worker… [7178244]  

 Exhibit 1389, Document 739890  

 

The Staff Sergeants and Senior Officers also set out their concerns in writing at that 

time. The Staff Sergeants Report expressed serious concerns with the leadership of 

Chief Claude Shaver. According to the document:   

 

 The Chief’s actions have resulted in the office of the Chief of Police losing all 

credibility with the men and women of the Force, the Police Commission and 

the Community [7180587] 

 The Chief’s decision making is impulsive and made without consultation. 

[7180587] 

 The Chief does not respect the opinion of counsel of any level of his 

management team [7180587] 

 The Chief has an alarming lack of knowledge concerning the day to day 

operation of our Force and has not taken the initiative to properly familiarize 

himself this its functioning [7180587] 

 The Chief seeks every opportunity to be absent from his office particularly 

during critical times [7180587] 

   

The Staff Sergeants recommended that the Chief tender his resignation or that the 

Cornwall Police Board invite the Ontario Police Services Branch of the Solicitor’s 

Generals’ Office to conduct an inquiry into the management of the Cornwall Police 

Force. The Senior Officers also signed off on the report of the Staff Sergeants.  

  Exhibit 1347, Document 740506, Batespages 7180585-95 

 

As was explained by Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie, a report of this type is 

“unprecedented.”. As Staff Sergeant Derochie explained the Staff Sergeants Report  
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was a last hope and that “it’s a shout.” 

  Evidence of Garry Derochie April 10, 2008 Vol. 208, pp. 143-146 

 

In response to the concerns raised, Chief Shaver hired the services of management 

consultant Suzanne McGlashan to address the internal problems of the CPS. 

Meetings took place on December 3, 4 and 5, 1990.  The meetings served to 

identify issues and to develop strategic objectives to address the issues. The need 

for a long term strategic plan was identified. 

  Exhibit 1390, Document 739891 

    

Around the same time as the management consultant another audit was conducted 

between November 19 and 30, 1990 by the Ontario Police Forces Inspection 

Program, with the final report being submitted in 1991. The inspection conducted 

was a “Level III” audit, which is an extensive examination of a police force.  

   Exhibit 1391, Document 740506, Batespages 7180521-43 

 

The Level III Inspection sets out a number of concerns, particularly in relation to 

Claude Shaver. One concern was his absence from the job and that members of the 

service referred to him as “the golfer.” Deputy Chief St. Denis testified that the 

statement that Claude Shaver about him being a golfer in the summer and being 

absent too frequently is a reasonably fair statement. 

  Exhibit 1391, Document 740506, Batespage 7180526 

 Evidence Joseph St. Denis, June 5, 2008 Vol. 238 p. 178 

 

Another concern was Chief Shaver’s impulsive and spontaneous management style. 

Shaver explained during his testimony that his management style is very simple, in 

that if he sees a problem then he tries to fix it as quickly as possible. He agreed 

that he has made some impulsive decisions.  

 Exhibit 1391, Document 740506, Batespage 7180526 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 162-163 

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis June 5, 2008 Vol. 238, pp. 178-179  

 

The Level III Inspection Report addressed the perception that the service was 

understaffed. Statistical data showed that the CPS compared most favourably in 
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relation to police forces of similar size. In addition, evidence was presented that the 

CPS officers had the highest salaries in the province. Shaver himself wrote, the 

“Police Service has many fine employees. Our equipment is plentiful and top-of-the-

line. Our salaries and benefits are the envy of the Province….”  

  Exhibit 1391, Document 740506, Batespage 7180542 

  Evidence of Leo Courville, April 24, 2008, Vol. 219 pp. 31-34  

  Exhibit 1392, Document 740524 

 

Overall, the Level III Inspection Report summarized that there was a lack of 

cooperation and trust at many levels within the CPS.  The report states:  

The final portion of this report will address the greater problem relative to 

the CPS and it is a matter of considerable gravity. It involves the dissention 

that exists at virtually every level of the CPS, from the rank of constable to 

the CPS Board. There is friction between the Police Association and the 

Board, some Board members and the Chief, the Association and the senior 

officers, and the senior officers and the Chief. The relationship between 

Mayor P. Poirier and Chief Shaver is particularly turbulent. Mayor Poirier, 

when interviewed, expressed a complete lack of confidence in Chief Shaver, 

but at the same time he stated he is prepared to work with subject to 

improved performance and assessment of results achieve 

Exhibit 1391, Document 740506, Batespage 7180526 

 

A follow up report to the Level III Inspection Report took place in 1991. The report 

maintained the recommendation of the continued services of management 

consultant Suzanne McGlashan and the need for a strategic plan. However, the 

Board did not adequately support the strategic plan and one was never 

implemented. 

  Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 228-232 

 Exhibit 1767, Document 101544 

 

The tension at various levels within the CPS also came to a head between Chief 

Shaver and Deputy Chief St. Denis, in 1991. According to St. Denis, there was a 
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serious blow up between the Chief and Deputy Chief. During a meeting at the 

Chief’s residence, St. Denis was encouraging Shaver to make changes.  

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis June 6, 2008 Vol. 239 pp. 33-47 

 

The blow up was “very personal” and involved “a lot of personal character issues as 

well as Force issues.” St. Denis acknowledged there were vicious rumours, although 

St. Denis testified that Shaver was not involved in illegal activities nor was he 

involved with people who abused children. When asked if the rumours involved 

anything immoral, St. Denis responded “that’s not for me to judge” and that there 

were so many rumours out there and “half” of them were untrue. 

  Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 20-31 

 

According to St. Denis, Shaver had “basically put a muzzle on me and I had 

nowhere to go for help.” St. Denis took his concerns to a Board Member directly, 

and as a result was not following the chain of command. Consequently, Shaver 

threatened Police Service Act charges and civil litigation against him.  

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 31-34 

 

Despite St. Denis’ testimony of this heated blow up with Shaver, the latter denied 

having any recall of the incident in 1991. Given the gravity of the situation, from 

the perspective of then St. Denis, it seems highly unlikely that Shaver would not 

recall the event.  

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 304-310 

 

A further “Human Resources Management Inspection” was conducted by the 

Ministry of the Solicitor General, Policing Services Division in July-August 1993. The 

report made 48 recommendations for change and a key recommendation is that the 

strategic planning process should be re-instituted. 

  Exhibit 1393, Document 729854 

 

Given the comments in the 1993 report, both St. Denis and Shaver expressed 

concerns about the full report being sent to City Council. In order to deal with the 
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Freedom of Information violation, both St. Denis and Shaver hired lawyer Colin 

McKinnon (as he then was) to represent them.  

  Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 14-31 

 

The CPS Board  

 

The Police Services Act, R.S.O., c. P. 15, section 31 sets out the responsibilities of 

municipal police services boards. These relevant duties include, but are not limited 

to:  

 

• Generally determine, after consultation with the chief of police, objectives 

and priorities with respect to police services in the municipality; 

• Establish policies for the effective management of the police force; and to 

• Direct the Chief of Police and monitor his or her performance. 

 

The extensive audits of the CPS outline an extended time frame in which the force 

faced serious managerial concerns. There were repeated concerns about leadership, 

particularly with the leadership of Chief Shaver, even to the point that he was 

asked to resign by other senior management. A strategic plan was never finalized 

and the force faced continued difficulties with morale in the organization.  

 

Although the CPS Board members changed during the time periods examined at the 

Cornwall Public Inquiry, several audits or reports address concerns with the Board 

itself.  

 

For example, the 1993 “Human Resources Management Inspection” made reference 

to some of the difficulties with the Board, such as:  

 

 The Board is seen as being ineffective in its operations. There has been 

limited exercise of the management functions normally expected of a 

governing authority and employer. By-laws are outdated (1985). Rules of 

order have not been followed consistently.” [7118093]  
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 One of the problems with the Board is “a Chair who could have exercised 

stronger leadership” [7118093] 

 The Board should take advantage of members’ expertise to address priority 

policing related issues. Working groups should be established for: 

Developing updated procedural by-laws, identifying community outreach 

initiatives and planning and community policing priorities [7118094] 

 The Board should retain someone to take a strong leadership role and 

facilitate the transition. The Board should reorganize the CPS to reduce 

duplication, clarify responsibilities and address supervisory and operational 

needs [7118096] 

 The Strategic Planning Process should be re-instituted immediately with the 

involvement of the Board and a committee with representatives from the 

Association and all ranks to review and update the consultant’s original draft 

strategic plan [7118105]  

Exhibit 1393, Document 729854 

 

In addition, an investigation into the CPS Board was conducted in 1995. The 

Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services conducted an investigation to see 

whether or not there was misconduct, failure to perform governance duties in a 

satisfactory manner or conflict of interest on the part of any member of the Board.  

A large area of concern was the conflict of interests of Board Members. Mr. 

Courville was a practicing lawyer in the City of Cornwall. A portion of his practice 

involved undertaking criminal cases and the finding was that this had the potential 

to give rise to irreconcilable competing professional interests should Mr. Courville 

have represented individuals arrested by members of the CPS.  As a result, Leo 

Courville agreed not to take any new cases involving charges laid by Cornwall Police 

while he was serving on the Board.  

 Exhibit 1514, Document 740541, Batespage 7181037 

 

Mayor Martelle’s son had been a member of the CPS since 1991, which predated his 

father’s election as Mayor. Given the Board’s role of employer this put Mayor 

Martelle in a situation of potential conflict of interest. This is particularly so, given 

that section three of the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act deemed “the pecuniary 
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interest, direct or indirect of a parent or spouse of any child of the member… to be 

also the pecuniary interest of the member.” The Mayor was under an obligation to 

disclose his interest and withdraw from participation in matters relating to the 

financial compensation of his son. 

  Exhibit 1514, Document 740541, Batespage 7181036 

 

The CPS Board, generally speaking, failed to provide appropriate oversight into the 

operation of the CPS and particularly into the management of the force by Chief 

Shaver.  The Board oversaw a force that was plagued by disastrous morale 

problems and inept management year after year after year.  

 

David Silmser’s Allegations of Sexual Abuse 

 

To the Ontario Provincial Police 

 

David Silmser first notified police that he had been sexually abused as a child in or 

around 1992 when he was pulled over on suspicion of impaired driving by an OPP 

officer.  Silmser testified that he told the officer of his abuse in an attempt to 

explain why his life was “screwed up.”  Silmser recalls providing the officer with 

some details of the abuse and specifically naming Father Charles MacDonald as his 

abuser.  Silmser could not recall whether he also disclosed his abuse by Ken 

Seguin.  He did not provide the officer with Marcel Lalonde’s name. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, p. 80 

 

Silmser recalled that this OPP officer made notes of Silmser’s disclosure of abuse, 

but advised him that the abuse was outside of the jurisdiction of his Long Sault 

detachment.  The officer took no further action to assist Silmser or to investigate 

the allegations.   

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, p. 80 

 

This experience was David Silmser’s first dealing with the police as a victim of 

sexual abuse.  His later dealings with authorities and his issues with distrust, anger 
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and frustration need to be considered in light of this early failed institutional 

response and those that would follow soon thereafter. 

 

To the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall 

 

Silmser’s next disclosure of abuse to an institution came in December of 1992 when 

he telephoned the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall and spoke to Monsignor Guindon, 

who declined to assist Silmser, asking dismissively “what do you expect me to do?” 

Evidence of Monsignor Peter Schonenbach, July 22, 2008, Vol. 259, p. 24 

Exhibit 1948, Document 200251, Batespage 1169673 

Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, p. 20 

 Exhibit 1887, Document 738050, Batespage 7162725 

 

To the CPS 

 

Fortunately, despite being dismissed for a second time, Silmser persisted in his 

efforts to disclose his abuse to a responsible institutional actor.  Following contacts 

with Monsignor Peter Schonenbach of the Archdiocese of Ottawa, Silmser contacted 

the CPS (“CPS”) on December 9, 1992. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, p. 81 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, p. 42 

 

Silmser’s complaint was received by Officer Steve Nakic, the Officer in Charge on 

that date.  Nakic’s memorandum summarizing his contact with Silmser clearly 

indicates that Silmser complained of having been sexually abused by both Father 

Charles MacDonald and Ken Seguin, and he advised the officer that these men were 

friends.  There is no doubt that the CPS knew from the very outset that Silmser was 

alleging sexual abuse against both Father MacDonald and Seguin. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 134  

Exhibit 293, Document 714001, Batespage 7053586 

 

CPS Chief Claude Shaver, D/Chief Joseph St. Denis, S/Insp. Stuart McDonald and 

S/Sgt. Luc Brunet were all made aware of the allegations and provided with copies 

of Nakic’s memo on December 9, 1992. 
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Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 134  

Exhibit 293, Document 714001, Batespage 7053586 

Evidence of Gary Derochie, February 28, 2008, Vol 201, pp. 143-150 

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 69-75 

Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 24, 2008, Vol. 246, pp. 1-7 

 

Sgt. Lortie assigned to investigate – The chain of command is broken 

 

On the same day that Silmser’s complaint was received by Nakic, Chief Shaver 

assigned his Intelligence Officer, Sgt. Claude Lortie, to investigate these matters, as 

confirmed by D/Chief St. Denis’ handwritten notation to that effect on Nakic’s 

original memo. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 134  

Exhibit 293, Document 714001, Batespage 7053586 

 

D/Chief St. Denis described the atmosphere within the CPS at that time as “one of 

stress.”  He testified that the Chief and D/Chief no longer trusted one another. 

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 69-75  

 

S/Insp. McDonald testified that he requested that Chief Shaver assign Lortie 

because he was concerned about manpower in the CIB, and in the Youth Bureau in 

particular.   

He understood that Officers Lefebvre and Malloy were working a murder 

investigation and it was his opinion that Cst. Sebalj was not experienced enough to 

handle the investigation of Silmser’s complaints. 

 Evidence of Stuart MacDonald, May 1, 2008, Vol. 224, pp. 236-258 

 Evidence of Stuart MacDonald, May 2, 2008, Vol. 225, p. 129 

Exhibit 1571, Document 712989, Batespage 7049787 

 

Chief Shaver agreed that S/Insp McDonald recommended that Lortie be assigned 

the investigation and confirmed that the decision was his alone to make; he was 

the Chief. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 189-192 
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Shaver assigned the investigation to Lortie and Lortie’s notes reflect that there was 

no doubt at this time that he was to investigate the allegations  

 

against both Seguin and Father MacDonald 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, p. 106 

 Exhibit 1474, Document 735617, Batespage 7138662 

 

Sgt. Lortie’s testimony about his reaction to the allegations was not credible.  Lortie 

testified that he considered this matter to be “just another investigation” despite 

the fact that he personally knew Seguin and that his wife had worked with Seguin 

for a number of years.  He suggested that Seguin’s name did not even catch his eye 

at the time the file was assigned to him.  He further testified that despite the 

identities and high profile nature of the accused persons, he and Shaver did not 

discuss the matter in any detail. 

Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 156-175 

 

Lortie did concede that this matter would be considered “high profile” because a 

priest and probation officer were involved and that the matter would have had to 

have been more than trivial to be assigned to him by the Chief given his other work 

commitments at that time.   

Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 156-175 

 

The most significant consequence of Lortie’s assignment as investigating officer was 

to remove this matter from the normal chain of command at the CPS and to instead 

create a situation whereby the investigating officer would report directly to the 

Chief, and only to the Chief. 

 

D/Chief St. Denis testified that as Deputy Chief he should have been involved in the 

decision to assign an investigating officer and that he should have been within the 

chain of command in every investigation conducted by the CPS.  St. Denis testified 

that a Chief of Police should not be going out and investigating because that is not 

his job.  St. Denis was being left out of the loop in relation to the Silmser 

allegations. 
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Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2006, Vol. 239, pp. 101-110 

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 23, 2008, Vol. 245, pp. 53-58 

  

“An Alfred-type situation” that nobody documents 

 

There is no doubt that the CPS officers aware of Silmser’s complaint in these early 

days were keenly aware of the significance of the allegations, particularly in light of 

the persons being accused.  Sgt. Nakic advised S/Insp. McDonald, who remarked 

“oh boy, this could be something big,” after which he immediately reported the 

complaint to the Chief. 

Evidence of Stuart MacDonald, May 2, 2008, Vol. 225, p. 129 

Exhibit 1571, Document 712989, Batespage 7049787 

 

Approximately one month after the complaint was received, D/Chief St. Denis wrote 

that “this could possibly turn in to an Alfred-type situation.” 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 3, 2008, Vol. 210, p.152 

 Exhibit 1298B, Document 728553, Batespage 7113747 

 

Despite the obvious importance of the call from Silmser and the identities of the 

accused persons, Sgt. Nakic did not enter any information relating to the matter on 

to the OMPPAC system.  No incident number was created.  It was conceded by 

Chief Shaver that Nakic should have done so.  Shaver also conceded that S/Insp 

McDonald should have entered the information on OMPPAC if Nakic did not. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, p. 196-198 

 

Sgt. Lortie testified that a CPS officer receiving a complaint would put the report of 

that complaint on the OMPACC system “99.9% of the time.” 

Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 206-208 

 

Chief Shaver’s order – the “Project” file 

 

Despite Shaver’s evidence that an OMPPAC report should have been created, he 

testified that he ordered Lortie to open a confidential Project file at the time of his 

assignment and that he also more generally ordered him to keep the matter 



 

 256

confidential.  Shaver explained that a Project file provides limited access to the file 

and claimed that he wanted this file to remain confidential because he was 

concerned about the accused persons’ presumption of innocence and the risk that 

all priests in the community could become suspect if word of the allegations leaked.  

Shaver went on to say that he was particularly concerned about allegations against 

a Catholic priest because he knew of the Catholic Church’s past use of “payouts.” 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, p. 192-198 

 

Chief Shaver was examined and cross-examined at length about his rationale for 

ordering that this matter be kept confidential in a Project file.  His answers were 

nonsensical and it was apparent that he was struggling to fabricate any possible 

explanation that could to explain this very curious decision.  Shaver, in his answers, 

moved from being concerned about innocent priests being suspected of 

wrongdoing, to concerns of false allegations of abuse coming forward, to concerns 

about resources being insufficient to deal with the potential flood of complainants. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 196-216 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 26-37;  

pp. 74-82; 242-258 

 

Shaver conceded that he had never ordered a Project file opened prior to this time, 

nor did he ever order one opened again while Chief. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 206-216 

 

Shaver’s desire to keep this matter confidential from the outset and his failed 

attempts to convincingly, or even coherently, explain away that desire is highly 

suspicious. 

 

CPS inaction and the unexpected transfer of the file to Cst. Sebalj 

 

Following his assignment to the case, Sgt. Lortie telephoned Silmser on December 

14, 1992 to arrange a meeting.  The evidence suggests that Silmser advised that 

he preferred to meet after the Christmas season so as to avoid ruining anyone’s 
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holidays.  Because Lortie was scheduled for surgery in the New Year, an 

appointment was scheduled for January 18, 1993. 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 185-193 

 

There were no significant investigative steps taken on the file between the date of 

the complaint and Christmas Day 1992. 

 

Sometime between Christmas Day 1992 and New Year’s Day, D/Chief St. Denis 

initiated a meeting with Lortie, at which time he learned for the first time that Lortie 

would not be able to meet with Silmser until January 18, 1993.  Sgt. Lortie 

confirmed that Shaver was away from the station the day he met with St. Denis 

and that St. Denis learned of the January 18th appointment with Silmser at that 

time.  It was clear to Lortie that the decision to reassign the file was made “on the 

fly” at that moment. 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 21, 2008, Vol. 216, pp. 28-30 

 

Chief Shaver’s testimony that he knew in advance that St. Denis would transfer the 

file away from Lortie conflicts with the evidence of Lortie and does not make sense 

given the chronology of events.  Lortie’s evidence should be preferred on this point 

and a finding should be made that the file was reassigned from Lortie without any 

knowledge on Shaver’s part, thereby foiling his original plan to bypass the chain of 

command entirely. 

 

On January 8, 1993, following his conversation with Lortie, St. Denis prepared a 

Transmittal Slip to the Officer in Charge of the CIB, requesting that a new officer be 

assigned to this matter.  St. Denis specifically noted at that time that “this matter 

could possibly turn in to another Alfred-type situation.” 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 3, 2008, Vol. 210, p.152 

 Exhibit 1298B, Document 728553, Batespage 7113747 

 

Despite this extremely serious warning from the Deputy Chief, Luc Brunet chose to 

assign an inexperienced constable, Heidi Sebalj, to this high profile and potentially 

complex investigation.  Sebalj began her career with the CPS as a cadet on January 
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1, 1987.  She became a constable in Field Operations in May of 1987 and joined the 

CIB on January 20, 1992 as a first class constable.  At the time she was assigned 

the Silmser investigation, she had completed three training courses, being the 

Probationary Constables Course in 1985, the Probationary Constables Course in 

1986 and the Instructional Techniques Course in June of 1991.  She had no specific 

sexual abuse training and had no training to prepare her to deal with male victims 

of historic sexual abuse. 

 ODE of Heidi Sebalj, February 26, 2008, Vol. 200, p.22 

Exhibit 1240, Document 200187, Batespage 1166640 

 

The details of Sebalj’s investigation are summarized in Exhibit 1236, being the 

Overview of Documentary Evidence prepared and filed after Sebalj was excused 

from testifying at the Inquiry on medical grounds.  While Sebalj’s condition made it 

impossible for her to testify at the Inquiry, the evidentiary gap created by her 

absence is significant and regrettable.  The ODE adequately sets out the various 

investigative steps that Sebalj took with reference to the various documents in 

evidence, including her own notes.  The investigative steps most relevant to our 

submissions and the various shortcomings of her investigation are highlighted 

below. 

 

A female officer and the first interview 

 

Early on in Cst. Sebalj’s dealings with Silmser, he expressed his dissatisfaction at 

having to deal with a female officer and advised that he had specifically requested a 

male officer.  Sebalj’s attempts to convince Silmser that he should be satisfied with 

her as the officer were unsuccessful and Silmser advised he would speak to the 

Chief directly about his concerns. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

 Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063730-31 

 

Silmser telephoned Shaver directly on January 26, 1993 and reiterated his concerns 

about having a female officer.  Shaver, like Sebalj, worked to convince Silmser to 

accept a female officer, despite his discomfort with the situation.  Shaver decided 
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that Sebalj would remain as the investigating officer despite the complainant’s 

wishes. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 227-241 

 

While the Victims Group appreciates that senior officers must be permitted to 

exercise their discretion in assigning officers to investigations, it is difficult to 

understand why Silmser’s request for a male officer could not have been 

accommodated.  Sebalj’s desire to learn on the job and her superiors’ excuses 

about a busy department do not excuse forcing an officer upon a complainant of 

sexual abuse when that complainant expresses concern.  This decision 

demonstrates either a fundamental ignorance of the challenges faced by victims of 

sexual abuse, or a conscious decision to disregard the complainant’s wishes in the 

interests of organizational efficiency; either way, the decision was wrong. 

 

On January 28, 1993, 40 days after his initial complaint to the CPS, Silmser was 

finally interviewed for the first time.  The CPS made no efforts to determine 

whether children were at risk during these 40 days.  The CAS was not contacted.  

The Diocese, Father MacDonald’s employer, was not contacted.  Ken Seguin’s 

employer was not contacted.  Parents were not warned.  Testimony from various 

CPS witnesses that the Silmser complaints were a priority to the force does not 

withstand scrutiny.  For 40 days they did absolutely nothing to investigate these 

allegations or to protect children. 

 

Officers Malloy, Lefebvre and Sebalj were involved with the initial interview of 

Silmser.  All three officers took notes.  Luc Brunet, the Officer in Charge of CIB at 

the time conceded during his testimony that having three officers take notes is not 

a recommended practice given that this creates three different records of the same 

event.  Brunet was unable to explain why three officers would have even been 

present for this statement. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 3, 2008, Vol. 210, pp. 195-209 

  

Officer Malloy recalled that Silmser was uncomfortable with Sebalj being in the 

room.  He also recalled feeling that something was “not quite right” with the 
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interview, in that receiving information from Silmser was “like pulling teeth.”  

Malloy was not aware at the time of the interview that Silmser had specifically 

requested a male investigator. 

Evidence of Kevin Malloy, April 23, 2008, Vol. 218, pp. 21-26 and pp. 135-158 

 

At the conclusion of the interview, which lasted more than three hours, Silmser was 

given a blank statement form and asked to fill it out on his own time and to return 

it to the station when it was completed. 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 3, 2008, Vol. 210, pp. 195-209 

 

Malloy agreed that allowing a complainant to control his own statement without 

guidance from an officer increases the probability that there will be discrepancies 

between the statement and the notes taken by the officers during the interview.  In 

fact, he testified that it would not surprise him to learn of discrepancies between 

the statement and the notes in this case.   

 

Despite this knowledge, no efforts were taken to avoid this problem. 

Evidence of Kevin Malloy, April 23, 2008, Vol. 218, pp. 135-158 

 

The Diocese’s contact with Silmser 

 

During the initial interview, Silmser advised the officers that he had been contacted 

by Father MacDonald’s lawyer.  The officers did not caution Silmser about the 

dangers of making disclosures to third parties, or about the particular dangers of 

discussing these matters with defence counsel.  Silmser was not cautioned about 

the problems that could arise from multiple statements being given and the 

inconsistencies that would inevitably arise during the course of multiple statements. 

 Evidence of Kevin Malloy, April 23, 2008, Vol. 218, pp. 135-158 

 

On February 1, 1993 Malloy returned an earlier call from Silmser and was advised 

that Silmser had been contacted by Monsignor McDougald, who invited him to a 

meeting with Diocesan priests.   
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Malloy advised Silmser to hold off until Sebalj could be informed 

Evidence of Kevin Malloy, April 23, 2008, Vol. 218, pp. 28-44 

 

On that same date, Malloy received a telephone call from Malcolm MacDonald.  

Malloy was surprised to receive a call from a defence lawyer as this was not typical.  

MacDonald disparaged Silmser and suggested to Malloy that Silmser was involved 

in illegal activity, using the word “embezzlement.”  Malloy would have advised 

Sebalj of this telephone call. 

Evidence of Kevin Malloy, April 23, 2008, Vol. 218, pp. 28-44 

 

By very early February of 1993, Sebalj had information that Silmser had been 

contacted by the DAC and he had been invited to a meeting at the DAC’s request.  

She also knew that Father MacDonald’s lawyer was contacting the police to 

disparage the complainant. 

 

Sebalj’s next contact after learning this information was a telephone call to Silmser 

on February 3, 1993.  The purpose of the call was to ask Silmser to retrieve his own 

school records.  Sebalj had by this point still not taken a single step to investigate 

the allegations made by Silmser.  Her first act was to delegate investigative tasks 

to the complainant. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

 Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063733-34 

 

During the February 3, 1993 telephone call, Silmser advised that he had been 

contacted by the DAC and asked to attend a meeting.  Sebalj did not caution 

Silmser in any way, nor did she suggest that he not attend the meeting.  Rather, 

she asked him to drop off his statement after the meeting. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

 Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063733-34 

 

At this very early stage in the investigation it was becoming increasingly apparent 

that Sebalj was in over her head and that she was oblivious to the increasing 

complexity of the situation.  There is no evidence that Sebalj even recognized the 
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possibility that the DAC and Malcolm MacDonald may have been seeking to 

interfere in some way with the complainant.   

 

When Silmser and Sebalj met on February 9, 1993, after his meeting with the DAC, 

Silmser advised that he had met with three priests and that they asked him to set 

out the details of his allegations.  Sebalj expressed no concerns at this time and 

there is no evidence that she recognized any problem whatsoever with Silmser 

providing statements to third parties, or to the accused’s employer more 

specifically. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

 Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063734 

 

Silmser’s contact with Ken Seguin  

 

On February 10, 1993 Silmser contacted Sebalj to advise that he had been in 

contact with Ken Seguin.  Sebalj’s notes read “t/c from V.  advises he called Seguin 

who is ‘running scared.’  advised him he's only laying charges on McDonald - stated 

he's getting very mad.” [emphasis added] 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063735 

 

Sebalj’s contemporaneous notes do not indicate that she cautioned Silmser about 

contacting the accused persons.  They do not indicate that she was concerned 

about this information at all.  They certainly do not indicate that she interpreted 

Silmser’s comment as meaning that he no longer wished her to proceed with an 

investigation of the allegations against Seguin.  The note clearly indicates that 

Silmser told Seguin that he was only laying charges against MacDonald.  We have 

no evidence to suggest that Sebalj took anything more from that note than what 

she recorded in her notebook. 

 

On February 16, 1993, Silmser attended the CPS station and provided Sebalj with 

his statement.  This statement contained further reference to his abuse by Ken 

Seguin.  As of this date, the evidence is clear that Silmser wished the CPS to 



 

 263

investigate his allegations against both Father MacDonald and Seguin.  There is 

absolutely no evidence to the contrary. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 135 - 136 

 Exhibit 262, Document 725227, batespage 7098613 - 20 

 

Further contact by the Diocese and offers of settlement 

 

Silmser also advised Sebalj, on that date, that Father McDougald had contacted him 

the previous day to discuss a settlement.  Her notes are very clear that DS advised 

her that the DAC had approached him, and not the other way around.  She also 

noted that Silmser did not entertain the conversation initiated by McDougald.  

Again, there is no indication in Sebalj’s notes that she discussed this matter with 

Silmser in any detail or that she appreciated that it was in any way significant. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063735 

 

According to Sebalj’s notes, Silmser contacted her again on February 18, 1993.  He 

indicated that he had retained counsel, Don Johnson. He indicated to her that he 

was not looking for a settlement but that he just wanted to know what the Diocese 

would offer. He said he would wait for the criminal charges to be complete.  Again, 

her notes do not indicate that she appreciated that there was anything unusual or 

potentially concerning about these activities.  There is no indication that she 

cautioned Silmser about  

 

potential problems that could arise from his actions. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063742-43 

 

According to her notes, Sebalj spoke with Silmser on February 22, 1993 and 

Silmser informed her that he had fired Don Johnson because he was doing things 

without his [Silmser’s] approval. He again indicated that he would wait for the 

criminal work to be done before retaining a lawyer.  Yet again, Sebalj did not take 
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this opportunity to discuss with Silmser the dangers of being in contact with the 

accused, his lawyer or his employer. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063743-44 

 

On February 25, 1993, Sebalj received a telephone call from Malcolm MacDonald, 

identifying himself as Father MacDonald’s lawyer. He provided Sebalj with some 

background information on the interactions between the Church and Silmser. He 

also indicated that Father MacDonald was prepared to take a polygraph. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063750-53 

 

The March 10, 1993 meeting with Silmser 

 

On March 10, 1993 Sebalj and Lefebvre met with Silmser to discuss his statement 

further. According to her notes, Silmser answered her questions and in regard to 

Ken Seguin, advised that “I don’t think I can deal with that too right now re: 

Seguin”.  This is the first time that Silmser advised Sebalj that he did not wish to 

pursue charges relating to his abuse by Seguin until the Father MacDonald matter 

was resolved. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063802 

 

We submit that Silmser’s comment to Sebalj that he wished to deal with the Father 

MacDonald matter only for the time being in no way should have prevented the CPS 

from taking steps to ensure that Seguin was not a risk to children or young people.  

Armed with the knowledge that Seguin may have used his authority as a Probation 

Officer in the past to obtain sexual favours from a probationer, the CPS was duty 

bound to act.  It had not acted on the Seguin allegation after receiving it for the 

first time in December of 1992 and would never act at any time prior to his death 

almost one year later. 
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New victims are located 

 

On March 12, 1993 Sebalj contacted C-3, who refused to give a statement or to 

become involved in the process.  Nevertheless, C-3 confirmed to Sebalj that he had 

been “sexually molested” by Father MacDonald.  He confirmed his decision to not 

provide a statement on March 18, 1993 and described it as a “difficult decision.” 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063808-813 and 821 

 

Sebalj called Malcolm MacDonald on March 17, 1993 to inquire as to when Father 

MacDonald was at St. Columban’s; when Silmser was an altar boy; to confirm the 

dates of any retreats in St. Andrews; and to ask if he knew how to contact Father 

Marchese.  Her supervisor, Luc Brunet, confirmed during his testimony that 

corroborating information with a defence lawyer is not a proper investigative step.  

Again, Sebalj was floundering in her investigation. 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, p. 33 

 

On April 3, 1993, Sebalj met with C-56, who disclosed that when he was 18 years 

old, Father MacDonald placed his right hand on C-56’s groin while being driven back 

from Apple Hill. He provided a formal statement and indicated to her that he did not 

want to proceed with a criminal complaint but agreed to be a witness if needed. 

Evidence of Heidi Sebalj, February 26, 2008, Vol. 200 

Exhibit 1249, Document 728535, Batespage 7113683 - 85 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063824-29 

Evidence of Heidi Sebalj, February 26, 2008, Vol. 200 

Exhibit 1255, Document 729546, Batespage 7116981 

 

Luc Brunet conceded during his testimony that the information received from C-3 

and C-56 provided credibility to some of Silmser’s allegations. 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 35-42 
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At very least, whether C-3 or C-56 would ultimately become complainants or even 

similar fact witnesses, Sebalj should have recognized that the likelihood that Father 

MacDonald was indeed a sexual deviant attracted to young persons had increased 

exponentially based on the information received from these men.  Sebalj should 

have been extremely concerned about Father MacDonald’s access to children and 

his position of trust and authority within the community and Church.  By April of 

1993, more than four months after Silmser made his complaint, neither Sebalj nor 

her superiors had taken any steps to ensure the protection of children or young 

people.  Both MacDonald and Seguin continued to work in their communities. 

 

The investigation is abandoned and a complete lack of supervision 

 

From the end of April 1993 to the end of August 1993, there were no further 

investigative steps taken in relation to Silmser’s complaints.   

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, p. 42 

 Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063834-35 

  

Throughout Sebalj’s investigation to this point there was virtually no supervision, 

and certainly no close scrutiny of the steps taken and not taken.  Brunet testified 

that he reviewed Sebalj’s assignment list in June of 1993 and the Silmser matter 

would have been discussed.  Brunet was updated orally by Sebalj.  He did not 

review her notebooks and she did not keep a file for his review.  She did not enter 

any information on OMPPAC. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 8, 2008, Vol. 213, pp. 97-104 

 

In fact, even as late as an August 24, 1993 meeting with Sebalj, Brunet had not 

been advised that there had been no activity on the file since April of that year.  He 

still had not taken the time to review Sebalj’s notebooks or to ask for 

documentation to be produced.  Nothing about the investigation had been put on 

OMPPAC at this time.  He continued to rely on Sebalj’s infrequent oral reports 

alone. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 65-78 
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Brunet also testified that by the time of the illegal settlement, he had never turned 

his mind to the question of whether R.P.G. to lay a charge existed.  He has no 

recollection of discussing the issue with the Crown by September of 1993.  Given 

Sebalj’s lack of experience and obvious struggles during her investigation, one 

might have expected that her direct supervisor would be fully engaged in 

supervision. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 127-132 

 

At the meeting on August 24, 1993 Sebalj indicated that she was waiting for the 

Crown’s office to get back to her and that Crown MacDonald was trying to get her a 

meeting with an outside Crown Attorney.  According to Brunet’s memorandum of 

that date, she was advised, “this [Silmser investigation] must be dealth [sic] with 

A.S.A.P.” 

 Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, pp. 184 - 185 

Exhibit 1219, Document 101597, Batepage 1025728 - 32 

 

Despite Brunet’s instruction, Sebalj does not have a single entry in her notebook 

between August 24 and September 7, 1993. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batepage 7063835-36 

 

The Settlement 

 

On September 2, 1993 Silmser signed settlement and release documents relating to 

a pay out by the DAC and Father MacDonald.  These, as it was later revealed, 

illegally required Silmser to withdraw his criminal complaint against MacDonald.  By 

the time he agreed to this settlement, CPS had had his complaint for just shy of 

eight months. 

 

On September 3, 1993 Luc Brunet received telephone calls from Sean Adams and 

Malcolm MacDonald.  Brunet was advised that Silmser had reached a civil  
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settlement with the DAC and that he no longer wished to pursue the criminal 

investigation. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 92-94 

 

Brunet testified that he advised Adams that CPS officers would need to speak to 

Silmser directly to confirm his instructions.  A letter dated September 3, 1993 and 

sent from Malcolm MacDonald to Brunet confirmed that Silmser would be available 

to meet with Sebalj at her convenience.  That letter enclosed a written direction 

from Silmser to Sebalj directing the CPS to “stop any further proceedings.” 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 91-92 

Exhibit 299, Document 713858, Batespage 7053314 

Exhibit 1259, Document 730954, Batespage 7120651 

 

It is inconceivable that senior members of the CPS could have been so oblivious to 

what was happening at this time.  Brunet, a veteran police officer who had been 

promoted to become the Officer in Charge of the Criminal Investigation Branch, had 

been contacted by Malcolm MacDonald, counsel to Father MacDonald.  He was told 

that David Silmser had just concluded a civil settlement with the Diocese.  In that 

very same telephone call he was told, by defence counsel, that Silmser no longer 

wished to pursue a criminal investigation.  He then, shortly thereafter, received a 

letter from defence counsel enclosing a written direction to the police directing 

them to close their file and stop further proceedings.   

 

One would have expected any police officer in that situation to ask several obvious 

questions: 

 

• Why is Malcolm MacDonald calling the police to advise of a civil settlement?   

• Why would this former Crown attorney and senior criminal lawyer think a 

civil settlement would be relevant to the police investigation? 

• Why does defence counsel have information about the complainant’s wishes 

with respect to the criminal investigation? 

• Why is defence counsel communicating on behalf of the complainant/plaintiff 

and his lawyer? 
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• Why does defence counsel have a copy of a direction from the 

complainant/plaintiff to the police relating to a criminal investigation? 

• Is it a condition of the civil settlement that the plaintiff withdraws his criminal 

complaint? 

 

MacDonald’s knowledge of Silmser’s intention to withdraw his cooperation from the 

criminal process, his possession of a direction from Silmser to that effect and his 

contact with Brunet about those matters on the very day a civil settlement relating 

to the same allegations being investigated by the Cornwall Police could not possibly 

have struck any officer apprised of the situation as coincidence.  It is not possible 

that any of these officers could have failed to appreciate that the direction to the 

police was a condition of settlement.  It is simply not possible. 

 

In fact, Brunet testified that he was concerned about the civil settlement when he 

learned of it because a civil settlement is not supposed to affect a criminal 

investigation.  Brunet did not at this time instruct Sebalj to obtain copies of the 

settlement documents, nor did he ask either Adams or MacDonald for copies. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 92-94 

 

Initial suspicions are quelled by the Crown and by a dysfunctional workplace 

 

Brunet testified that he was sufficiently concerned with the legality of the 

settlement that he telephoned the local Crown attorney, Murray MacDonald, on 

September 8, 1993.  Brunet sought the Crown’s advice as to whether it was legal 

for the DAC to enter in to a civil settlement with a criminal complainant during the 

course of a criminal investigation.  He testified that he recalled having turned his 

mind to the fact that “we’ve got a victim that’s given some money here and now he 

doesn’t want to proceed.” 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 8, 2008, Vol. 213, pp. 245-50 

 

It is clear from Brunet’s testimony that he recognized at the time he learned of the 

settlement that it was at least possible that something improper may have 

occurred.  He recalls specifically turning his mind to the effect of the settlement on 
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the complainant’s willingness to proceed.  He contacted the local Crown attorney to 

discuss his concerns.  Brunet and Crown MacDonald must have discussed not only 

the basic question posed by Brunet concerning the legality of a civil settlement 

during the course of a criminal investigation, but also the reason for his concern.  

Had Silmser been willing to continue with the criminal process, Brunet would not 

have contacted the Crown at all.  It was the effect of the settlement on Silmser that 

was at issue. 

 

Brunet testified that as a result of this conversation with the Crown his concerns 

about the legality of the settlement were allayed and he did not investigate the 

matter further.  Brunet’s letter to Crown MacDonald on September 9, 1993 further 

evidences the fact that his concerns had been allayed, as that letter addresses the 

issue of a Crown policy not to compel uncooperative victims of abuse to proceed, 

but is silent with respect to the  

 

question of the settlement’s legality. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 8, 2008, Vol. 213, pp. 245-50 

 Exhibit 300, Document 719999, Batespage 7072416 

 

Crown MacDonald’s reply to Brunet’s request for written confirmation of the Crown 

policy noted above was dated September 14, 1993 and effectively put an end to 

whatever remained of the CPS’ intention to adequately investigate Silmser’s 

complaints.  Crown MacDonald not only confirmed his policy of not proceeding 

without a victim’s full cooperation, but also took the opportunity to attack Silmser’s 

credibility and his motives for entering in to the settlement.  Crown MacDonald also 

advised Brunet that Sebalj was tentative on R.P.G. prior to the settlement.  Given 

this letter from the Crown Attorney who would ultimately be responsible for 

overseeing the prosecution of Silmser’s abusers should charges be laid, it would 

have been impossible for the CPS to lay charges against Father MacDonald. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 8, 2008, Vol. 213, pp. 194 - 195 

          Exhibit 301, Document 720000, Batespage  7072417 
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Luc Brunet was not the only CPS officer who recognized immediately that 

something was very wrong upon learning of the settlement and the subsequent 

withdrawal of the complainant’s willingness to cooperate.  Claude Lortie testified 

that: 

 

2 MR. LORTIE: As opposed to any other officer 

3 that was involved in this case when there was obvious 

4 flaws. 

5 MR. STAUFFER: Okay. 

6 THE COMMISSIONER: I’m sorry. Obvious 

7 flaws? 

8 MR. STAUFFER: Can you expand on that Staff 

9 Sergeant? What do you mean by that? 

10 MR. LORTIE: Well, the delay, not knowing -- 

11 nobody seemed to know what was going on with it. And then 

12 by that time, I would have known about the payout by the 

13 Catholic Church. 

14 And there is obvious other criminal activity 

15 going on when you’re starting to promise people some money 

16 to withdraw charges. There had to be more work done on 

17 this. It may not have been as a result of the Silmser 

18 complaint because the Silmser complaint, by the end of 

19 September, after finding out what was going on, would have 

20 been a real problem for disclosure because there would have 

21 been all kinds of letters there from defence lawyers and 

22 phone calls from defence lawyers in any part of our 

23 disclosures. So you can imagine that investigation is dead 

24 in the water. 

25 But who actually initiated the contact 
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1 between Silmser and the Church? Because there is a 
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2 criminal offence that took place and we have to find out 

3 who started this. 

4 MR. STAUFFER: M’hm. 

5 MR. LORTIE: And none of that was being 

6 done. So I was a little put out by the fact that Perry 

7 Dunlop was being investigated. 

8 MR. STAUFFER: All right. Did you have any 

9 impression at all as to what was happening with the Ken 

10 Seguin part of the Silmser case? 

11 MR. LORTIE: Nothing. 

12 MR. STAUFFER: And is that because nothing 

13 was being done or is it just you weren’t in the loop? 

14 MR. LORTIE: No. I don’t know what was 

15 going on. After the September 28th meeting, other than 

16 Perry mentioning to me that he was being investigated, I 

17 didn’t know what was going on with the investigation. 

18 THE COMMISSIONER: So are you saying that 

19 when you spoke to Staff Sergeant Derochie, that the light 

20 had gone on in your head that the payout was illegal? 

21 MR. LORTIE: Oh, it didn’t go on at that 

22 point sir. As soon as I found out that there had been a 

23 payout, there was something wrong. 

24 THE COMMISSIONER: All right. Okay. And 

25 was being dis -- was that -- did you discuss that 
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1 conclusion that there is something wrong with anybody else 

2 in the police force? 

3 MR. LORTIE: Nobody was talking to me at 
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4 that point sir. I think people were upset that I had 

5 brought it up. 

6 THE COMMISSIONER: Right. Okay. 

Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 10, 2008, Vol. 215, pp. 41-43 

 

On September 13, 1993, Sebalj met with Crown MacDonald and advised him of a 

meeting she was to have with Silmser later that morning, which Sebalj had set up 

with Silmser on September 10, 1993. According to Sebalj’s notes, Crown 

MacDonald indicated that she should satisfy herself “that Silmser acted of his own 

free will”.  No investigation of that question was ever conducted by the CPS. 

Evidence of David Silmser, January 31, 2007, Vol. 87, p. 157 

Exhibit 295, Document 717428, Batespage 7063837 

 

Perry Dunlop, in the right place at the right time 

 

Following the receipt of Crown MacDonald’s letter that effectively killed any 

remaining hope (however slim by this time) of a complete CPS investigation of 

David Silmser’s complaints, the matter would have almost certainly been forgotten 

and ignored.  Instead, a series of fortunate events brought the allegations made by 

Silmser to the attention of Cst. Perry Dunlop. 

 

First, Claude Lortie, the officer originally assigned to investigate Silmser’s complaint 

found himself working side by side with Sgt. Ron Lefebvre, who had conducted the 

initial interview of Silmser.  Many months earlier, Lefebvre and Lortie had crossed 

in a hallway and Lefebvre had joked “thanks for dumping this on me,” while holding 

up a copy of Silmser’s handwritten statement.  Lortie thought little of the matter 

thereafter, but presumed from that contact that Lefebvre had been assigned to the 

investigation.  In September of 1993, the matter re-entered Lortie’s mind and he 

asked Lefebvre about it.  Lefebvre advised that Sebalj had been assigned the 

investigation, not him.  Lortie’s curiosity led him to check the CPS’ OMPPAC system, 

where he found that the file was closed and marked with a closing note that read 

“complete unsolved.”  Lortie explained that “complete unsolved” meant that “a 

supervisor had shut it down.”  Lortie advised Lefebvre, within earshot of Dunlop, 
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who was also working in that office, that he would raise the issue at a morning 

meeting because he wanted to know what was going on. 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 229-246 

 

Having overheard a discussion between Lortie and Lefebvre, Dunlop approached 

Sebalj and asked to see a copy of Silmser’s handwritten statement.  She provided 

him with a copy of same.  Realizing that he had a duty to report the information 

that he now had concerning Father MacDonald and Ken Seguin to the CAS, Dunlop 

met with Executive Director Richard Abell on September 25, 1993 and ultimately 

turned over a copy of Silmser’s statement to Abell on September 30, 1993. 

 Evidence of Richard Abell, October 24, 2008, Vol. 294, pp. 72-77 

 

Within days of first learning of Silmser’s allegations Dunlop had turned the 

statement over to the CAS.  Officers Shaver, St. Denis, McDonald, Brunet, Lortie, 

Lefebvre, Malloy and Sebalj, at very least, had knowledge of Silmser’s allegations 

as early as December of 1992 and not a single one of them took steps to advise the 

CAS of the potential danger to children and young people posed by Father 

MacDonald and Ken Seguin.  Not a single one of these officers took steps to ensure 

the protection of children and young people.  Every officer of the CPS who was 

aware of the allegations had a statutory duty to report this information to the CAS, 

as did Perry Dunlop.  This is not a complicated issue, as several institutions will 

argue.  A statutory duty to report existed throughout the entire period from 

December of 1992 to the end of 1993.  A Police Services Act Board of Inquiry and 

the Ontario Divisional Court have ruled that Perry Dunlop was bound by that duty 

to report to the CAS.  It flows from these decisions that every officer that had the 

knowledge that Dunlop did was similarly bound. 

Section 72 of the Child and Family Services Act, R.S.O 1990, c. C.11  

Exhibit 646, Document 722335, Batespage 7086660 - 661 

Exhibit 3450, Document 723867, Batespage 7093320 - 323 
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“A cover-up” 

 

At a morning meeting held most likely on September 28, 1993, Lortie raised the 

issue of the Silmser investigation with the senior officers present.  These would 

have included Chief Shaver, D/Chief St. Denis, S/Inspector McDonald and S/Sgt 

Brunet.  Shaver testified that Lortie was upset at the meeting and that he 

expressed concern that a settlement had led to no further interest in pursing the 

matter.  Shaver recalled that Lortie specifically raised the issue of the financial 

settlement at this meeting and that Lortie’s comments “got the issue in my 

[Shaver’s] head.”  Shaver described that Lortie was upset at the meeting and that 

he raised the Silmser issue and “dropped it like a bomb.” 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 269-74 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 45-55 and  

pp. 133-144 

 

Both Brunet and St. Denis recalled that Lortie used the phrase “cover up” to 

describe what had occurred with the Silmser investigation. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 4, 2008, Vol. 211, pp. 115-117 

 Exhibit 1435, Document 721989, Batespage 7084827 - 828 

Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 8, 2008, Vol. 213, pp. 152-156 

 

Lortie repeatedly denied using the phrase “cover up,” recalling that he instead 

referred to the investigation as a “complete shame.”  In the end, however, during 

the course of re-examination by Commission counsel, Lortie did concede that it was 

possible that he could have used the phrase “cover up” during a heated exchange 

about the fact that a civil settlement had led to the investigation being closed. 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 229-239 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 21, 2008, Vol. 216, pp. 155-156 

 

While witnesses disagreed about the use of the phrase “cover up,” there is no doubt 

that the morning meeting was intense and that Lortie’s demeanor was 

confrontational.  Shaver went so far as to suggest that Lortie’s intention was to 

embarrass Brunet.  St. Denis recalled that Brunet came to his office after the  
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meeting and was “pretty down at the lip.”   

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 133-144 

 Evidence of Joseph St. Denis, June 6, 2008, Vol. 239, pp. 96-101 

 

Again, despite a heated, confrontational meeting at which the propriety of the CPS’ 

actions and the civil settlement were raised, the CPS took no steps to investigate 

the circumstances of the settlement. 

 

CPS looks to CYA 

 

On September 29, 1993, Silmser attended the CPS station and met with Sebalj.  

Sebalj advised Lortie during a chance encounter in a hallway that Silmser was at 

the station to sign her notebook, concluding her investigation.  Lortie responded 

that he did not agree with the decision to terminate the investigation and walked 

away.  Yet again, Sebalj had an opportunity to step back and reassess what was 

unfolding.  We have no evidence that she did so. 

Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 9, 2008, Vol. 214, pp. 248-9 

 

During that meeting with Sebalj, Silmser signed a handwritten statement 

confirming that he had reached a settlement with the DAC and that he no longer 

wished to proceed with an investigation of Father MacDonald.  Sebalj did not ask for 

copies of the settlement documents, nor did she explain to Silmser that no civil 

settlement could preclude him from cooperating with the police investigation.  

Sebalj had everything she needed from Silmser to finally put an end to her long 

since abandoned investigation. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp.84 - 85 

 Exhibit 269, Document 732417, Batespage 7125483 

 

Chief Shaver works to be seen as swinging in to action 

 

Only once Silmser confirmed that he would no longer cooperate with the 

investigation did Shaver swing in to action.  By this point, Shaver by his own 

admission had determined that the matter was over “for all intents and purposes” 
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as a result of Crown MacDonald’s letter of September 14, 1993.  Then, and only 

then, did Shaver go out of his way to make it appear as though he was concerned 

about Silmser’s allegations being properly investigated.  Crown MacDonald recalled 

that Shaver was very concerned that his police force would be seen as having done 

the right thing. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 88 - 89  

 Exhibit 1789, Document 715814, Batespage 7058712- 18 

 Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 14, 2008, Vol. 197, pp.92 - 93 

Exhibit 1233, Document 714888, Batespage 7055886-87 

 

On September 30, 1993, the day after Silmser confirmed in writing that he wished 

the matter to be closed, Shaver met with Crown MacDonald, purportedly to discuss 

whether anything further could be done without Silmser’s cooperation.  Despite his 

suggestions that he met with Crown MacDonald because of his concerns about what 

had occurred, Shaver went to the Crown armed with virtually no information about 

the case.  No OMPPAC reports had been created and no Crown brief had been 

prepared.  Shaver had not read the investigating officer’s notes.  Shaver had no 

written information at all. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 118-121 

 

At the time of that meeting, none of the persons involved with the settlement had 

been interviewed by the CPS, including Malcolm MacDonald, Jacques Leduc, Sean 

Adams, Bishop Eugene Larocque and Father MacDonald.  Despite the fact that the 

Chief had no information and no investigation had been conducted, Crown 

MacDonald gave Shaver his opinion that no charges could flow from the settlement 

and its effect on the criminal investigation. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 118-121 

 

Shaver continued his efforts to appear concerned about the investigation being 

terminated when he met with Abell and Towndale from the CAS on October 1, 

1993.  Richard Abell, a diligent note-taker, recorded Shaver’s comment that his 

department had “screwed up big time” and that “investigation not done, put on 

backburner. Heidi Black [Sebalj] facing discipline.”  He further noted that “Luc 
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Brunet did not supervise adequately.”  Abell confirmed the accuracy of his notes 

during his testimony. 

Evidence of Richard Abell, October 24, 2008, Vol. 294, pp. 124-130 

 Exhibit 1441, Document 721621, Batespage 7080659 - 660 

 

Shaver’s testimony that Abell’s notes are out of context and that he was speaking 

only of his concern about the Silmser statement leaving the station was not credible 

and should be rejected.  His obvious efforts throughout his testimony to revise 

history should be noted. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 1-14, 20-23 

 

During the meeting with Abell, Shaver made several negative comments about 

Silmser being of questionable character and motive and of Silmser having used the 

CPS to get money.  Shaver, of course, had never met David Silmser by this point, 

nor had he reviewed an investigative file.  His interest in smearing Silmser to the 

Executive Director of an agency about to undertake its own investigation of 

Silmser’s allegations is most curious. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 1-14, 20-23 

Exhibit 1301, Document 719992, Batespage 7080660 

 

Shaver also met with St. Denis and Brunet on October 1, 1993.  Shaver again 

instructed his officers to create a Project File for the investigation, something that 

Lortie had previously failed to do despite Shaver’s order that he do so at the very 

outset of the investigation in December 1992.  Shaver also ordered an internal 

investigation in to Dunlop’s release of the Silmser statement to the CAS.  It should 

be noted that no internal investigation of Brunet and Sebalj’s work was ordered at 

this time. 

Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 37-42 

 

Brunet recalled that Shaver was not concerned about the fact that no information 

had been entered on OMPPAC during the course of the investigation. 

 Evidence of Lucien Brunet, April 12, 2008, Vol. 212, pp. 34-43 
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Lortie testified that he did not agree with this file being placed in a Project file, as 

they were reserved for files relating to informants and major organized crime.   

He also confirmed that Project files were only used by the intelligence unit and that 

he had never seen a CIB in a Project file. 

 Evidence of Claude Lortie, April 10, 2008, Vol. 215, pp. 26-34 and  

pp. 183-184 

 

Shaver and Brunet met with Papal Nuncio Carlo Curis in Ottawa on October 7, 1993 

and later that same day with Bishop Larocque.  While Chief Shaver suggested 

repeatedly during his testimony that he was concerned for the safety of children 

and that his meeting with the Bishop stemmed from that concern, his actions 

betray his words.  His alleged concern for the safety of children and young people in 

relation to Father MacDonald must be considered in light of his actions and 

inactions in the 10 months after he first learned of the Silmser allegations, when 

there was no fear that others were watching what the Chief and his force were 

doing. 

 

Shaver’s meeting with the Bishop resulted in the Bishop agreeing to have Msgr. 

McDougald speak with Father MacDonald that evening.  The Bishop contacted 

Shaver following McDougald’s meeting with Father MacDonald and advised Shaver 

that MacDonald had admitted the assault.  Shaver made a note of the admission in 

his day timer, and later expanded on his recollection of the information that he 

received from the Bishop in a statement he prepared for his own lawyer, Colin 

McKinnon. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 263 - 266 

Exhibit 1787, Document 740556, Batespage 7181185 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 88 - 90 

Exhibit 1789, Document 715814, Batespage 7058715 

 

Shaver confirmed during his testimony that Exhibit 1789 was prepared as a briefing 

note for his own counsel and that it was “definitely not” intended as a statement for 

the police.  Presumably, the same could be said of the note made in his personal 

day timer.   
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We submit that it is reasonable to expect one to write more freely and honestly 

when one expects that the writings will remain confidential and will not be subject 

to scrutiny.  

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 35-36 

 

Shaver’s self-serving attempts under friendly cross-examination by counsel for the 

DAC to move away from the note he made at the time he received information of 

the admission from the Bishop should be recognized is disingenuous.  The 

contemporaneous note of the conversation speaks for itself. 

 

Given Shaver’s knowledge of Father MacDonald’s admission of having assaulted 

Silmser it is especially concerning that he took no action whatsoever to re-open the 

investigation.  Nor did he did seek a further legal opinion from the Crown.  Claude 

Shaver instead preferred the status quo. 

 

CPS investigates Dunlop instead of the accused sexual abusers 

 

On October 7, 1993 Shaver’s focus moved from the investigation of Silmser’s 

allegations to an investigation of Dunlop’s release of information to the CAS.  S/Sgt 

Garry Derochie was tasked with investigating what the CPS management 

considered to be a “very serious breach of trust.” 

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, February 28, 2008, Vol. 201, pp. 112 - 115 

 Exhibit 1292, Document 730961, Batespage 7120778 - 779  

 

Derochie first met with Shaver on October 14, 1993 to brief him on his initial 

findings.  Derochie’s notes indicate that he began by updating Shaver as to his 

impressions of the quality of the Silmser investigation.  He was quickly cautioned to 

stay focused on the mandate he was given: Dunlop. 

Evidence of Garry Derochie, February 28, 2008, Vol. 201, pp. 120 - 121 

 Exhibit 1293, Document 728438, Batespage 7113392 - 393 

 

While Derochie was being called off of his efforts to scrutinize the Silmser 

investigation, Lortie and Dunlop were not content to leave things as they were.  
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Instead, sometime around October 15, 1993 they met with Murray MacDonald and 

expressed their concern that the matter was being “dropped” and at the way the 

entire matter had been handled.  They specifically raised the issue of investigating 

who had first raised the idea of a civil settlement 

 

During the critical month of October 1993, Shaver knew that he had only a few 

weeks left on the job.  He did not send out an officer to re-interview Silmser about 

why he had withdrawn his complaint.  He did not take any steps to secure the 

settlement documents.  He did not order an officer to interview altar boys who had 

served and were serving with Father MacDonald.  He did not ask the Bishop for a 

list of altar boys.  Instead, Shaver spent his time meeting with important people in 

an effort to clean up the horrible mess that he was loathe to leave to his successor.  

As was put to him in cross-examination, Shaver was acting much more like a 

politician than a police officer. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 55-64 

 

On November 4, 1993 Sebalj received a telephone call from Silmser, who advised 

that he did not wish to proceed with an investigation of his allegations against 

Seguin.  He advised Sebalj that he was upset that the CAS had become involved 

and that he has been contacted by Helen Dunlop, who he had agreed to meet.  

Sebalj did not caution Silmser against meeting with Dunlop.  Silmser also advised 

Sebalj that he would gladly assist as a witness in a prosecution of other victims 

came forward. 

 Evidence of Heidi Sebalj, February 26, 2008, Vol. 200, p. 24  

 Exhibit 1248, Document 728531, Batespage 7113679 

 

Again, valid suspicions go uninvestigated 

 

On the same day that Sebalj received the above-noted call from Silmser, CPS 

officers were turning their minds to Ken Seguin’s possible role in the Silmser 

settlement and his alleged abuses.  In his notes of a meeting with Sebalj and 

Brunet on that date, Derochie responded to concerns raised by Sebalj about 

possible consent issues by noting that “this fact does not remove or excuse 
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culpability on Seguin’s part. He no doubt used his position of authority over Silmser 

to get from him what he wanted.”   

Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 3, 2008, Vol. 203, pp. 4-32 

 Exhibit 1293, Document 728438, Batespage 7113422-25 

  

Derochie also pondered whether Seguin might be a third unknown contributor to 

the $32,000 pay off received by Silmser.  He was aware by November 4, 1993 that 

Malcolm MacDonald was acting for both Seguin and Father MacDonald and Derochie 

was of the belief that one of those two men had contributed to the settlement.  He 

had by this point also heard rumours that Seguin, Father MacDonald and Malcolm 

MacDonald were good friends and that the latter had a sexual preference for boys.  

Despite his belief and his knowledge of these rumours, neither Derochie nor any 

other member of the CPS investigated the linkages between these men or their 

possible roles in the settlement. 

Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 3, 2008, Vol. 203, pp. 4-32 

 Exhibit 1293, Document 728438, Batespage 7113422-25 

Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 3, 2008, Vol. 203, pp. 4-32 

 Exhibit 1303, Document 728443, Batespage 7113469 

 

Chief Shaver’s alleged concern for children 

 

Instead, the CPS was busy refusing to cooperate with the CAS’ efforts to investigate 

Silmser’s allegations.  On November 5, 1993 Derochie received a telephone call 

from the CAS’ Greg Bell, who had spoken with Silmser earlier that day and had 

been struck by the stark difference between the amicable and cooperative man he 

met as compared to the description of Silmser given by Sebalj.  Bell requested the 

names of the two other possible victims of Father MacDonald known to the CPS. 

Derochie refused to provide the requested information, noting that “the Chief is of 

the opinion we should not.”  Shaver testified that he was concerned that the men 

had given their names to the CPS in confidence, yet he made no effort to advise the 

men of the CAS’ desire to speak to them or to in any way aid the CAS with its work. 

Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 3, 2008, Vol. 203, pp. 4-32 

 Exhibit 1293, Document 728438, Batespage 7113431 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 10, 2008, Vol. 241, pp. 184-186 
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Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 133-144 

 

Shaver testified at length about his concern for children in need of protection.  

When confronted with the fact that he did nothing to advance the protection of 

children in relation to these matters, Shaver was unable to provide any logical 

explanation as to how to reconcile his stated concern with his lack of action.  

Shaver conceded that he knew that Father MacDonald continued to function as a 

priest with access to altar boys throughout the entire course of his force’s 

investigation.  He explained that, even so, he saw no need to contact the CAS.  

Despite conceding that Perry Dunlop had been right to go to the CAS about his 

concerns relating to children in need of protection, Shaver refused to agree that the 

risks to children at the beginning of the CPS investigation were identical to those at 

the end of the investigation. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 12, 2008, Vol. 243, pp. 27-45 

 

The judge 

 

On November 24, 1993 S/Sgt Darcy Dupuis received a telephone call from Silmser.  

Silmser advised that he was close to settling a civil suit in the next 48 hours and 

that the police should consider Seguin and Father MacDonald suspects if anything 

should happen to him.  Silmser advised Dupuis that there were many people 

involved in this matter, including a judge.  Dupuis’ note of that conversation does 

not set out the identity of the judge referenced by Silmser.  There is no evidence 

that Dupuis even asked Silmser who the judge he referred to was.  The CPS took no 

steps to investigate this allegation. 

Evidence of David Silmser, March 28, 2008, Vol. 101, pp. 123 - 124 

Exhibit 372, Document 714011, Batespage 7053599 - 600 

 

When Crown Murray MacDonald testified at the Inquiry he expressed particular 

concern about Silmser’s allegation that a judge had in some way been involved in 

crime, or witnessed crime.  He recalled that Sebalj either showed him a document 

indicating that Silmser had implicated a judge, or she reported that fact to him 

during conversation.  Crown MacDonald confirmed that where a prosecutor, judge 
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or senior police officer witnesses a crime he must not simply stand by without 

intervening.   

 Evidence of Murray MacDonald, December 18, 2008, Vol. 326, p. 2-27 

 

Crown MacDonald also claimed to recall having sent Sebalj back to determine the 

identity of the judge from Silmser, who could not elaborate further.  There is no 

documented evidence of this request from the Crown, nor of Sebalj’s efforts in this 

regard.  Needless to say, one would expect that if the Senior Crown Attorney 

instructed a constable to investigate the potential involvement of a judge in 

criminal activity, that she would make note of it. 

 

Ken Seguin dies 

 

Ken Seguin committed suicide on November 24, 1993.  Seguin died never having 

been the subject of a criminal investigation in to his alleged sexual abuse of young 

persons.  He was never questioned by a police officer in relation to these matters 

despite having been identified by Silmser as a perpetrator more than 11 months 

earlier.  He continued to work as a Probation Officer until the time of his death.  In 

the years following his death, dozens of former probationers came forward alleging 

abuse by Seguin. 

 

The media leak 

 

On January 6, 1994 a copy of Silmser’s handwritten statement to the CPS was 

broadcast on CJOH television by reporter Charlie Greenwell.  Silmser’s signature 

with his name clearly identified was shown.  The disclosure of Silmser’s statement 

to the media was a horrible and unforgivable breach of trust.  The identity of the 

person who disclosed the statement to the media was never definitively determined 

by any police force, but this inquiry heard that CAS worker Patricia Garrahan was 

dating Greenwell at the time of the leak and would have had access to the Silmser 

statement. 
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Greenwell’s story also referenced a disparaging comment about Silmser attributed 

to Shaver, who was retired by this point.  Shaver confirmed that he had spoken to 

Greenwell before the story.  Shaver was also quoted in many other media pieces in 

January of 1994 in relation to the Silmser affair.  Shaver testified he was by this 

point a private citizen and that he would therefore not be bound by the CPS’ media 

directive.  Shaver seemed to disagree with the idea that he would be bound by the 

directive as it related to information he had received during his employment as 

Chief of Police.  While we submit that Shaver’s continued dealings with the press on 

this matter after his retirement is extremely concerning from an institutional 

response perspective and that this Commission’s findings should explicitly set out 

his misconduct in that regard, the greater relevance of this evidence is Shaver’s 

continued interest in this matter.  Yet again, Shaver’s actions undermine his claim 

that he did not have a vested interest in these matters. 

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 11, 2008, Vol. 242, pp. 194-208 

 

The Ottawa Police Service is called in 

 

On January 10, 1994 A/Chief Carl Johnston made a request to Ottawa Police Chief 

Brian Ford that he assign investigators to review the manner in which the Silmser 

allegations were handled by the CPS. 

 

Officers Brian Skinner and William Blake were assigned the task by Deputy Chief 

Don Lyon. The mandate of their investigation was to “conduct a review of the 

investigation carried out by members of the CPS into allegations of sexual assault 

made by one David Silmser and to determine whether or not an efficient 

investigation was pursued.” Another aspect of their mandate was initially intended 

to be to determine whether or not any member of the CPS made an effort to 

conceal or downplay the David Silmser allegations.  

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 12, 2008 Vol. 195, pp. 148-154 

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536, Batespage 1025446 - 452 

 

The outcome of the investigation was a determination that the “investigation into 

the allegations made to the CPS by David Silmser was inept and ineffective.” 
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Several areas of concern were addressed in the report and they serve to illustrate 

the near complete failure of the CPS to effectively, or even competently, investigate 

Silmser’s allegations. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pp. 54-56 

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536, Batespage 1025446 - 452 

 

We fully support the following findings of the Ottawa Police officers’, as reflected in 

Exhibit 1207 and in the testimony of Brian Skinner at this Inquiry: 

 

• The complete lack of documentation effectively removed Brunet and St. 

Denis from the management structure of this investigation; 

• The lack of documentation prevented anyone, within or without the CPS, 

from following the progress of the investigation; 

• The delay between when Silmser complained to the CPS to when he was first 

interviewed was too long; 

• Shaver should have assigned a more experienced male investigator to this 

investigation rather than Sebalj; 

• Sebalj failed to follow up on Malcolm MacDonald’s offer to have his client 

undergo polygraph examination; 

• Sebalj refused to meet with C-113 in Ottawa despite his specific request that 

she do so and his statement that the investigation was “scary stuff and very 

close to home”; 

• Sebalj completed her investigation in late March or early April but did not 

seek advice from a Crown at that time in order to conclude the investigation; 

• Sebalj failed to appreciate the urgency of the situation despite knowing that 

McDougald had approached Silmser about a civil settlement and that Silmser 

had indicated that he wished to proceed against Father MacDonald first; 

• The CPS should have postponed Sebalj’s training in the summer of 1993 and 

ordered her to conclude her investigation; 

• People who lacked the proper background and training were placed in 

positions for which they were ill-suited and unqualified and no management 

systems existed which would enable supervisors to track the progress of 

investigations; 
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• Communication between Shaver and St. Denis was very poor; 

• No one monitored the progress of the investigation and even had someone 

wished to do so, they would have had to rely on Sebalj’s oral updates given 

that no documentation existed;  

• Sebalj was not sufficiently qualified to handle the investigation; and 

• Sebalj was left to her own devices and failed to recognize the urgency of the 

situation. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 12, 2008, Vol. 195, pp. 144 - 207  

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536, Batespage 1025446 - 452 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pp. 32 – 33 

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536, Batespage 1025447  

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 14, 2008, Vol. 197, pp. 51 - 52 

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536, Batespage 1025449 

 

Although the Ottawa Report adequately reviewed the administrative and managerial 

problems with the investigation, it is very important to understand that the Ottawa 

police officers did not in any way investigate whether or not any member of the 

CPS made an effort to conceal or downplay the David Silmser allegations.  

 

For example, Deputy Chief St. Denis raised concerns about his lack of involvement 

in the David Silmser matter and he indicated that he “never saw file. Did not track 

file because of Chief’s involvement. Felt file was out of his control.” Officer Skinner 

testified that he did not seek to determine whether Shaver involved himself in the 

investigation, much less why he did so.  In fact, Skinner admitted that he never 

turned his mind to the idea that Claude Shaver may have been involved in some 

kind of cover-up. When he interviewed Shaver, Skinner did not question him about 

his relationship with Father Charles MacDonald, Ken Seguin, Malcolm MacDonald or 

the church. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008 Vol. 196, pg. 190 – 193 

Exhibit 1208, Document 101610, Batespage 1025780 

 

Similarly, the Ottawa Police officers did not interview officers Ron Lefebvre, Kevin 

Malloy, Perry Dunlop, David Silmser, or any persons from the Diocese. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pg. 30-32 
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Nor did the Ottawa Police Service ever examine the settlement documents. Officer 

Skinner indicated that he had concerns about a situation where a victim who had 

come forward to police no longer wished to proceed with criminal charges after 

receiving a monetary settlement. Although it was not within the Ottawa Police 

Service’s mandate to look at the actions of the church or Father Charles MacDonald, 

it was certainly within their original mandate to consider why the CPS was content 

to let the matter die. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pp. 193- 196 

 

During the investigation the officers become aware of Claude Lortie’s reference to a 

“cover-up” at a morning meeting. However, Officer Skinner indicated that by 

January 18th he had already satisfied himself that there was no cover-up.  The 

officers did not interview Lortie or any other officer in relation to the morning 

meeting. 

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pp. 133 136 

 

Following the completion of the Ottawa Police Report, the CPS released a press 

release regarding the Ottawa Police investigation. While the Ottawa report is a 

detailed criticism of the investigation that points out numerous shortcomings and 

failings, the public was simply told that there was substantial evidence of excellent 

police work. The information provided to the public in no way reflected the content 

or tone of the report and was as a result misleading.  

Evidence of Brian Skinner, February 13, 2008, Vol. 196, pp. 109 - 115 

Exhibit 1226, Document 101533, Batespage 1025441 - 443 

 

In late January 1994, A/Chief Johnston requested that the OPP reinvestigate the 

allegations made against Seguin and Father MacDonald. 

 

Retirement of Claude Shaver  

 

Negotiations regarding Chief Shaver’s departure from the police force commenced 

in or about February or March 1993. Mayor Ron Martelle took steps to conduct an 
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investigation into certain activities of Claude Shaver and sought to negotiate a 

retirement settlement with him. Although Martelle was on the CPS Board, he 

initiated the negotiations with Shaver without the authorization of the Board. 

  Evidence of Claude Shaver June 9, 2008 Vol. 240 pp. 272-275 

 Exhibit 1514, Document 740541, Batespages 7181035-036 

 

The City around this time engaged a lawyer to investigate Shaver’s activities. 

Shaver testified that the investigations were personal and related to three 

incidents, one of them being allegations of him driving while intoxicated. The 

Victims Group was never informed as to the nature of the investigations, but was 

instead told that the other incidents were deemed to be irrelevant to the mandate 

of the Cornwall Public Inquiry.  

 Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 311-325 

 

Shortly after Mayor Martelle initiated these actions, the CPS Board formed a 

committee to negotiate a suitable retirement package for Shaver.  Shaver, and 

possibly the Board, was represented by Colin McKinnon in these negotiations. The 

negotiations took place between McKinnon and the lawyer for the City.  

  Evidence of Claude Shaver, June 9, 2008, Vol. 240, pp. 276-279 

 

Shaver announced his retirement from the CPS on November 4, 1993, shortly after 

the Silmser matter hit the media. He was absent for most of December and 

officially retired in January 1994. 

Exhibit 1772, Document 200204  

 

Nelson Barque Investigation  

 

Prior Knowledge by CPS Regarding Nelson Barque 

 

According to documentation produced by the Ministry of Community Safety and 

Correctional Services, CPS officers were aware of probation officer Nelson Barque’s 

close associations with probationers by 1981 and yet they did not commence a 

criminal investigation, nor did they advise Barque’s superiors of their concerns.  
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Peter Sirrs, then area manager of the Probation and Parole office in Cornwall, was 

advised by Sergeant Douglas Masson and Sergeant Laroche of the CPS that they 

were aware of rumours regarding the relationship between Nelson Barque and 

probationer Robert Sheets. 

 Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001832 

 

Sergeant Masson indicated that he had informally counseled Nelson Barque at the 

Probation Office’s Open House in October 1981, in regards to the rumours and 

Nelson Barque’s too close association with probationers. In response, “Mr. Barque is 

said to have acknowledged to Sgt. Masson that he realized he had to do something 

about it.” 

 Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001832 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs November 29, 2007, Volume 169, pp. 163-16 

 

Further information was also provided to Corrections by Cornwall Police officers 

Staff Sergeant Maurice Allaire, Sergeant R. Laroche and Sergeant Douglas Masson 

on April 29, 1982. All three officers confirmed that they had heard rumours about 

Nelson Barque. In addition, information was relayed that Nelson Barque had 

intervened in relation to police matters on behalf of probationers using his position 

as a Probation Officer to avoid official action on the part of police against the 

probationers. 

 Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001825 

 

Peter Sirrs testified that to his knowledge no one in the Probation office had been 

informed about Nelson Barque’s interference with police to assist certain individuals 

on probation. 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs, November 28, 2007, Volume 168, p. 291 

 

Sergeant Masson indicated that he had no specific information by which to proceed 

with criminal charges, particularly as the individual who had provided information 

had subsequently indicated that he would not act as a witness.  

 Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001832 
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However, Nelson Barque indicated to Correction officials that he was homosexually 

involved with two of his probationers, namely C-44 and Robert Sheets.  

 Exhibit 125, Document 100548, Batespage 1001825 

 

It should have been known to the Cornwall Police officers that at that time there 

was no defence of consent to the offence of gross indecency if individuals were 

under 21 years of age.  Robert Sheets was born on March 5, 1962 and C-44 on May 

13, 1961, meaning that both were under 21 years of age when the abuse began. 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs November 29, 2007, Volume 169, p. 168 

 

In addition, the building superintendent made a complaint to police about Nelson 

Barque. Given the rumors that the police officers were aware of and the complaint 

of the building superintendent further investigation into the actions of Nelson 

Barque was warranted on the part of police.  

Evidence of Peter Sirrs November 29, 2007, Volume 169, pp. 169-170 

 

According to the testimony of Peter Sirrs, he indicated some belief that the police 

regarded probation officers, to some degree, as colleagues or associates. In the 

opinion of Peter Sirrs, police have often overlooked negative behaviour on the part 

of a colleague and this may have been the case in dealing with Nelson Barque. 

 Evidence of Peter Sirrs November 29, 2007, Volume 169, p. 172 

 

As early as 1981, the CPS had knowledge about Nelson Barque’s inappropriate 

activities with probationers and failed to properly respond.  When Sirrs and his 

Ministry eventually did become aware of the Barque’s transgressions, in 1982, they 

undertook their own investigation and declined to notify the CPS of their findings, of 

Barque’s admissions of wrongdoing, or of the victims they identified.  The lack of 

cooperation and information sharing between MCSCS and the CPS in the early 

1980s is most concerning. 
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Project Truth Commences  

 

In 1997, the Ontario Provincial Police commenced its Project Truth investigation 

into alleged pedophilic activity in the Cornwall area involving prominent and 

respected citizens in the Cornwall area. The investigation was also mandated to 

investigate an alleged conspiracy to obstruct justice in relation to terminating 

investigations and prosecutions in relation to sexual offences.  

Exhibit 331, Document 104242  

 

Despite the CPS being subject to investigation by the Ontario Provincial Police, they 

continued to be involved with investigations that were clearly relevant to Project 

Truth. 

 

Investigation of Richard Hickerson and James Lewis  

 

Project Truth investigated Richard Hickerson, an employee of Manpower Canada, in 

relation to complaints of sexual offences made by three victims. On June 11, 1998, 

OPP Project Truth officers took a cautioned statement from Hickerson.  According to 

the testimony of Pat Hall, at that point he had no concerns about reasonable and 

probable grounds with respect to laying charges against Hickerson and the OPP 

anticipated arresting him on July 9, 1998 in relation to sexual offences.  

 Exhibit 2748, Document 727748, Batespage 7109855-7109856 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 4, 2008, Volume 318 pp. 1-3 

 

On June 19, 1998, Hickerson was found dead and CPS Sergeant Jeff Carroll was the 

lead investigator assigned to investigate his death. Hickerson’s death was later 

ruled a suicide. 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 16, 2008, Volume 230, p. 130 

 Exhibit 1671, Document 124020 

 

One of the people in attendance at the scene when Carroll arrived was James 

Lewis, who indicated that he was a friend of Hickerson. He gave a statement to 

Carroll which indicated that Hickerson was a former priest who was thrown out of 
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the church in relation to allegations of sexual abuse. Lewis met Hickerson when he 

was a client of Hickerson’s at Manpower Canada, which was the Federal 

government’s unemployment centre in Cornwall. Hickerson’s employment had him 

working with special needs clients. It was later learned that James Lewis was also 

sexually involved with Hickerson.  

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 16, 2008, Volume 230, pp.132-133 

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 33 

Exhibit 1655, Document 738569, Batespage 7173063-7173064; 7173069 

Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172958; 7172977 

 

On June 19, 1998, Lewis showed Staff Sergeant Lucien Brunet a piece of paper that 

set out instructions from Hickerson to Lewis as to things to do following Hickerson’s 

death with respect to bank accounts, belongings and a notation indicating that 

Lewis could do as he wanted with pictures, videotapes and computer disks. 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 16, 2008, Volume 230, p. 142 

Exhibit 1655, Document 738569, Batespage 7173066 

  

The following day Carroll re-interviewed Lewis. During this interview, Lewis 

indicated that the videotapes and diskettes referred to in the above letter referred 

to sex tapes and pictures.  

 Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172968-7172971 

 

Lewis agreed to take Carroll to his residence in relation to the said material. At the 

residence Carroll found a variety of adult materials, including several books with 

titles such as “Pederasty: Sex Between Men and Boys” and “Children who Seduce 

Men.” There were Polaroid photos which had been cut up in pieces and were found 

in Lewis’ garbage can. The photos appeared to be of naked males in sexual 

positions. Lewis indicated that he had cut up the photos.  

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 16, 2008, Volume 230, pp. 154-56 

Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172971; 7172973 

 

In addition, items seized from Lewis’ residence included floppy disks, binders full of 

sheets containing a number of different internet address, magazines and photo 

albums. Lewis indicated that the photos that were missing from the photo album  
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were the ones that he had cut up. 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 4 

  Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172971-7172973 

 

A search was later undertaken of Hickerson’s residence and “a large quantity of 

pornographic material was present within the residence, in the form of magazines 

and videos. These, for the most part, were homosexually orientated; a substantial 

music and computer collection was present, the computer equipment included 

several diskettes, the contents of which were not apparent.” In the search, 

materials appearing to be child pornography were found.  

Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 16, 2008, Volume 230, p. 149 

Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172975-7172978 

 

Upon Carroll’s return to the detachment, Brunet and Inspector Trew were advised 

of the findings of the search at Hickerson’s residence. The senior officers were 

shown “samples of materials, photos, etc. Some materials fit into child pornography 

classification as males in some clearly under 13 yrs. Further investigation to follow.” 

A plan was devised to review the material at CPS headquarters.  

 Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172978-7172979 

 

Carroll, Constable Blake Paquin and OPP officer Detective Constable Don Genier 

worked on assembling and viewing the photographs that had been cut up. 

Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 17 

Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172979 

 

In total, 43 pictures were re-assembled. All of the re-assembled pictures were 

sexual in nature and depicted children and youths. Some photos included younger 

boys of approximately 7-10 years of age and others showed older teenagers of 

approximately 17-18 years of age. According to Carroll’s recollection, all of the 

pictures were taken in Hickerson’s bedroom. 

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 19; pp. 34-36 

 



 

 295

The computer and accessories were returned to Lewis, as there was no material on 

the computer that would have prevented the officers from returning it to Lewis at 

that time.  Lewis indicated that he did not want back the commercial grade videos 

and signed a quit claim; these materials would have been destroyed at the office. 

According to Carroll’s notes, on August 13 “all pornographic tapes, magazines and 

packaging turned over to me from Hickerson’s residence by James Lewis destroyed 

at the Hotel Dieu Hospital incinerator. Total weight of material was 601 pounds. 

Personal tape number 4 of Hickerson kept as tape clearly shows the position of the 

rifle in the bedroom. The date of this [picture] hasn’t been established.” 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, pp. 22-24 

 Exhibit 1664, Document 738555, Batespage 7172989 

 

The photos were kept for some time in order to attempt to identify some of the 

youth in the photos. Carroll met with workers at the CAS in order to determine if 

they could recognize any of the children in the photos. The workers were unable to 

identify any of the children in the photographs. 

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 26 

 

Lewis was charged for possession of child pornography and was interviewed in 

relation to the contents of various pornographic materials involving children. 

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 46 

Exhibit 1672, Document 738552 

Exhibit 1673, Document 735994 

 

When reassembling the cut up photos, the officers failed to separate the cut 

pictures that were taken from Lewis’ home and those taken from Hickerson’s 

residence. As such, it was not possible to adequately identify which photographs 

were located at Lewis’ residence and which were at Hickersons’ for the purposes of 

criminal proceedings in relation to possession of child pornography.   

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, pp. 19-21 

 

The actions of the officers may have impacted on the acquittal of Lewis, as Carroll 

explained that one of the primary issues was the ownership of the material. The 
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pictures, according to Lewis, were Hickerson’s and statements that he gave to 

police about Hickerson giving the material to him took place before Mr. Lewis had 

an opportunity to contact his lawyer.  

  Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 46 

 

After the trial and the appeal period were over all of the exhibits were destroyed 

because of the nature of the material. There was no thought of keeping the photos 

in the event that other victims could be identified or of turning the photos over to 

OPP Project Truth.  

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008, Volume 231, p. 48 

 

Given Project Truth’s mandate of investigating sexual offences against young 

persons and an alleged clan of pedophiles, the contents of the photographs could 

have assisted in indentifying further victims and possibly further associations 

amongst perpetrators.  

 

Today, there are several identified victims of Richard Hickerson. In addition to 

targeting younger males, Hickerson appears to have also engaged in sexual 

relations with older teenage males in relation to whom he was in a position of trust 

or authority.   

According to the testimony of Jamie Marsolais, he was abused by both Hickerson 

and Lewis. Marsolais testified that he came into contact with Lewis at the boarding 

house owned by his grandparents.  

Evidence of Jamie Marsolais, October 3, 2007, Volume 145, pp. 10-12 

 

Marsolais came into contact with Hickerson when he attended at the boarding 

house to assist boarders in finding employment and Hickerson commenced a 

relationship with Lewis. Marsolais was approximately nine or ten years old when the 

abuse commenced by Lewis and Hickerson.  Hickerson was deceased by the time 

Marsolais reported his abuse to the police, but Lewis was convicted of the crimes 

committed against Marsolais. 

 Evidence of Jamie Marsolais, October 3, 2007, Volume 145, pp. 10-12 
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C-11 came into contact with Richard Hickerson as a music student with Ecole 

Musica in the mid-1960’s. He was allegedly sexually abused by Hickerson 

commencing somewhere when he was between the ages of twelve and a half and 

thirteen and a half years.  

 Evidence of C-11, June 6, 2007, Volume 115, pp. 105-109  

 Exhibit 516, Document 704091  

 

Another witness to testify about sexual abuse by Hickerson was Keith Ouellette. 

Ouellette also alleges abuse by his probation officer Ken Seguin. While on probation 

with Seguin, he was sent to Hickerson at Manpower for the purposes of finding a 

job and testified that he was also sexually assaulted by Hickerson.  

 Evidence of Keith Ouellette, August 20, 2007, Volume 127, pp. 20-21 

 Exhibit 585, Document 710907 

 

Robert Sheets met Hickerson when he attended at Manpower for the purposes of 

seeking employment at the age of about fourteen to fifteen years. Sheets indicated 

that he was sexually abused by Hickerson.   

 

A few years after meeting Hickerson, Sheets was sexually abused by probation 

officer Nelson Barque after he learned of abuse by Hickerson. 

Exhibit 919, Document 703152  

 

Catherine Sutherland  

 

Catherine Sutherland (nee Donnelly) alleges that she suffered physical and sexual 

abuse as a child at the hands of her mother. She also alleges that she was sexually 

abused by a number of men. The CAS initially became involved with her family 

when she was two years old. At that time her family physician referred the family to 

the agency because Catherine’s face was severely bruised, she had bodily scratches 

and had ulcerated genitals. Approximately six months later, an incident occurred 

whereby she sustained second and third degree burns to her feet.  

  Evidence of Catherine Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111  
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On December 19, 1998, CPS officer Shawn White became involved in a joint 

investigation with the Ontario Provincial Police into allegations of physical abuse 

made by Sutherland at the hands of her mother. The Ontario Provincial Police 

handled incidents that occurred in Morrisburg, Ontario and incidents in Cornwall, 

Ontario were investigated by White. 

  Evidence of Catherine Sutherland, May 30, 2007, Vol. 111, p. 128  

 

In addition to the complaints of physical abuse, White investigated an allegation 

that her mother, Joan Casselman, had solicited her brother to kill Cathy one night 

at the foster home where she was residing. 

  Evidence of Shawn White, October 20, 2008, Vol. 290, p. 192 

 

After meeting with Sutherland, White spoke with Crown MacDonald on March 6, 

1998, regarding the case to confirm that there was a six month limitation period on 

common assaults at that time. In order to pursue assault charges in this case, the 

assaults would have had to have been assaults causing bodily harm. 

Evidence of Shawn White, October 20, 2008, Vol. 290, pp. 196-200 

Exhibit 2411, Document 739648  

 

During the investigation, witness statements and documents of the CAS that make 

reference to extensive physical abuse were gathered. There are also references to 

sexual abuse within the home, but Sutherland informed police that she was not 

ready to deal with the sexual abuse allegations at that time. Sutherland’s brother, 

Brian Kelly, explained Sutherland’s situation in the home as such: 

 

Cathy’s life was filled with constant torture, she’d have boiling water 

poured over her hands, was made to stand in the snow bare feet for 

half an hour at a time. She was struck in the head with a light globe 

causing a cut bad enough to need stitches and all this as punishment 

for not taking out the garbage or failing to tie her shoelaces or any 

number of trivial occurrences that Joan felt needed discipline action.  

 Exhibit 2412, Document 739170, Batespage 7176236 
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White testified that having boiling water poured on a person’s hands and being hit 

in the head with an object requiring stitches would go beyond common assault and 

therefore would not have been restricted by the six month limitation period.  

 Evidence of Shawn White October 20, 2008 Vol. 290 p. 202 

 

The statement of Brian Kelly also corroborated Sutherland’s allegation regarding 

her brother being sent by their mother Joan Casselman to kill her. His statement 

sets out that: 

As far as I can remember, it was that night that Joan gave me a 

hunting knife and directed me to kill Cathy. I was to take someone 

else with me and have him knock on the door, ask for Cathy on the 

pretence that he was calling on her for a date. When she stepped 

outside I was to stab her to death. 

Exhibit 2412, Document 739170, Batespage 7176236-237 

 

He explained that if he did not at least attempt to fulfill his mother’s wish that he 

would be punished. In order to do so he merely scared his sister and informed his 

mother “sorry about that, mom.”  

 Exhibit 2412, Document 739170, Batespage 7176237 

 

White explained that he was advised by Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald that in 

order to lay a charge of conspiracy there had to be a true agreement by both 

parties involved in the conspiracy.  White considered it fatal to his case that 

Sutherland’s brother did not intend to kill her, regardless of the fact that the 

mother had clearly instructed him to do so.  White’s misunderstanding of the law is 

extremely concerning and resulted directly in Sutherland’s mother escaping charges 

that very clearly should have been laid.  It should be pointed out that it is not too 

late for the CPS to do its proper job in relation to this allegation. 

 Evidence of Shawn White, October 20, 2008, Vol. 290, pp. 206-207  

 

There was a delay in the CPS investigation while waiting for the Ontario Provincial 

Police investigation in relation to allegations in their jurisdiction. Following the 

delay, Ms. Casselman was interviewed by Officers Ralko and White jointly.  
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Although White indicated that he believed that Sutherland had been abused by her 

mother, he felt that he lacked evidence to prove the elements of the offences.  

  Exhibit 2413, Document 739162 

 Evidence of Shawn White, October 20, 2008, Vol. 290,  

 pp. 210- 216 

  

In January of 1999, White called Sutherland and informed her that there was 

insufficient evidence to lay charges against her mother. The investigation failed to 

review extensive details of abuse within relevant documentation of the CAS and 

White failed to understand the elements of the criminal charges relevant to the 

case.  

 

Investigation of Gilf Greggain  

 

On June 19, 2000, the Ontario Provincial Police Project Truth team received a call 

from Marc Latour who alleged that his grade three teacher, Gilf Greggain, had 

sexually assaulted him while he was attending St. Peter’s School. The Protect Truth 

officers inexplicably decided that this matter was not within their mandate and 

referred the matter to the CPS.  

  Exhibit 368, Document 735769 

 Exhibit 1679, Document 735732 

 

Sergeant Ron Lefebvre received a call from Project Truth on June 19, 2000. Jeff 

Carroll was assigned as the investigating officer.  

  Exhibit 1679, Document 735732 

 

Latour was initially interviewed on June 23, 2000 at the Cornwall Police Station in 

relation to the allegation against Gilf Greggain.  

 Exhibit 358A, Document 735791  

Exhibit 358B, Document 200093 

 Exhibit 359, Document 735760, Batespages 7139186-7139191 
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Latour expressed that he did not trust the CPS and also that he had some concerns 

about Crown MacDonald.  Latour’s concerns were disregarded. 

  Evidence of Marc Latour March 26, 2007 Vol. 99, pp. 60-61 

  Exhibit 358B, Document 200093, Batespage 7174926  

 

On July 5, 2000, Carroll interviewed Latour for a second time. At this interview, 

Latour was required to swear as to the truth of his statement before a 

Commissioner of Oaths. Carroll indicated that he took this step to ensure that he 

had a statement under oath in the event that Latour did not wish to continue with 

proceedings.  That explanation was clearly not truthful as it was obvious from 

Carroll’s testimony that this matter would never have continued without Latour’s 

full cooperation.  

Exhibit 358A, Document 735791 

Exhibit 358B, Document 200093, Batespages 7174906-907 

 

Latour informed Carroll that he saw Gilf Greggain with a group of handicapped 

children and he was concerned about the safety of the children. There is also a 

second reference in Carroll’s officer notes, on March 19, 2001, about Latour’s 

concern in relation to seeing Greggain working with handicapped children a few 

years earlier. Carroll failed to follow up to see if Greggain was still actively working 

as a teacher at the school and to report these concerns to the CAS. In addition, 

Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie indicated that the concerns about Greggain’s 

involvement with disabled youth were not reported to him and probably should 

have been.  

 Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 69-72 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 20, 2008, Vol. 83-86 

 Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 6, 2008, Vol. 205, pp. 224-225 

 Exhibit 359, Document 735760, Batespages 7139190-7139191 

 Exhibit 1676, Document 735761, Batespage 7139201 

   

As is common with victims of sexual abuse, Latour had difficulties discussing the 

extent of the abuse with police and was reluctant to proceed.  Latour indicated that 

he was still not ready to proceed in August of 2000. According to Carroll’s officer 
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notes, Latour told Carroll that he did not want to proceed largely because of the 

impact that the criminal proceedings would have had on his son. 

  Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 62-65; 75-78 

  Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 20, 2008 Vol. 231 p. 93 

  Document 735734 

  Document 200135  

 

Latour contacted the CPS in early spring of 2001 indicating that he was ready to 

proceed with the investigation and at that time provided further details of sexual 

abuse to police. A further interview was conducted on March 19, 2001, at which 

time Latour was able to express further details of the alleged assault.  

 Evidence of Marc Latour March 26, 2007 Vol. 99, pp. 81-84 

 Document 735760, Batespage 7139194 

 Exhibit 360B 

 

Latour provided Carroll with some names of potential witnesses. One was a man by 

the name of Jules Tyo.  Latour specifically asked Carroll not to give Jules Tyo his 

name. However, Carroll did disclose Latour’s name to the potential witness for no 

apparent reason.    

Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 85-86 

Exhibit 1677, Document 735762, Batespage 7139207 

 

Carroll interviewed several witnesses in relation to the matter, including Jules Tyo, 

Don Delorme, Marc Latour’s sister Joan Dingwall and Greggain. However, other 

teachers and students were not interviewed by Carroll. For example, Latour 

referenced several friends that would initially wait for him after school. There was 

also a reference to a school principal that was not followed up on.  

 Document 735740, 737741, 735764, 735743 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 20, 2008, Vol. 231, p. 105 

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll, May 22, 2008, Vol. 233 pp. 161-170 

 

There were significant delays in the matter from the time when Latour indicated his 

wish to continue with the investigation in the spring of 2001 until he was contacted 
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by Carroll in January 3, 2003. According to Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie, “it was 

too long. It took too long to conclude that matter.”  

  Evidence of Garry Derochie, March 6, 2008 Vol. 205 p. 219; p. 225  

 

On January 3, 2003, Carroll wrote that he contacted Latour and advised him that 

Greggain would not take a polygraph test and that he had prepared a Crown Brief. 

That was the last time that Latour heard from the Cornwall Police in relation to the 

matter. 

 Document 735748 

 Document 735765, batespage 7139228-229 

 

On February 12, 2003, Carroll spoke with Crown MacDonald. MacDonald indicated 

that he had completed his review of all of the evidence gathered and saw no 

reasonable prospect of conviction should charges be laid. He agreed with Carroll 

that reasonable and probable grounds to believe a sexual assault occurred did not 

exist.  

  Document 735748 

  Document 735768 

 

Latour had concerns about his case being sent to Crown MacDonald, due to prior 

unpleasant dealings with MacDonald. Carroll’s notes originally reference Crown 

Attorney Guy Simard, but the matter was ultimately reviewed by Murray 

MacDonald.  

  Document 735765, Batespage 7139228-229 

 

Cross-examination by counsel for the Coalition for Action and the Victims Group 

revealed that investigating officer Carroll was extremely busy at the time he was 

assigned the Greggain investigation and that his investigation, perhaps as a result 

of his other duties occupying too much of his time, was superficial and half-hearted.  

Carroll conceded that he did not pursue many avenues of investigation, including: 

 

• He did not interview former teachers or principals at the school; 

• He did not interview any former classmates or friends of Latour; 
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• He did not obtain a search warrant for class lists; 

• He did not ask Latour for names of former classmates; 

• He did not ask Greggain for names of former students; 

• He did not speak with any of Latour's siblings, other than one sister; 

• He did not ask the CAS whether they had a file opened for Greggain; 

• He did not investigate whether Jules Tyo had had a falling out with anyone at 

the school board, as Don Delorme suggested he had; 

• He did not obtain Tyo's employment file, despite having a signed 

authorization from Tyo permitting him to do so; 

• He did not conduct an audio and/or video interview of Delorme, preferring to 

simply speak with him over the phone; 

• He did not confront Tyo with Delorme's information to seek clarification or 

response; and 

• He did not submit a signed authorization that he had Latour's sister, Joan, 

sign. 

 

Carroll’s testimony must be read in its entirety in order to fully appreciate that even 

in May of 2008, years after his investigation, he remained incapable of articulating 

why he did not form reasonable and probable grounds and why he failed to 

complete a thorough investigation.  Carroll did not doubt Latour’s sincerity and had 

serious concerns about Greggain’s response to the allegations.  Carroll confirmed 

during the course of his investigation that Greggain was indeed Latour’s teacher in 

grade 3 and grade 6.  He had statements from Latour’s sister and a janitor that 

corroborated in some way the possibility that Greggain was indeed a physical and 

sexual abuser of children. 

 

Jeff Carroll presented as an intelligent and thoughtful police officer, which makes 

his botched investigation of Latour’s complaint all the more perplexing and 

troubling.  Carroll did not take the time to conduct a thorough investigation of these 

serious allegations.  He did not act on information that Greggain continued to work 

with vulnerable children even at the time of the complaint from Latour and the 

subsequent investigation.  He remains unable or unwilling to explain what 
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happened here.  Regardless of why this investigation failed as it did, there is no 

doubt that justice was not well-served in this case.  Latour, the community and 

even Greggain deserved better than they got. 

 

Albert Lalonde  

 

In 1995, Albert Lalonde was interviewed on several occasions by the Ontario 

Provincial Police in relation to allegations of sexual abuse by Father Charles 

MacDonald. No charges were laid against Father MacDonald in relation to the 

complaints of Albert Lalonde, by the Ontario Provincial Police.  

  Exhibit 1696, Document 710937 

  Exhibit 1697, Document 710936 

  Exhibit 2590, Document 715106 

 

By 2002, the Ontario Provincial Police had laid charges against Father MacDonald in 

relation to sexual offences involving nine other victims.  On May 1, 2002, the Crown 

withdrew six of the nineteen counts against Father MacDonald on the basis that 

there existed no reasonable prospect of conviction.  On May 13, 2002, Justice 

Chilcott allowed a section 11(b) Charter application and stayed all of the remaining 

charges against Father MacDonald. 

Document 109520 

Document 109521 

Exhibit 720, Document 109522, Batespage 1129827-28 

Exhibit 227, Document 116154 

 

On May 16, 2002, only days after the stay of proceedings was ordered, Dick 

Nadeau called Sergeant Jeff Carroll and advised him of a complaint he had received 

against Father MacDonald.  Carroll advised Dick Nadeau to have the complainant 

call him.  Albert Lalonde called Carroll that same day and told him that he had been 

abused by Father MacDonald years earlier.  

Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 21, 2008 Vol. 232 p. 64 

Exhibit 1690, Document 735728 
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As a result of the CPS’ mishandling of the Silmser allegations against Father 

MacDonald almost a decade earlier, it would have been prudent for the CPS to turn 

any allegation relating to Father MacDonald over to another police force.  The CPS, 

however, decided to investigate the complaint despite the horribly optics of that 

force having anything to do with an investigation of Father MacDonald.  Carroll 

testified that he had a discussion with Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie and Deputy 

Chief Ron Lafferty where it was decided that the CPS would take the case.  

According to Carroll, they did not even contemplate that a conflict would exist by 

the CPS investigating the matter.  

 Evidence of Jeff Carroll May 21, 2008 Vol. 232  

 

Carroll interviewed Lalonde on May 17, 2000 and Lalonde described specific 

incidents of sexual assault by Father MacDonald.  Lalonde was required to swear an 

oath in relation to the statement.  

  Exhibit 1691, Document 735636 

  Exhibit 1690, Document 735728, Batespage 7139132-133 

 

On May 30, 2002, Project Truth officers turned over four statements taken from 

Lalonde years earlier during the OPP’s 1995 investigation of Lalonde’s complaint.  

Carroll would come to rely almost completely on the OPP’s investigation and the 

earlier conclusion that no charges should be laid. 

  Exhibit 842, Document 735654, Batespages 7138810-2 

 

Carroll’s reliance on the earlier OPP investigation and its conclusions led him to 

conduct yet another superficial and half-hearted investigation.  The cross-

examinations by counsel for the Coalition for Action and the Victims Group set out 

the various failings and should be read to permit a full appreciation of how horribly 

this investigation was handled.  The problems included that: 

 

• Carroll failed to appreciate that there was no evidence whatsoever of tainting 

by Carson Chisholm, Dick Nadeau or Perry Dunlop; 

• Carroll failed to discuss with the Crown or even consider the science relating 

to recovered memory syndrome; 
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• No efforts were made to interview C-4 or his brother, both of whom were 

identified as persons who may have pertinent information and/or be potential 

complainants; 

• No efforts were made to determine the identity of a hairdresser who may 

have been potential complaint; 

• No efforts were made to contact another potential complaint even though 

Carroll was aware that Nadeau had contact with this person's mother; 

• Carroll did not have access to any of the investigative material from previous 

investigations of Father MacDonald, nor did he request same; 

• No efforts were made to interview Father MacDonald; 

• Interviews were conducted with only two of the four doctors identified by 

Lalonde as those who may have information relevant to the matter; 

• He did not obtain a copy of Dr. Clement's file; 

• He did not obtain a copy of Lalonde's school records; 

• No efforts were made to contact altar boys identified by Lalonde; and  

• Carroll failed to seize a photograph that he received showing Father 

MacDonald and Lalonde at a wedding where Lalonde alleged abuse occurred. 

 

Material was prepared for the Crown Attorney on July 24, 2002 and on November 

15, 2002 the Crown Attorney contacted Carroll and notified him that he has 

reviewed the file and the matter in the past and that he found “your position that 

reasonable and probable grounds to lay a charge against Father MacDonald do not 

exist to be a reasonable and appropriate determination by you.”  The Crown opinion 

was based on the materials before him which, as set out above, were incomplete 

and deficient.  Whether charges in this case would have ultimately been warranted 

is a question that the Commission will not be able to answer because of the fatal 

flaws with the investigation.  The Commission can report, however, on the 

insufficiency of the investigation and the investigation officer’s outright refusal to 

concede during testimony that he did much less than he could have in this case. 

 Exhibit 842, Document 735654, Batespages 7138819-22 

 Exhibit 1702, Document 735701 

 Exhibit 1704, Document 735700 
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DIOCESE OF ALEXANDRIA-CORNWALL AND BISHOP EUGENE LAROCQUE 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Roman Catholic Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall (“DAC”) was deemed a public 

institution for the purposes of the Cornwall Public Inquiry. The resulting 

examination of its institutional response to allegations of sexual abuse against 

young people demonstrated the following systemic themes: 

  a. Secrecy; 

  b. Non-compliance; and 

c. Obstruction. 

 

There has been a culture of sexual abuse within the DAC.  The DAC did not have 

just one or two fallen priests, but rather sexual abuse became a systemic problem. 

As a direct result of the DAC's behaviours of secrecy, non-compliance and 

obstruction many of the sexual offenders within the DAC never faced justice of any 

form. Their access to victims and ultimately their crimes were enabled and 

indirectly supported by these three unwritten policies. Just as significant as the 

perpetrators avoidance of justice is the tragedy that their victims were never in a 

position to seek healing and redress. The damage done by the abuse itself has been 

compounded by such an outcome.  

 

SECRECY 

 

Secrecy as well as a pre-disposition to work against the victim and in favour of the 

accused priest is engrained within the internal legal framework of the Roman 

Catholic Church ("RCC") as a whole and is best demonstrated through their regime 

of Canon Law and related pronouncements. An examination of the DAC cannot be 

done in isolation due to the fact that the DAC is a component of a larger 

organization. 

 

The DAC, being a Roman Catholic Diocese, is subject to this internal framework and 

it shaped the DAC's own institutional policies and culture with respect to allegations 
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of sexual abuse by clergy and treatment of the victims. It also shaped the mindset 

of the DAC leadership as well as rank and file clergy, all of whom contributed in 

some way to the failed institutional response of the DAC. 

 

Canon law 

 

The starting point for a review of this systemic secrecy is the Code of Canon Law 

itself. There was a 1917 Code of Canon Law and a 1983 Code of Canon Law. The 

two Codes are relatively similar in content. The Code forms the internal laws and 

regulations of the RCC.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.34 

 

Secrecy and anti-victim sentiment are formalized within Canon Law.  

 

The starting point for secrecy is the fact that the translation of the Latin-language 

1917 Code (which was in effect until 1983) into any other language was forbidden 

by the RCC.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.51 & 95 

  

Since Latin has been a "dead language" for centuries now, this made it more 

difficult for non-clergy to even read about the internal workings of the Church.  

 

Father Morrisey, a longstanding Canon Lawyer and Church contextual witness, 

agreed that within Canon Law one can note "an excessive preoccupation with 

secrecy.” 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.61 

 

Records and Retention 

 

Both Codes contemplate a Secret Archive where documents of a contentious nature 

are retained. Only the Bishop and the Chancellor have access to this.  Matters 

concerning sexual abuse by clergy are to be stored in these Secret Archives.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 52-60 
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Father Morrisey described the Secret Archives as "like top secret cases". It is here 

where records of church criminal cases are kept. Father Morrisey indicated that this 

is to "protect a person's reputation". 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 57-58 

 

What reputation is there to protect if the individual is found guilty? In secular 

society the conviction of an individual is not considered top secret. Such information 

is actually intentionally made public for the purpose of deterrence and public notice 

and safety. The RCC procedure is to treat this information as being on a "need to 

know basis".  Such a void of public information on these offenders creates the very 

darkness in which they are able to thrive. 

 

It is not the reputation of the individual which the system seeks to protect but 

rather the reputation and image of the priesthood generally and by proximity the 

general reputation of the Diocese and the RCC.  This is what happened in the DAC.  

 

There is no required retention policy in Canon Law for documents pertaining to 

matters of clergy sexual abuse. If a priest was criminally tried within the Church 

and convicted the records would be destroyed after 10 years or after his death. 

Documents that relate to a disposition short of such a criminal finding are at the 

Bishop's discretion with respect to retention.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.76-83 

 

This retention policy with respect to records documenting dangerous sex offenders 

for only 10 years must be compared to the Church's policy of indefinitely retaining 

marriage, ordination and baptism records. While the records of the Marriage 

Tribunal cases are also destroyed after 10 years, at least a record of the original 

sentence is retained longer.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.55 & 78 

 

The only possible motivation or rationale for such a short-lived retention policy for 

criminal matters is the focus on secrecy.  This motivation is evidenced by the 

changes in RCC policies since 2001.  For some time now many countries, primarily 

the former British colonies, have not had a concordat with the Vatican. A concordat 
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would amongst other matters treat RCC archives as privileged under secular law. 

That means that in the countries without any concordat search warrants by the 

secular authorities could allow access to all church documents.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 56-57 & 59 

 

It has been since the late 1980's and onwards that the problem of clergy sexual 

abuse started to become very public, resulting in an increasing frequency of search 

warrants for these very records. By the turn of the century the problem was a 

public blaze in the North American media with much resulting litigation and 

prosecution.  

 

Originally the Bishops would declare church records pertaining to criminal acts by 

priests as privileged under secular law. The basis for this is that they dealt with 

moral issues since the crimes were also sins.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.81 

 

In 2001 the Vatican directed that records that would typically reside in the secret 

archives now be sent to Rome. This includes the records of church criminal cases. 

Church policy is presently being developed to not even keep a copy at the Diocese 

level as "it just takes too much space".  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 58-59 

 

This change in the retention policy to require that all must come home to Rome 

effectively puts these incriminating records outside the reach of search warrants 

and public exposure. It also blinds any incoming and right-thinking Bishop to the 

history, track record and predilections of his priests.  

 

The retention and record-keeping policies of the RCC also blinds incoming Bishops 

in another way. There is no requirement for a Bishop to retain or pass on his 

personal notes from when he was Bishop to his successor.   

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.79 

 

Again this is a potential source of information for a new incoming Bishop to learn 

about the priests he must supervise. This is especially important for a Bishop who 
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has come in from another Diocese, as was the case with Bishop Larocque.  Bishop 

Larocque testified that when he took over there were a few simple notes on his 

desk from the outgoing Bishop.  

 

Even with potential improvement of the record and retention policy to remedy the 

above-noted shortcomings, it is the Bishop who approves the retention policy for 

documents kept within his Diocese.  To keep a copy of any documents sent to 

Rome is presently within the discretion of the Bishop.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.55-56 & 60 

 

As Father Morrisey indicated: "there is no hard and fast canonical rule regarding 

how long certain documents should be kept". 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.76 

 

Even the relatively modern guidance offered by the 1992 From Pain to Hope 

publication of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops ("CCCB") notes: 

 

“Provide to the extent possible depending upon the prevailing laws, 

the maximum confidentiality for all written documents relating to 

allegations  of sexual abuse by a priest". 

  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.65 

 Exhibit 632, Tab 13, p.49 

 

The recommendation of From Pain to Hope goes further in suggesting the 

documents be cloaked in a questionable solicitor-client privileged status. Father 

Morrisey admitted that the use of these documents is to determine the truth of the 

matter and not for Diocesan counsel. This attempted cloaking is troubling.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.68 

 

This mindset is consistent with the sheltering of Church documents on sexual 

allegations by sending them to the Vatican Embassy. Father Morrisey had heard of 

this practice and found nothing wrong with it.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.69 
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Not only are any resulting records of a church investigation into matters of clergy 

sexual abuse kept secret but the whole event itself, even while under way, is 

treated with the utmost secrecy.  

 

Clergy Sexual Abuse 

 

The history of Canon Law demonstrates that the Church has dealt with the issue of 

clergy sexual abuse as a "serious matter' from the year 1234 through to the 

formation of the 1917 Code and onwards.  That is a period of almost 700 years and 

counting. This included publishing various procedures and offences related to such.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.93 

  

The 1917 Code included a provision relating to the sexual abuse of a minor and the 

1983 Code continued to include a specific penal provision against priests involved in 

the sexual abuse of minors, which is:  

 

 1395 § 2 - A cleric who has offended in other ways against the 

sixth commandment of the Decalogue, if the crime was 

committed by force, or by threats, or in public, or with a minor 

under the age of sixteen years, is to be punished with just 

penalties, not excluding dismissal from the clerical state if the 

case so warrants. 

 

As Father Morrisey stated, "if there is a law addressing that, that probably meant 

there was a problem. Usually you wouldn't invent a law for some of those things if 

there hadn't been instances arising".  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.89 

 

Unlike in secular society where criminal matters are public and open, the system 

set up by the RCC incorporates secrecy in its criminal proceedings. 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p. 22-23 

 

In 1922 the Vatican issued Instructio De Modo Procedendi in Causis Sollucitationis, 

which effectively clarified Canon Law and provided secret procedures to deal with 



 

 314

sexual crimes by priests, including "The Worst Crime," being homosexuality, sexual 

relations with a minor or bestiality.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.103 & 107 & 109-110 
 Exhibit 633(a) and 633(b)  

 

The document itself, the procedure and all participants, including the victims, were 

subject to the highest level of Holy secrecy. The penalty for violating the secret was 

automatic excommunication, reserved to the Pope. The penalty applied to anyone 

involved in the process, whether the victim, the accused or others.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.105 
 Exhibit 633(a) and 633(b) 

Evidence of Father T. Doyle, August 30, 2007, Vol. 134, p. 44 & 61-62 

 

In 1962, the Vatican Press issued an updated version titled Instructio De Modo 

Procedendi in Causis Sollucitationis. This version included precedents, one of which 

was for the oath of secrecy to be taken by all exposed to the allegation and 

investigation. A breach of that oath meant automatic ex-communication reversible 

only by the Pope himself. Even the victim has to swear the oath of secrecy.  

 Exhibit 632, tab 21, Batespage 6020572 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.51-52 

 

Father Morrisey admitted that the oath of secrecy and excommunication clauses 

would mean that a victim, who after swearing the oath went to a secular authority 

like the police, would be in trouble with the Church. It was the intent of the RCC to 

have secrecy imposed upon everyone involved, including the victim.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.53 

 

This is an intentionally designed inhibitor meant to prevent victims from going to 

the police. The similarity between the intent in this provision and the intent in the 

Silmser release is striking.  

 

These Vatican Instructions were to be kept in the secret archives of the Diocese. It 

was kept so secret that it wasn't even taught in the Canon Law classes in 

seminaries.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.111 & 113 
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The 1922 and 1962 Instructions are significant because they reflect the institutional 

church’s desire to maintain the highest degree of secrecy and strictest degree of 

security about sexual crimes perpetrated by priests. They represent the codification 

of a culture of secrecy concerning matters of sexual misconduct by priests which 

exists to this day.  

 

It is noteworthy that crimes such as murder did not garner their own secret 

protocol from the Vatican.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 133, p.35 

 

One must conclude that sexual offences with children were deemed more 

scandalous than murder, or that the offences occurred more frequently, or both.  

 

Father Morrisey agreed that the RCC keeps scandalous material "a little more 

secret" than other matters.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 133, p.36 

 

The secrecy surrounding these Instructions created a situation after 1983 where 

there was conflict within the RCC on whether to apply the 1962 document or the 

provisions of the 1983 Code of Canon Law. Father Morrisey described the situation 

as "It's not our proudest moment".  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 128-129 

 

Even Father Morrisey admitted that part of the reason for the secrecy around these 

documents was likely also the fear of scandal.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.117 

 

This institutional mindset was prevalent in the DAC as a result of its membership in 

the RCC and adherence to its culture and internal laws. 

 

This level of internalized secrecy has meant that there is not even any institutional 

awareness on the size of the problem. There are no available statistics, historical or 

otherwise, on the issue of clergy sexual abuse cases within the RCC.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.89 
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Despite all that has transpired, the RCC institutional outlook on these crimes is not 

improving. The DAC will again continue to be influenced by RCC policies and 

mindsets that they are obliged to follow. The future institutional response of the 

DAC is therefore not assured by the experiences of their past.  

 

Since 2001 the "worst crimes" including the act of sexual abuse of minors has been 

downgraded in a sense into the list of the 12 serious delicts or crimes by clergy. 

Another of those serious delicts is a non-ordained person conducting a Mass.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.120-121 

 
While it seems impossible to understand how these offences could be in the same 

category, this demonstrates the Church's inability to recognize the severity of these 

crimes. The situation with respect to record retention has also deteriorated since 

2001 as will be discussed in greater detail below.  

 

Most significantly the whole regime of dealing with these cases has been directed 

by the Vatican to be dealt with by it. Since 2001 the Pope has mandated that 

Bishops direct these problems to Rome for resolution. 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 129-130 

  

The specific directive indicates: 

 "Reservation to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith is also 

 extended to a delict against the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue 

 committed by a cleric with a minor below the age of 18." 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 132 

 

The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has proven ill-equipped to deal with 

the influx of cases. Father Morrisey testified that 1,600 cases worldwide had been 

received by the Congregation. He described their situation as "swamped" and one 

where "justice delayed is justice denied". 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 140 
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There also remains a statue of limitations in Canon Law for the crime of sexual 

abuse of minors.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 133 

 

This is in grave contrast to secular society where sexual assault is recognized as 

one of a category of serious crimes where there should be no limitation period, 

either criminally or civilly.  

 

Another example of the potential for worsening direction from the Vatican is that it 

is falling behind the actual "on the ground needs" of the Diocesan Bishops. The 

Dallas Norms which attempted to address the sexual abuse crisis in the American 

church was commenced by the U.S. Bishops who were responding in their minds 

more to a public relations crisis than anything else. In the end, the U.S. Bishops 

"bullied the Vatican people into accepting these Norms". 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.175-176 & 180 

 

These examples of the institutional RCC's ongoing failures to effectively recognize 

and deal with the severity of clergy sexual abuse form the basis for the argument 

that secular society needs to intervene into Church affairs. The fact that some 

aspects of the situation are worsening rather than improving means that this 

problem is far from over and could actually increase in intensity going forward. The 

fact that a foreign head of state and leader of a religious organization can direct 

that a foreign entity, thousands of miles away, will now investigate and deal with 

local crimes is troubling. This situation is most troubling considering the RCC's  

extremely poor track record in doing so.  

 

From Pain To Hope 

 

According to the testimony of Father Morrisey, part of the Church’s motivation for 

silence is the fear of scandal. The belief is that the Church is a moral authority in 

society and when there is public knowledge of a priest sexually abusing a child or 

youth it has a negative impact on the Church as a whole. It affects the integrity and 

reputation of other priests and it also challenges the moral authority of the Church.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp.29-31 
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However, it is precisely because the Church sells itself as a moral authority that the 

silence and intentional avoidance of scandal is all the more concerning. The cover-

up of the horrific actions of offender priests would seem to be the antithesis of the 

Church’s own teachings, yet it is a central and pervasive practice.  

 

In 1992, the CCCB published their 97-page document entitled From Pain to Hope 

and this sentiment is echoed in that publication. The document was the result of an 

internal nationwide analysis of the problem of clergy sexual abuse. From Pain to 

Hope identified major problems and issued recommendations to ensure that the 

problem of clergy sex abuse would be handled better post-1992 than it had been 

pre-1992. Regarding the Church's institutional complicity in these crimes the 

following comment was made:  

 

“The ideal breeding ground for the development and repetition of child 

sexual abuse is a general conspiracy of silence, motivated by fear of 

scandal and of major repercussions for the institutions directly or 

indirectly concerned. ....The fear of scandal often conditions our 

instinctive reactions of inadvertently protecting the perpetrators and a 

certain image of the Church of the institutions we represent, rather 

than the children, who are powerless to defend themselves.”  

Exhibit 632, tab 13 Document 601061 

 

The need for openness and transparency was also recognized in From Pain to Hope: 

 

“a number of our recommendations are specifically intended to break 

through the wall of silence that has been and continues to be a key 

factor in allowing abusers to persist for years in their intolerable 

behavior towards children.” 

Exhibit 632, tab 13 Document 601061  
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From Pain to Hope also recognized the typical institutional reaction to scandal in the 

following excerpt: 

 

"The fear of scandal often conditions our instinctive reactions of 

inadvertently protecting the perpetrators and a certain image of the 

Church or the institution we represent rather than the children who are 

powerless to defend themselves." 

Exhibit 632, tab 13 Document 601061 

 

Despite this moment of relatively accurate self-reflection, the DAC and its Bishop 

failed to take notice. Secrecy was a key factor in the DAC’s response to numerous 

allegations of sexual abuse against their priests examined at this Inquiry for events 

both before and after the release of From Pain to Hope. These excerpts of From 

Pain to Hope accurately summarize what happened in the DAC with respect to their 

institutional response.  The DAC did not learn from the CCCB's efforts.  

 

No accountability 

 

Though some of the above church documents do contain instructions for dealing 

with deviant priests within the Church the evidence is that they were rarely applied 

and, in the case of the DAC, were never applied.  

 

Father Morrisey's experience was that he was not aware of a single canonical trial 

of a priest by a Diocese anywhere in Canada. 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 216-217 

 

The problem is that the internal structure of the DAC pursuant to the structure of 

the RCC via Canon Law contains no accountability.  

 

The Bishop is the king in his own castle. He has total legislative, executive and 

judicial power 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.46 

 



 

 320

Such a governmental structure is at best medieval and at worst despotic. Due 

process cannot survive in such an environment.  

 

It is the Bishop who has the total unaccountable discretion whether to apply 

canonical penal procedures in cases of clergy sexual abuse of minors. Father 

Morrisey testified that the "while we had tribunals on paper, in practice they were 

not that active". The Bishop could subvert the entire penal tribunal designed to deal 

with these cases.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.93-94 & 242 

 

In addition to this the structure of the RCC is that this powerful position of the 

Bishop is practically unsupervised and without any effective checks and balances. 

The Bishop reports directly to the Vatican.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 206 

 

Therefore the approximately 3000 Diocesan Bishops in the world report directly to 

the Vatican. There is no immediate level of supervision or authority.  

 

While there are ecclesiastical provinces which contain four or five Dioceses, the 

authority of the Archbishop over the Bishops within his province was described by 

Father Morrisey as "very, very little, almost nothing".  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p.43 

 

The personality of each Bishop and his personal adherence to the laws of the church 

and the law of the land will influence the institutional response of any particular 

Diocese. So despite guidelines, systems, victims committees and the like, the 

institutional response, being the structured response through the abovementioned 

bodies and protocols, can be totally subverted by the Bishop. DAC is an example of 

exactly this.   

 

The record demonstrates that the Bishops of the DAC proved incapable, unwilling or 

both to deal effectively with allegations of clergy sexual abuse of minors. Much of 

the blame rests with the Bishops and for a large portion of the material time period 

that means Bishop Larocque.  
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Bishop Larocque's personality as a clergyman was formed over much of the 1960's 

and 1970's, before he became a Bishop. Father Morrisey indicated there was a 

"serious vacuum from 1967 to 1983" with respect to Canon Law.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 229-230 

 

It is therefore not surprising that Bishop Larocque's reign as Bishop demonstrates 

both an absence of application and a lack of respect of Canon Law.  

 

It should be noted that the failure of Bishops to respond in an effective manner is 

not unique. In a report of the U.S. Bishops presented in 2004 the following was 

stated: 

 "Even more troubling than the criminal and sinful acts of priests    

 engaged in abuse of minors was the failure of some bishops to respond  

 to the abuse in an effective manner.  

  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.188 

 

Other tools of secrecy used by such Bishops are found in Canon 220. 

 

Privacy & Protection of Reputation  

 

In the 1983 Code of Canon Law the right to privacy and reputation are co-located 

at Canon 220.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 126 

 

Often times the internal mechanisms of Canon Law and those perpetrating the 

culture of secrecy use the banners of "privacy and protection of reputation".  

 

For example, according to Canon Law, a confirmed abuser priest who is set for 

treatment does not have to release a copy of the report from his treatment facility 

to his Bishop. Even if the report is unfavourable the Bishop may never see it.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 66 & 68 
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The Bishop is the employer or workplace supervisor of the priest. How can he know 

the limits of his ability to employ this priest if he cannot view the report? This 

provision, premised upon privacy, is dangerous and is simply more secrecy under a 

different label. 

 

Father Morrisey has served three five-year terms as a consulter to the Pontifical 

Commission for the interpretation of the Code of Canon Law in Vatican City. He also 

served from 1966 to 2005 as a consulter to the Canadian Conference of Catholic 

Bishops. He has never in his long career testified on behalf of victims. He therefore 

represents the mindset of senior canon lawyers within the Roman Catholic Church. 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.26 & 30 
 

He has written on the subject of privacy with respect to priests undergoing 

treatment, which could include treatment for sexual disorders. His interpretation of 

Canon Law is that priests in such centres cannot be required to undergo any 

"invasive testing which elicits information over which the individual has not freedom 

or personal control" due to this mantra of "privacy".  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.73 
 

Consistent with the culture of secrecy in Canon Law, Father Morrisey, a 

longstanding representative and product of that culture, declares that scientific 

methods which can greatly assist in detecting the true nature of an offender priest 

NOT be utilized.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.73-74 

 

Further more to the issue of protection of reputation is what is behind the now 

institutionalized church policy of immediately providing an offending priest with a 

Diocese-funded lawyer so that all matters are covered under solicitor-client 

privilege. No such highly trained advisor is mandated, funded or even 

recommended for the victims or their families.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.159-160 

 

Ultimately, Canon Law as a system has failed to be an effective means for dealing 

with cases of clergy sexual abuse of minors. A 2004 U.S. RCC Church document 
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stated exactly that; "Canon Law has proven to be an inadequate method of dealing 

with cases of sexual abuse of minors for many reasons." 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 206 

 Exhibit 59, Tab 19, p.102. 

 

In contrast to the secrecy of Canon Law and Church culture, including that of the 

DAC, public exposure has been generally positive.  

 

Father Morrisey agreed that public exposure: 

 a. causes victims to come forward; 

 b. better informs the Church and equips them to deal with the issue; and 

 c. leads to a re-examination of Church legislation;  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.72 

 

As a concluding comment on the issue of secrecy and especially the evidence on 

Canon Law, it should be noted that the weight of Father Doyle's evidence should 

supersede that of Father Morrisey in areas where their evidence conflicts.  

 

Father Morrisey displayed a longstanding involvement and commitment to the 

cause of the RCC and especially accused priests. He has never worked with victims. 

Accordingly his view is unbalanced by his experiences and is thereby bias and 

suspect on contested matters.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p. 3-13 

 

Father Doyle's experience is more balanced having worked from both the church 

and the victim perspective.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p. 17 

 

NON-COMPLIANCE 

 

Another concern is the Church’s failure to report matters to secular authorities or to 

actively assist secular authorities when they become involved in dealing with sexual 

offences by priests. The focus of this category of non-compliance is generally the 

Church, or in this matter the DAC, failing to act. The priority has been to protect 
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the priest, rather than to assist the victims, the police and other institutions in 

effectively dealing with these crimes.  

 

Father Morrisey, a longstanding member of the RCC described this situation in 2001 

as follows: 

 

“First accusations were generally met with denial. Later on, when it 

became evident that there was indeed a foundation to at least some of 

the accusations, grudging steps were taken to address individual 

complaints.  With time though, conferences of bishops began to 

address the issue on a more systematic basis, eventually issuing 

protocols, et cetera." 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 152 

 

Despite his partial acknowledgement of the mechanism of non-compliance, Father 

Morrisey revealed his true colours when he responded to a question about why the 

Church does not share information sensitive information with the secular world by 

saying "they didn't ask for it".  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.70. 

 

This same attitude and posture was taken by Bishop Larocque during questioning as 

to why he did not provide the OPP with more than they requested, especially when 

there were documents within the Diocese files that were obvious important and 

relevant to the police investigation. The rationale of expecting the secular world to 

ask for documents they do not know exists is so odd that it cannot be the real 

reason why the information is not provided. The real reason is the policy of secrecy 

and avoidance of scandal around these matters. Accordingly, answers such as that 

should cause one to question the credibility of those, like Father Morrisey and 

Bishop Larocque, who rely on that statement.  

  

According to his testimony, the Church’s practice of collaborating with civil 

authorities is very recent. Only following a great deal of publicity, lawsuits and 

criticism and only in the past few years has the Church in some areas taken steps 
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to mandate collaboration with civil authorities. Prior to that, reports of sexual abuse 

by a cleric were never reported to police, but rather contained and taken care of  

in-house.  

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 139   

 

There are no known examples of officials from the DAC notifying the police of 

reports or allegations of sexual abuse of minors in their jurisdiction, despite having 

a documented history of priests engaging in such behaviour. When the police did 

become involved, the DAC has either refused to provide assistance or has 

attempted to be seen as cooperating while in fact sheltering relevant information 

not specifically requested by investigators who could not possibly know of its 

existence. 

 

An examination of individual cases, the priests and Bishops involved, and the DAC’s 

responses to allegations of sexual abuse reveal disturbing patterns and shocking 

non-compliance at the highest levels. 

 

Father Lucien Lussier  

 

In a letter dated April 29, 1967, parishioner Michel Lalonde set out his concerns 

regarding Father Lucien Lussier’s relationship with a fifteen year old boy. The letter 

explains that Father Lussier was frequently in the company of the boy and that the 

problem had been going on for about a year and a half. Father Lussier was meeting 

the boy at recess, lunch and after school. He also set out that Father Lussier and 

the boy had been seen almost every night in Lussier’s car, often as late as 11 p.m. 

The relationship was viewed by the writer as more than friendship and Father 

Lussier had even been seen by the school principal giving the boy a driving lesson, 

during which the fifteen year old would sit on the priest’s knee.  

Exhibit 1937, Document 119566  

 

The content of this letter would likely make any reasonable person suspicious. A 

Bishop with an understanding of the possibility of clergy sexual misconduct would 

surely understand what was going on with Father Lussier and this boy. Bishop 

Adolphe Proulx did make the realization, as he investigated. His investigation, 
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however, was not intended to remedy the matter but rather to contain the situation 

and to avoid scandal, as demonstrated by his actions. 

 

After this letter was written, Bishop Adolphe Proulx and Monsignor Lebrun met with 

parishioners to discuss the content of the letter. In his evidence, Monsignor Lebrun 

stated that no one from the Diocese followed up with the boy to discuss his 

relationship with Father Lussier.  

 Evidence of Monsignor Rejean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 163-169. 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 76-78. 

 

The failure to follow up with the victim is significant. It confirms the DAC's concern 

was not with justice or healing for the victim, but for the containment of scandal.  

 

In 1968, Bishop Proulx transferred Father Lussier out of St. Martin de Tours parish 

as a “certain group of parishioners, for reasons I do not intend to judge, have still 

not accepted you or made your life easy.”  

Exhibit 1938, Document 119569 

 

Bishop Proulx’s own words give us some insight in to his attitude towards the 

sexually deviant conduct of his priests.  The fact that the Bishop of the DAC and 

keeper of his flock did “not intend to judge” why the parishioners were so 

concerned is troubling, to say the least. This letter also demonstrates an 

institutional avoidance of actually documenting the true reason for a transfer when 

it was the result of sexual misconduct. This same vagueness is found in letters 

pertaining to Father Meunier and Father Carl Stone.  

 

The act of transferring without any form of treatment contemporary to the period is 

very serious misconduct by Bishop Proulx which only enabled Lussier to abuse 

again.  

 

Father Morrisey indicated that the knowledge that sexual misconduct could be a 

medical or mental illness came into the picture by the second half of the 20th 

century as a result of studies occurring at in Baltimore and Atlanta.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.73 
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Therefore, the common excuse of "we didn't know better back then" is without 

merit and unfounded. Additionally, a lack of understanding of the mechanism and 

treatment for the sexual misconduct is not equivalent to a belief that there was 

nothing morally or criminally wrong with sexual abuse of minors. The Church and 

DAC knew as of 1967, through both the 1917 Code of Canon Law and both the 

1922 and 1962 instructions, that this was a serious crime and action needed to be 

taken.  

 

In his evidence, Monsignor Lebrun admitted that the shocking behaviour of Father 

Lussier, as described, would have stood out and would have been recognized as 

being inappropriate even in 1967.  

 Evidence of Monsignor Rejean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 163-169. 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 76-78. 

 

No action was taken against Lussier other than the act of a transfer to a new and 

uninformed parish, where a new flock was then exposed to Father Lussier and 

whatever risks he then represented to them. 

 

Father Morrisey admitted that Bishops in the RCC transferred sexually offending 

priests, without treatment, to unsuspecting parishioners in new parishes even when 

he though there was a mental illness.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 29, 2007, Vol. 133, p.74 

 

This practice of the "silent shuffle" was the hallmark act of non-compliance within 

the DAC. Father Lussier is not the only example. Evidence supports the conclusion 

that Father Carl Stone, Father Donald Scott, Father Lucien Meunier, Father Paul 

Lapierre, Father Yvon Royer and Father Deslauriers were all dealt with by some 

form of the silent shuffle.  

 

As one might expect, further problems arose with Father Lussier after he was 

transferred to St. Martin de Tours parish. On January 26, 1972, Bishop Proulx 

informed Father Lussier that the parishioners did not want to continue to attend the 

parish if they had the same priest after June 1972.  At that interview, Bishop Proulx 
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stated that Father Lussier had always had difficulties in communicating with the 

parishioners. Bishop Proulx also stated that Father Lussier had projected a 

pessimistic image by misunderstanding his role as a head of the community.  

 Exhibit 2008, Document 119572  

 

It appears that at that interview, Father Lussier admitted his problems, but he 

asked to have another chance and to be transferred to a different parish. Bishop 

Proulx stated that he expected to receive Father Lussier’s resignation by the end of 

June 1972 and he did not make any promises regarding employment in another 

parish.  

Exhibit 2008, Document 119572  

 

Considering how Bishop Proulx documented the problem with the boy at the prior 

parish, the reasons contained within the documentation arising from St. Martin de 

Tours may be anything but accurate. Again the vagueness and poetic license of 

Bishops could be in play to cloak more sinister events causing the transfer.  

 

In July of 1972, Father Lussier was moved from St. Martin de Tours parish to the 

parish of Dalkeith and Lochiel in Glengarry County.  

 Exhibit 2869, Document 702977 

 

Bishop Larocque claimed to have no knowledge of the Father Lussier affair and 

claimed to not recall whether he reviewed the file of Father Lussier upon his arrival 

as Bishop in 1974, despite the obvious fact that the idea that a new Bishop would 

not familiarize himself with all of his priests seems rather unlikely, especially in 

such a small Diocese.  His credibility on this point is questionable.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 76-78 

 

Bishop Larocque did, however, have to later deal with behavioral issues relating to 

Father Lussier. In 1993, Bishop Larocque was faced with complaints by parishioners 

of public insults, sexist remarks and verbal abuse by Father Lussier and 

parishioners requested that Father Lussier be removed as the parish priest.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 80-86 

Exhibit 1939, Document 119617 
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Bishop Larocque requested and accepted Father Lussier’s letter of resignation on 

October 29, 1993. Notwithstanding his resignation, Father Lussier remained 

incardinated in the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 87-89 

Exhibit 2061, Document 119618 

  

Father Lussier then left Canada to go to the United States to live with his sister. He 

later returned to Canada after problems arose with his family there.  As a result of 

being ousted from yet another location, Father Lussier was sent to the Southdown 

treatment centre.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 87-89 

 

Larocque testified that while he was Bishop he did not receive any allegations of 

sexual abuse against Father Lussier. However, Larocque acknowledged that he did 

speak to Lussier’s therapist at the Southdown treatment centre.  Notes of that 

conversation indicate that Lussier had been sexually active with youths aged 17-18 

and that he had been cautioned to avoid contact with young men.    

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 93-97 

 Exhibit 2062, Document 119650 

 Exhibit 2063, Document 119653 

 Exhibit 2064, Document 119652 

 

Following his release from Southdown, Father Lussier was appointed chaplain at St. 

Joseph’s Villa, a facility for elderly persons, despite his admitted sexual activity with 

young persons. Father Lussier was eventually removed from his position at St. 

Joseph’s Villa due to his continued behavioral difficulties.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 91-92; 97 

Exhibit 1990, Document 119662 

 

The practice of placing a priest under suspicion of sexual abuse in St. Joseph's was 

repeated in the case of Father Carl Stone, to be discussed later.  

 

Father Lussier was later investigated by Ontario Provincial Police Project Truth in 

relation to allegations of sexual misconduct. Alleged victims include C-105 and a 
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Victims Group member identified at the Inquiry only as G.R. Father Lussier is 

currently facing criminal charges.  

  

The Diocese had knowledge of Father Lussier’s inappropriate relations with at least 

one boy as early as 1967.  There is no evidence that the Diocese followed up with 

this boy or that it took steps to address the concerns of parishioners.  Instead, the 

DAC, as it would throughout its history, opted to simply transfer Father Lussier to 

another parish and do nothing else.  

 

This pattern repeated itself throughout Lussier’s career.  Even decades later, a new 

Bishop granted Lussier a posting after learning of the priest’s admitted sexual 

relationships with young men.  The indifference of this Diocese in relation to issues 

of clergy abuse truly spanned generations. 

 

Father Lucien Meunier 

 

In 1990, Father Luc Meunier died in a Florida jail cell shortly after a United States 

court ordered him to be extradited to Canada to stand trial for sexual offences. At 

that time, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police estimated that his individual assaults 

numbered “into the thousands” and stretched from New Liskeard in Ontario to 

Marsden, Saskatchewan, to New Denver, Kaslo , to Prince Rupert, British Columbia 

and then to several cities in Arizona.  

 Exhibit 2156, Document 200298  

 

The Toronto Sun reported that allegations of sexual abuse by Father Meunier dated 

as far back as 1951.   

 Exhibit 2156, Document 200298 

 

Unfortunately, part of Meunier’s sordid tale played out in Cornwall. 

 

On September 14, 1956, DAC Bishop Brodeur wrote a letter to Monsignor Arthur 

Douville, Bishop of the Diocese of Saint Hyacinthe (the Diocese to which Father 

Meunier belonged).  Brodeur wrote that he would be happy to have this priest as 

long as there were not any negative incidents.  While the documents available to 
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the Commission do not in any way explain why Brodeur would put such a caveat in 

his letter, one is left to wonder what information Brodeur had about negative 

incidents having occurred in the past, or the likelihood that they would occur again 

in the future.  

Exhibit 2157, Document 120495 

 

On May 20, 1957, less than one year after arriving in the DAC, Father Meunier 

indicated in a letter to Bishop Brodeur that he had carried out his orders without 

delay and that he was now looking for an introduction to the Bishop of Prince 

Albert. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 179-181 

Exhibit 2158, Document 120496 

 

Although Father Meunier’s stay within the DAC was short, Victims Group member 

Réjean Vivarais alleges having been sexually abused by Father Meunier during that 

period.  Two letters drafted by Bishop Brodeur give rise to grave suspicions of whether 

he knew of Meunier’s transgression at the time of Meunier’s sudden departure 

 

In a letter sent May 29, 1957, from Bishop Brodeur of the Diocese of Alexandria-

Cornwall to Bishop Leo Blais of Prince Albert, Bishop Brodeur gave a glowing review of 

Father Meunier. He wrote that Father Meunier was a great priest but there was no room 

for him in the diocese so he could not keep him.  The reason given for Meunier’s 

departure cannot be reconciled with Bishop Brodeur’s subsequent letter to the Bishop of 

Ogdensburg in which he complained that he was in dire need of priests and that the 

situation “very pressing.”  One must conclude that the written reason given for 

Meunier’s departure was not accurate and that some other factor must have been at 

play. 

 Exhibit 2069, Document 120342, Batespage 1125111 

Exhibit 2159, Document 120497, Batespage 1126388 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 181-183 

 

While there are few documents pertaining to Father Meunier, those documents, in light 

of what we now know of Meunier's sexual predilections, seem to support the conclusion 
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that Meunier is another example of non-compliance via the silent shuffle. He is also 

another example of church documents not documenting what really happened.  

 

Allegations of Claude Marleau 

 

Secrecy and non-compliance create an environment in which sexually abusive 

priests feel safe. They learn through the examples of other cases that no 

meaningful action will be taken against them. In such an environment they feel safe 

enough to communicate with like-minded individuals and to coordinate their efforts. 

The outcome of such comfort and coordination amongst abusive priests is the 

sharing of victims.  

 

The close associations amongst Diocesan priests and other individuals allegedly 

engaged in the sexual abuse of young persons is most clearly demonstrated in 

relation to the allegations of Claude Marleau.  Marleau, now a lawyer, testified that 

he was sexually abused by eight individuals between the ages of eleven and 

seventeen. Of the eight individuals accused, five were priests.  

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 58-59 

 

Marleau was first sexually abused in Cornwall by a butcher named Roch Landry. 

Marleau was eleven years old at the time the abuse began and Landry was in his 

late thirties or early forties.  

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol 72, pp. 59-67; 92 

 

After one of their meetings, Landry mentioned to Marleau that he knew a generous 

and gentle priest named Paul Lapierre. At that moment, it became clear to Marleau 

that Paul Lapierre had the same “habits” as Landry.  Landry then introduced 

Marleau to Father Paul Lapierre, who also sexually abused him. 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 92-93 

 

When Marleau met Lapierre he had a special status in the Diocese because he was 

not tied to a specific parish but was instead in charge of a rest home.  He also 

preached in the United States. During the several years that Lapierre abused  
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Marleau, Lapierre was a public figure and media personality in Cornwall.  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 94-96 

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 30, 2006, Vol. 74, pp. 15-18 

 

One has to wonder what earlier events lead to Lapierre not being assigned to a 

parish and becoming a sort of "floater". One also has to wonder how Landry knew 

that Lapierre was also an abuser.  

 

There are numerous situations where abusers from inside and outside the church 

coordinate. In some cases the connection is the church itself, if one examines the 

history of the relationship deep enough. For example, Father MacDonald and Ken 

Seguin knew each other from seminary.  

 

Marleau testified that things were not going well for him at home or at school 

during his youth and that Lapierre became the most important person in his life. 

The grooming of Marleau by Lapierre included providing him with support and 

encouragement, money and gifts. 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 103-105 

 

Marleau was abused by Lapierre from the age of 11 to around 15 or 16, at which 

point Lapierre stopped being interested in Marleau. 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 106-107 

 

Marleau was also abused by Father Donald Scott.  Marleau was introduced to Scott 

when he was thirteen years of age and as soon as they were introduced, Marleau 

testified that he knew that he would be abused by Scott as well. 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 110-115 

 

Scott then introduced Marleau to Father Hollis Lapierre. According to Marleau, Hollis 

Lapierre was Scott’s mentor.  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 115-117 

 

The existence of a mentor relationship between abusive priests of different 

generations demonstrates both the depth and the proliferation of this problem in 
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the DAC and the RCC as a whole. It clearly supports the suggestion that there was 

a "ring" in existence in the Cornwall area.  

 

Hollis Lapierre abused Marleau at least four or five times in the garage under his 

room in the presbytery. 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, p. 119 

 

Yet another priest allegedly abused Marleau as well: Father Kenneth Martin. Martin 

was friends with both Paul Lapierre and Scott.  Marleau was introduced to Martin by 

Lapierre.  

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 136-137 

 

Paul Lapierre knew that Marleau was interested in skiing and so he praised Martin’s 

merits as a skier; it was in that context that Paul Lapierre introduced Marleau to 

Martin. Marleau knew that all of the people that Paul Lapierre introduced him to had 

the same “habits” as Lapierre.  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 137-139 

 

Martin allegedly abused Marleau only once, during a ski trip organized by Martin, 

either in the winter of 1966 or in the winter of 1967, when Marleau was between 

thirteen and fifteen years old.  

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 139-141 

 

Marleau also alleged that he was abused by Father Rene Dube.  

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 30, 2006, Vol. 74, p. 50 

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, December 1, 2006, Vol. 75, pp. 136-139 

 

According to the testimony of Marleau, it was clear in his mind that Paul Lapierre, 

Scott and Hollis Lapierre knew each other.  He recalled that when he was with one 

of the priests, that priest would talk about the others. Also, it was clear to Marleau 

at that time that he was being passed from one individual to another and that there 

had been some communication about him. For example, in his first encounter with 

Paul Lapierre, Lapierre knew something about what had happened with Roch 

Landry. At some point, Marleau was even abused by both Paul Lapierre and Scott at 
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the same time.  Marleau also recalled conversations between himself and Dr. Arthur 

Peachey (another perpetrator of Marleau’s) during which the names of Paul Lapierre 

and Hollis Lapierre came up.  According to Marleau, Arthur Peachey, George 

“Sandy” Lawrence, Kenneth Martin, Paul Lapierre and Hollis Lapierre all knew each 

other.  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 28, 2006, Vol. 72, pp. 102-103;  

pp. 117-118; 154-158 

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 3, 2006, Vol. 74, pp. 14-15 

 

As became evident during the institutional response evidence of both the CPS and 

OPP, no serious efforts were ever made by any police force to fully investigate the 

ties between Marleau’s perpetrators and the possibility that he was passed between 

them.  Similarly, the DAC has never made any efforts to determine which of their 

priests were sexually abusing young people, the identities of the victims, the 

knowledge of bishops or whether the sharing of victims by priests occurred.  As a 

result, we are left with the evidence of Marleau on these points, common sense and 

strong circumstantial evidence that these men shared at least one victim.   

 

The evidence of Marleau unquestionably supports the existence of a ring and 

organization of sexual offenders within the DAC and Cornwall. His evidence 

suggests not only that there was organization but that the leadership of the Diocese 

was aware of their criminal activity.  

 

Father Paul Lapierre 

 

Father Paul Lapierre was ordained a Catholic priest on March 29, 1959. He was at 

St. Jean Bosco Parish from 1959-1960 and in 1960-1963 was at Nativity Parish. 

From 1963 until 1968 he was the Diocesan Director of a retreat house and in 1968 

he moved on to new ministries in Montreal. From 1969 to 1971 he performed on 

French CBC Radio Canada and in 1971 he worked with Radio Canada.  

 Exhibit 2869, Document 702981 

 

Claude Marleau testified that Bishop Brodeur must have known what was going on 

between Paul Lapierre and himself. Marleau stated that the first incidents of sexual 
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abuse took place in a building near the Bishop’s residence.  Marleau specifically 

asked whether it was a problem that the Bishop lived next door and Paul Lapierre 

indicated that it should not be a problem as the Bishop was his friend.  

Furthermore, during his criminal trial in Quebec, Paul Lapierre testified that he 

informed Brodeur that Marleau had been sexually abused by Hollis Lapierre.  There 

is no evidence that Brodeur took any action in relation to the information he 

received concerning Marleau’s abuse by one of his priests.  Brodeur did not contact 

Marleau at any time.   

 Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 29, 2006, Vol. 73, pp. 137-149  

 Exhibit 163, Document 120906 

 

We know from Brodeur's handling of Father Carl Stone (accepting him into parish 

work knowing he had a problem with boys) that he had no problem having sexually 

abusive priests working in his Diocese.  

 

Paul Lapierre was charged by the OPP in relation to Claude Marleau’s allegations in 

1999.  Larocque testified at the Inquiry that he spoke to Paul Lapierre about the 

allegations thereafter and that Lapierre indicated to him that he and another priest, 

Donald Scott, had indeed assaulted Marleau.  Larocque admitted that he did not 

give this information to the police or the Crown.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 54-61 

 

This non-compliance by Larocque was multi-fold. Bishop Larocque failed to alert 

authorities when he had an admission of sexual abuse by a priest incardinated in 

his Diocese. When that priest was charged with the crimes, Larocque stood by while 

the priest was wrongfully acquitted.  Despite having an admission of abuse from the 

priest, he failed to remove Father Lapierre from duty.  

 

A word of caution should be given though about accepting this evidence of 

Larocque's completely at face value. It is convenient that it allows for the 

exoneration of one priest, Father Rene Dube, in exchange for placing the blame on 

a priest who had other allegations surrounding him, that being Scott. This evidence 

must be assessed in the overall framework of Larocque's credibility.  
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Paul Lapierre remained incardinated in the DAC throughout this period and was 

therefore the responsibility of Larocque.  Lapierre was not removed from duty when 

he was charged. 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269 pp. 49 

Evidence of Claude Marleau November 29, 2006 Vol. 73, pp. 137-149  

 

Therefore if one accepts the evidence of Larocque on this point, Lapierre is another 

example of Larocque failing to take meaningful action against a criminal priest.  

 

Paul Lapierre was acquitted on charges stemming from Marleau’s allegations in 

Ontario, but convicted in Quebec in 2002. During those proceedings, Paul Lapierre 

confessed that he had long been aware of a group of pedophiles in the Cornwall 

community. Lapierre repeatedly denied taking part in the sex ring but told courts 

that priests in the tightly knit DAC along with others confided in him over the years 

about the sexual abuse of boys in Eastern Ontario. 

 Exhibit 1022, Documents 125434 and 125435  

 

There is no evidence that any institution, secular or religious, followed up on these 

serious allegations. Lapierre was not tendered as a witness in these proceedings.  

 

Bishop Durocher was the Bishop of the DAC during Paul Lapierre’s involvement in 

criminal proceedings. Durocher spoke to him once when the matter was before the 

courts and once after he served his jail time. The discussion was in regards to 

limiting his ability to exercise ministry. Lapierre is currently retired and has not 

been exercising ministry for a number of years. There were no steps taken to have 

him laicized. No contact was made with victim Claude Marleau by the DAC at any 

time.   

Evidence of Paul Durocher, September 2, 2008, Vol. 273, pp. 84-87  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 29, 2006, Vol. 73, pp. 137-149  

Evidence of Claude Marleau, November 30, 2006, Vol. 74, pp. 61-62 

 

When Bishop Larocque finally left the Diocese, the new leader also failed to reach 

out to those his priests had harmed.  Despite the criminal conviction of Paul 
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Lapierre in Quebec on charges relating to Claude Marleau, Bishop Durocher did not 

at any time reach out to the latter. 

 

Father Donald Scott 

 

Father Donald Scott is another example of non-compliance through transfers. He 

was rarely in one place or on one path.  

 

Father Donald Scott joined the DAC in 1966 and remained in Cornwall until 1968. 

He then returned as an Assistant Priest at St. John Bosco Parish from 1969-1971. 

He then again left the Diocese only to return from 1974-1975. 

 Exhibit 2869, Document 702991 

 

Bishop Larocque met Scott when he was preaching retreats at the retreat house at 

Oxley in Essex County, and he preached a mission at St. Anne’s Parish in 

Tescumseh, where Larocque was posted prior to becoming ordained as a Bishop.  

 

Scott therefore is one of the priests whom Larocque had a pre-existing relationship 

with prior to coming to the DAC.  

 

Larocque arrived in the DAC when Scott was a pastor at Maxville, after which 

Larocque moved him to St. Raphael’s in Williamstown.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270 pp. 46-47 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, p. 126 

 

Following his departure from the Diocese, Scott sent Larocque a letter, dated 

February 18, 1976, which stated “after much prayer and reflection and consultation 

with whom best know the state of my life I have requested entry and have been 

accepted by the Dominicans.  I’ve been perfectly frank with them as to the 

unraveling of my life and they do not feel that any of it is an indication of instability 

on my part.”  Despite the frank and emotional tone of the letter from his former 

priest, which clearly suggests a familiarity and comfort with one another, and the 

fact that Larocque knew Scott from before he was Bishop, Larocque denied that he 
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had any knowledge of what unraveling and instability of his life Scott is referring to. 

Again this raises issues of credibility. 

 Exhibit 2136, Document 120705 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 130-135 

 

In a letter dated June 5, 1984, Scott advised Larocque that he had left the 

Dominicans to live in Montreal in a homosexual relationship with another man.  He 

stated his desire to collect a pension of $3000.  Again, Scott’s honesty in his 

writings is both refreshing and indicative of a close personal relationship with 

Larocque. 

 Exhibit 2140, Document 120730 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 138-141 

 

Another letter, dated August 9, 1984, from Scott to Larocque reads “I have matured 

quite a bit in the last years. I realize when one makes decisions, one accepts the 

unforeseen consequences.”    

Exhibit 2141, Document 120732  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 142-145 

 

Shortly after the allegations of abuse against DAC priest Gilles Deslauriers became 

public, Scott wrote again to Larocque.  In his letter dated June 2, 1986, Scott wrote “I 

have been made aware of the recent unfortunate happenings that have touched the 

diocese with scandal, which will if past patterns are repeated, touch the brother priests 

who are innocent.”  This was clearly not Scott’s first knowledge of a deviant priest being 

exposed.   

 Exhibit 2142, Document 120736  

 

During his testimony, Larocque indicated he did not know what Scott was referring to 

when he said, “if past patterns are repeated.” However, given the number of priests 

alleged to have been engaging in sexual misconduct with youths around the time that 

Scott was in the Diocese one would suspect that similar scandal had arisen and that the 

DAC’s priests were aware of same.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol 269, pp. 145-146 
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The fifth paragraph of that same letter reads:  “I must tell you however, I experience a 

certain level of anger when I hear all of this and I will be very honest with you when I 

told you why I knew I needed time.  You at least knew I had spared the diocese and 

the church.”  Larocque testified that he had no idea what the reference was related to 

and that Father Scott never referenced his sexual orientation or activities as being a 

concern.  In the circumstances Larocque's evidence regarding this letter is just not 

believable. 

 Exhibit 2142, Document 120736 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 146-147 

 

Scott’s goes on to state:  “They are offered help with psychiatrists and they can return 

to the ministry and their old age is secured.  I paid for my own counselling and took 

myself where I couldn’t hurt the faithful and I’m treated punitively.  I see former 

colleagues here in the city taking advantage of what they see as the best of both worlds 

and I know they will return to their parishes the next day and they are secure and their 

future assured.”  Larocque testified that Scott was in that passage referring to the city 

of Montreal and about priests who are not living their priestly vows. 

 Exhibit 2142, Document 120736 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 147-149 

 

The statement "former colleagues" in a letter to the Bishop of the DAC likely refers to 

priests of the DAC. That interpretation was open to Larocque but he did not adopt it or 

investigate it in case it was the proper interpretation.  

 

The letter also states that “I know this is not a good time to be honest with you, but 

I’ve never been less than honest with you. If I can’t speak clearly to you, than with 

whom?” Despite Larocque’s denial of what the contents of the letter refer to, this 

provision explicitly references a close relationship between Larocque and Scott.  

Larocque’s feigned ignorance was both unbelievable and insulting. 

Exhibit 2142, Document 120736 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, p. 150 
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Larocque distanced himself from the meaning of the letters from Scott, despite later 

testifying he knew that Scott was a homosexual and that Paul Lapierre told him that 

he and Scott were sexually involved with Claude Marleau.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 31, 2008, Vol. 266, p. 55 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269  

 

Scott died of AIDS on April 11, 1988 and was therefore deceased at the time that 

Claude Marleau made his allegations to the Ontario Provincial Police.   

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 147; 152 

 

C-10 also testified that he was sexually abused by Father Scott. He also alleged 

abuse by other men, namely probation officer Ken Seguin and lawyer Malcolm 

MacDonald.  

 Evidence of C-10, March 29, 2007, Vol. 102, p. 42 

 

The documented evidence of a strong and honest relationship between Bishop 

Larocque and Father Don Scott is irrefutable.  Scott’s writings are emotional and as 

he put it “I’ve never been less than honest with you.”  There can be no doubt that 

Larocque knew of Scott’s sexual deviancies and that he took no steps whatsoever 

to protect those he knew to be in harm’s way.  Scott’s letters explain, in fact, that it 

was Scott himself who took steps to remove himself from temptation and to leave 

Cornwall for fear of harming the faithful.  Larocque’s specific knowledge of 

wrongdoing and the admission from Paul Lapierre that he and Scott had abused 

Claude Marleau did nothing to compel the Bishop to action.  The police were not 

advised of Scott’s activities and he was not investigated by police before he died. 

 

Larocque's knowledge of Scott and his colleague's sexual activities and his failure to 

take any action against them are concrete examples of non-compliance.  

 

Father Hollis Lapierre 

 

Hollis Lapierre was ordained in 1949 and served in the DAC from 1950 until 1975. 

He died on May 24, 1975.  Hollis Lapierre was also deceased when Marleau 
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reported his allegations to the Ontario Provincial Police and as such no investigation 

was done.  

 

During the criminal trial of Paul Lapierre, however, Paul indicated that Lapierre had 

been involved in the sexual abuse of boys. During his testimony, Paul indicated that 

Father Donald Scott had told him about Hollis’ relationship with Claude Marleau and 

that Hollis had commented to him about how “expensive” Marleau was.  

 Exhibit 163, Document 120906, Batespage 1130946 

 

Paul also testified that he was also told by Scott that Hollis kept Polaroid pictures of 

naked boys with the penis showing but not the face. Hollis died in 1975 and Scott 

was the executor of the estate. He had been asked to destroy those pictures and all 

of the magazines behind his bed. 

Exhibit 163, Document 120906, Batespage 1130947; 1130953 

 

Paul further testified that he informed Bishop Brodeur about the abuse by Hollis, 

but that the matter was never reported to authorities.  

Exhibit 163, Document 120906, Batespage 1130954-1130956 

 

During his testimony at the Inquiry, Bishop Durocher agreed that it would have 

been of real value to have someone from the Diocese monitoring Paul Lapierre’s 

criminal proceedings given the information that was revealed.   

Evidence of Paul Durocher, September 2, 2008, Vol. 273, p. 84  

 

It is difficult to imagine that the Diocese would not do exactly that. Other than 

incompetence the only other basis for such a tremendous oversight would be to 

avoid learning information which would require positive action by the DAC. This 

would be consistent with the DAC pattern of non-compliance and doing nothing.  

 

The testimony of Paul Lapierre at his criminal trials was at times disjointed and was 

clearly intended to, in part, divert attention from his own misdeeds.  That being 

said, Lapierre painted a picture of a DAC overrun with abuser priests who knew of 

each other’s activities, discussed them, and even shared victims.  Compelling 

evidence to suggest that Lapierre was mistaken or lying has never been presented.  
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Father Rene Dube 

 

The DAC response to allegations of abuse made against Father Rene Dube 

demonstrates the power that is held by the Bishop to respond to allegations of 

sexual misconduct as he sees fit, regardless of whatever policies or protocols exist.  

The response also definitively exposes the very negative side of its former Bishop, 

Eugene Larocque.  

 

Claude Marleau complained to police that he was sexually abused by a number of 

priests, one of whom was introduced to him in Montreal by Father Paul Lapierre.  

Following initial issues with positively identifying the name of the accused priest, 

charges were laid against Father Rene Dube. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 3, 2008, Vol. 317, pp. 163-165 

 

In response to the allegations against Dube, Larocque informed parishioners that 

Dube was innocent and that the judicial process would unveil the truth. Larocque 

went to visit the parish council and the finance council and informed them that he 

was morally certain that Dube was innocent.  Larocque’s certainty, he testified, was 

the result of a conversation that he had with Father Paul Lapierre, wherein Lapierre 

admitted to him that he and Don Scott had had sexual relations with Marleau as 

alleged, not Dube. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 51-54 

Exhibit 2121, Document 720193 

 

As a result of that alleged conversation with Lapierre, Larocque chose not to follow 

the protocol on dealing with allegations of sexual assault because he was morally 

certain that Father Dube was innocent.  As a result, the priest was not removed 

from ministry. 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 79-80 

 

The Executive Director of Children’s Aid Society, Richard Abell, urged that Dube be 

removed from active parish duty.  Larocque declined to do so, even in face of the 

policy recommending such action.  Larocque indicated that he had the freedom to 
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refuse Dube’s resignation and that he simply asked Dube to not to be alone with 

children unless they were coming for confession or spiritual advice.  

 Exhibit 2124, Document 721620, Batespage 7080476  

Exhibit 2126, Document 711917  

  

Larocque could have volunteered his inside information regarding Dube to Abell to 

put him and the CAS at ease with the situation. Instead Larocque opted for secrecy 

and non-compliance.  

 

During his testimony, Larocque insisted that Paul Lapierre admitted that he and 

Don Scott together had sexual relations with Marleau and that Marleau’s 

identification of Dube was quite simply wrong.  This knowledge, according to 

Larocque, permitted him to be morally certain that Dube was innocent and justified 

his decision to disregard the protocols that would have required him to remove 

Dube from Ministry.   

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 51-54 

 

If Larocque did indeed have this information, however, he kept it to himself and 

permitted Dube to stand trial for a crime Larocque knew he did not commit.  As 

disturbingly, Larocque’s failure to provide the information he had to the authorities 

contributed in a very meaningful way to Lapierre’s acquittal on charges in Ontario.  

As was put to him in cross-examination, Larocque preferred to remain silent 

thereby risking the well-being of one priest, rather than doing the right thing and 

compromising two. 

 

The supreme power of a Bishop in his own Diocese is of tremendous concern to 

those hoping for transparent, reliable and mandatory policies and practices dealing 

with how the DAC will respond in the future to allegations of sexual abuse.  While 

there are impediments to governments exerting full control over a Catholic Diocese, 

or the Canadian Church more broadly, pressure must be brought to bear on Bishops 

and Archbishops to relinquish their discretion in these matters.  The "moral 

certainty" of a Bishop will never be an acceptable substitute for the legal and social 

systems that the rest of Canadian society relies upon and trusts. 
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Father Romeo Major 

 

Moving on from the list of priests alleged to have abused Claude Marleau, Father 

Romeo Major is unique amongst DAC priests accused of sexual abuse, as his 

alleged victims were female. The response of Bishop Larocque to the allegations, 

however, again demonstrates his desire to protect the priest at the expense of 

ensuring the safety of children and youth. 

 

According to a reference in the notes of the Children’s Aid Society, dated November 

1, 1999, there was a phone call from Ontario Provincial Police officer Pat Hall to 

Bishop Larocque informing him about an investigation into allegations of Father 

Major touching a girl at St. Martyr’s Church 25 years earlier. 

 Exhibit 2128, Document 711914 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 91-93 

 

Despite Larocque’s knowledge of the allegation, Father Major was not charged until 

five months later and only once the information was made public was Father Major 

removed from his duties.  

 Exhibit 2129, Document 738421 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, p. 94 

 

Once charged, Father Major was sent to Southdown for treatment. Larocque’s main 

concern was in dealing with Major’s “character defects.”  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 99-101 

 Exhibit 2132, Document 738424 

 Exhibit 2133, Document 738432 

 

Charges against Major were eventually withdrawn on October 10, 2001, as the 

complainant suffered from a brain cancer and was no longer competent to continue.  

The matter was never tried on its merits. Larocque was aware of these 

circumstances.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 104-106 

 

Shortly after the charges were withdrawn, Larocque wrote a letter to Major’s 

parishioners. The letter indicated that it was with joy that he was returning Major to 
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his function as a pastor and that after a year and a half the court found that there 

was no juridical case.  Larocque’s liberties with the truth in this case are hardly 

surprising, but no less disappointing. 

 Exhibit 2134, Document 108994 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 106-108 

 Exhibit 2135, Document 102636 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 113-116 

 

In reinstating Father Major to his duties, Bishop Larocque never consulted with 

anyone else in the Diocese about the reinstatement, nor was there any form of 

internal investigation concerning these allegations.    

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 119 

 

Father Major was returned to ministry with the Bishop having no knowledge of the 

truth or falsity of the allegations against him.  No investigation was conducted by 

the DAC.  No canonical process was invoked.  Instead, the Bishop expressed his 

great joy and turned over a parish to a priest who had been not only accused by 

charged by the police.  At some point in the analysis, any argument that Bishop 

Larocque was from a by-gone generation, that he was bumbling, or that he simply 

didn’t know any better has to give way to a recognition that he knew exactly what 

he was doing and that he makes no apologies for it.  Larocque could not offer any 

reasonable explanation for his actions in this case and the Commission should not 

exert its energy searching for one. 

 

Father Yvon Royer 

 

Monsignor Lebrun, a current priest of the DAC, testified that, in 1970, he received a 

disclosure that Father Yvon Royer had attempted to touch a 15 year old boy and 

another young boy his age.  Monsignor Lebrun went to see Bishop Proulx at the 

time and informed him of the situation. The next day, Father Royer was gone from 

the Diocese. Father Royer was not incardinated in the DAC but he had been 

ministering at the Church of Nativity prior to the allegation. 

Evidence of Monsignor Rejean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 206-207 
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The evidence of Lebrun on this point was unexpected but is perfectly consistent 

with what we know of the DAC’s past practices.  An allegation was received, it was 

reported to the bishop and the priest was shuffled out of the DAC.  This is another 

case of the silent shuffle hard at work.  

 

Father Francoise Lefebvre 

 

Bishop Larocque was a sent a letter, dated May 5, 1995, from lawyer Howard 

Yegendorf. The letter alleged that Father Lefebvre sexually abused Andre Gauthier 

from approximately 1955 to 1975, with the abuse commencing when Gauthier was 

approximately ten years of age.   

 Exhibit 2148, Document 119192 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 270, p. 173  

 

Larocque indicated that he first gained knowledge of the situation in 1994, when 

Gauthier came to see Larocque on the recommendation of his psychologist.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque August 26, 2008 Vol. pp. 173-175 

Exhibit 1981, Document 737923 

 

Lefebvre had been a Chaplain at Sacred Heart Brothers, a private high school for 

grades nine and ten, for seven years.  When asked if he took any steps to assess 

whether there were any other victims, Larocque replied “I believed that I did ask if 

they had had any complaints, but I’m not positive of that.” 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 270, p. 176 

 

The fact that Larocque could not even confidently state that he must have taken 

some steps to determine whether Lefebvre had other victims is telling.  The 

Bishop’s complete and total disregard for those harmed by his priests is at least 

consistent. 

 

His non-compliance with RCC, CCCB and Diocese protocols on such a matter is also 

telling.  
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Father Gilles Deslauriers 

 

An examination of the DAC’s handling of allegations of abuse by popular priest 

Gilles Deslauriers is critical in more fully understanding the motivations of DAC 

actors, especially the Bishop, and its true priorities.  The Deslauriers situation 

exploded in to the public realm and involved a bizarre Diocesan committee, non-

Diocesan priests acting as advisors to the victims and their families, the media, the 

police, a defiant priest and a meddling Bishop whose close personal relationship 

with the perpetrator complicated the matter throughout. 

 

It must be remembered that this was the first incident of this nature that we know 

during Larocque’s tenure as Bishop. Shortly after this he had to deal with Carl 

Stone bringing boys into St. Joseph's Villa.  It is therefore in the light of those 

experiences that we must also examine how the DAC reacted later in the case of 

Father MacDonald and others.  

 

A special relationship with Bishop Proulx  

 

The allegations against Father Deslauriers surfaced during the reign of Bishop 

Larocque, but the problems with the priest need to be examined in relation to his 

dealings with the former bishop, Adolphe Proulx.  According to Larocque, 

Deslauriers had been Bishop Proulx’s secretary and right-hand man.  

 Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 21-22 

 

According to Monsignor Réjean Lebrun, Deslauriers was a good secretary for Proulx 

and Proulx was appreciative of Deslauriers’ services.  

Evidence of Monsignor Réjean, Lebrun July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 181-182 

 

While Proulx was taken with Deslauriers, a number of priests in the Diocese sensed 

that Proulx and Deslauriers shared more than a good working relationship. 

Monsignor Guindon, for example, was not terribly pleased with the close 

relationship between the two. 

Evidence of Father Bernard Ménard, July 28, 2008, Vol. 263,pp. 129-130 
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Larocque testified that Deslauriers had somewhat of an accelerated career when 

under Proulx, that Deslauriers was a friend of Proulx and that “everybody knew it”.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 199-200 

 

Larocque also testified to the unique career path that led Deslauriers to become a 

priest of the DAC. He went to a Dominican Seminary instead of St. Paul's like the 

other priests.  Also, unlike the typical seminarian, Deslauriers received a pay 

cheque from Bishop Proulx when he was going through seminary. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 200 

 

When Bishop Larocque became Bishop of the DAC, he discovered there was 

animosity amongst the other priests with respect to Deslauriers. The comments 

that Larocque got were that Deslauriers had the ear of the Bishop and that nobody 

else could get to the Bishop unless they went through him.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, p. 201 

 

On July 27th, 1978, Bishop Larocque appointed Deslauriers to be responsible for the 

Apostolate of the Young Francophones in the Diocese and full-time chaplain of the 

secondary school “La Citadelle”. Larocque appointed Deslauriers to “La Citadelle” at 

the specific request of the school’s principal, Jeanine Seguin. Larocque thought that 

Ms. Seguin and Deslauriers discussed the matter before Ms. Seguin came to see 

him. Larocque said that it was unheard of for a French language public school to 

want a Catholic priest as its chaplain.  He also expressed surprise that the school 

was willing to pay him a salary as well. Deslauriers reported to Jeanine Seguin for 

his work at the school but he was also under Larocque’s jurisdiction as a priest. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 25-27 

 

Deslauriers had been a chaplain at “La Citadelle” since 1977. Benoit Brisson 

remembered that Deslauriers was in school every day and that he had an office 

there.  

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, p. 18; p. 83 
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As a chaplain of “La Citadelle,” Deslauriers had access to the students of that school 

beginning in Grade 9 up until graduation.  

Evidence of Father Denis Vaillancourt, July 2, 2008, Vol. 250, p. 65 

 

According to Benoit Brisson, there was another connection between Deslauriers and 

Jeanine Seguin. Deslauriers was friends with Bishop Proulx  while Jeanine Seguin 

was friends with Bishop Proulx’ sister. When interviewed by Sergeant Ronald 

Lefebvre, Jeanine Seguin confirmed that she lived with Proulx’s sister. At some 

point in time, Jeanine Guindon (Monsignor Guindon’s sister), Jeanine Seguin and 

Bishop Proulx’s sister all lived at Deslauriers’ cottage.   

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, pp. 71-72  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264,  pp. 103-104 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270,  pp. 201-202 

Evidence of Monsignor Réjean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258,  pp. 181 

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010476 

 

As was later revealed, Deslauriers fraudulently held himself out as a psychologist 

and conducted “therapy” at the school. He made others believe that he was 

knowledgeable in the areas of psychology, sexology and philosophy. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 116-118 

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage7010476 

 

During the course of the CPS investigation in to later allegations of sexual abuse 

against Deslauriers, Sergeant Ronald Lefebvre spoke with Dr. Richard Blair of the 

Ontario Board of Examiners in Psychology on June 19, 1986 to ascertain if Father 

Deslauriers was registered with the Province of Ontario. He found out that 

Deslauriers was not registered as a psychologist in the Province of Ontario. A 

telephone call check was then made with the Province of Quebec; Mrs. Rabbat of 

the Corporation Professionelle des Psychologues du Quebec confirmed that Father 

Deslauriers was not a registered psychologist in Quebec either. 

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010474 

 

Furthermore, Sergeant Ronald Lefebvre telephoned the Provincial House of Jesuit 

Fathers in Montreal and spoke with a Father Pidgeon on June 30, 1986. Father 

Pidgeon related to Sergeant Lefebvre that, according to Deslauriers’ file, there was 
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no mention of any studies in either psychology or philosophy. He stated that 

Deslauriers had, sometime before 1966, worked at the University of Sudbury, in 

administration, and had taken some studies “classique” at St-Marie’s College.  

 Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010478 

 

Abuse of Benoit Brisson  

 

Benoit Brisson was a student at “La Citadelle” between 1974 and 1979.  He met 

Father Deslauriers during the 1977-1978 school year. 

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, p. 7 

Exhibit 78, Document 736992, Batespage 7142849 

 

In yet another situation where perpetrators of abuse in Cornwall are tied together, 

Brisson’s introduction to Deslauriers resulted in part because of a disconcerting 

contact that Brisson had with Nelson Barque.  Barque was the minister of 

communion in a DAC parish who eventually became a friend of the Brisson family. 

On one evening, when Brisson went to his office, Barque showed Brisson some 

hardcore pornographic materials. As a consequence, Brisson went to discuss 

Barque’s behavior with Father Deslauriers, in his capacity of spiritual advisor. 

Exhibit 72, Document 738435, Batespage 7167080 

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, pp. 36-40 

 

Barque's involvement as a minister of communion again highlights the common 

thread amongst many of the perpetrators in Cornwall: the DAC.  Not only was 

Barque Catholic, but he also had involvement as a lay staff member of the Diocese. 

He, of course, also worked with Ken Seguin for many years. As noted previously, 

Seguin met his good friend Charles MacDonald at seminary.  The ties to the DAC 

amongst perpetrators extend far beyond their general religious affiliations.  

 

In October 1978, Benoit Brisson completed his first R3 youth group sesssion and 

started his so-called “therapy” with Father Deslauriers.  Deslauriers took advantage 

of Brisson’s trust and began sexually abusing him. 

  Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, p. 187 
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Years later, on January 6th, 1986, Benoit telephoned his mother Lise and his father 

in Cornwall and told them that he was leaving his wife Denyse and that it had 

something to do with a person in his past. He was living in Montreal at the time. 

 

Having complete confidence in Father Deslauriers, Lise and her husband went to 

see Deslauriers to advise him that Benoit was leaving his wife and daughter. They 

were not aware at this time that Deslauriers was the reason for their son’s despair. 

Deslauriers told them to have Benoit come and see him.  Deslauriers was the 

spiritual advisor and counselor to her and her husband during their religion classes 

at Nativity Church. Their classes were called “ les exercices spirituels Saint-Ignace 

de Loyola “. 

 

On January 14th, 1986, Benoit traveled to Cornwall and confided in his parents that 

Deslauriers had sexually abused him. 

 

On January 17th, 1986, Benoit’s parents went to see Father Rhéal Bisaillon, who 

was a close friend, and told him what had happened to Benoit at the hands of 

Deslauriers. He told them to wait a week for him to get back to them as Bishop 

Larocque was out of town. 

 

On January 22, 1986, Lise met with Father Vaillancourt who was the assistant to 

Deslauriers in the “R3” religious youth group and told him what had occurred to 

Benoit. Father Vaillancourt appeared quite upset and could not understand how this 

had happened. Together they agreed that they should notify Father Bernard 

Ménard. 

 

Once Lise advised Father Bernard Ménard, he advised her that he would confront 

Father Deslauriers.  Father Ménard advised her after he had spoken with 

Deslauriers that Larocque had been advised of the allegations.  By late January of 

1986, Larocque was aware of the allegations against Deslauriers. 
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The following day, Lise received a telephone call from Bishop Larocque who asked if 

she and her husband would be willing to meet Deslauriers, who was going to ask 

for their forgiveness. 

 

On January 26th, 1986 Deslauriers came to the Brisson residence and spoke to Lise 

and her husband.  Lise recalled Deslauriers stating words to the effect that her son 

Benoit had not understood his “therapy”. When pressed further by her as to what 

he was intending to do with Benoit and the other individuals who had been affected 

by the events, Deslauriers broke down in tears. He asked for the Brissons’ 

forgiveness prior to leaving the residence. 

 

After her meeting with Deslauriers, Lise telephoned many former students that had 

been in the “Rcube” movement and several advised her that Deslauriers had also 

sexually abused them. She directed them to contact Father Vaillancourt. She also 

spoke with two priests who had been students at La Citadelle high school at the 

relevant time and they also admitted to having been sexually abused by Father 

Deslauriers. 

 
On February 8, 1986, Bishop Larocque met with Father Claude Thibault. Father 

Thibault had just been ordained the week before and Father Deslauriers was the 

priest who presented him for ordination. At that meeting, Father Thibault disclosed 

allegations of sexual abuse by Father Deslauriers to the Bishop.  

 Evidence of Father Claude Thibault, October 1, 2007, Vol. 143, pp. 77-79 

 

On February 12, 1986, Father Vaillancourt reported to the Bishop the existence of 

other victims of Father Deslauriers. 

  Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, p. 92 

 

A meeting took place between Bishop Larocque and Lise Brisson on February 13, 

1986. Lise Brisson told the Bishop that Father Deslauriers had sexually abused 

young men over and above her own son. Bishop Larocque told Lise Brisson that 

Father Deslauriers had deceived him.  

 Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 101-102; pp. 104 
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Despite the receipt of this information Larocque took no steps to locate the other 

victims but instead waited for them to trickle in to him. Another example of non-

compliance. 

 

Benoit Brisson did not remember whether he had met with the Bishop before or 

after his mother had met with the Bishop, but he did recall that Larocque told him 

that Benoit was a musician and, in the Bishop’s mind, being a musician meant a 

chap who lived a life of debauchery. At the meeting, Larocque did not reassure 

Benoit that he was not responsible for the sexual abuse that had happened to him. 

Benoit could not remember anything in particular from that conversation concerning 

what the Bishop was planning to do with Deslauriers, nor could he recall if 

counseling was discussed. 

  Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, pp. 25-27 

 

This meeting is one of the examples of the lack of senstivity and understanding that 

is ripe throughout the institutional response of the DAC when dealing face to face 

with victims.  

 

On March 10, 1986, Lise Brisson found out that Father Deslauriers was still a priest 

in Hull. 

  Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 106-107 

 

On March 21, 1986, Lise Brisson sent a letter to Monsignor Larocque, Monsignor 

Palmas, Monsignor Proulx, Monsignor Spence and Monsignor Cantin outlining the 

chronology of events concerning Benoit Brisson. 

 Exhibit 72 , Document 738435, Batespage 7167157 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 90-91 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 106-109 

 

After April 3, 1986, (the date on which the Deslauriers ad hoc committee was 

established), Lise Brisson found out that Father Deslauriers was a priest at Notre-

Dame-de-Lorette. 

 Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, pp. 117-119 

Exhibit 72, Document 738435, Batespage 71672255 
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On April 11, 1986, Lise Brisson sent a letter to Monsignor Bernard Guindon outlining 

a chronology of the events relating to the Deslauriers matter. 

  Exhibit 72, Document 738435, Batespage 7167157 

 Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 111-112 

 

Despite all this action, no one within the DAC or the greater RCC took any 

meaningful and effective action to assist the Brissons or to stop Deslaurier. 

 

Deslauriers ad-hoc committee  

 

In a letter sent by Father Ménard to Bishop Larocque on March 25th, 1986, Father 

Ménard expressed his concern regarding Father Deslauriers exercising ministry at 

the Diocese of Hull.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 125-127 

 

In discussing the situation from the point of view of the victims, Father Ménard said 

that Bishop Larocque’s actions regarding Father Deslauriers appeared to be an 

effort to give Father Deslauriers security, to prevent him from being “disturbed” by 

the entire situation and keep everybody quiet, while taking the risk that Father 

Deslauriers makes new victims. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 125-127 

 

In his letter, Father Ménard mentioned that, in order to avoid a trial regarding the 

issues surrounding the Father Deslauriers matter, Bishop Larocque should 

constitute a committee which could gather the evidence and the victims’ 

recommendations and prove that the Diocese acted in a concerted fashion. Bishop 

Larocque said that Father Ménard’s letter was the reason why he created the 

Deslauriers ad-hoc committee. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 128-129 

 

Bishop Larocque established the Deslauriers ad-hoc Committee on April 3, 1986. 

The Committee was comprised of Monsignor Bernard Guindon, Jacques Leduc and 

Sister Claudette Pilon, who were to hear from Father Deslauriers, Father Claude 
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Thibault, Father Bernard Ménard, Father Denis Vaillancourt, Father Rhéal Bisaillon 

and the parents and youth who wished to address the Committee. 

  Exhibit 72, Document 738435, Batespage 7167074 

 

At the point Bishop Larocque initiated the ad hoc committee, he had “moral 

certitude” that Father Deslauriers had committed sexual misconduct with young 

people. In the eyes of the Church, that was considered the “worst crime.” Bishop 

Larocque testified that he did not see a reason to invoke the canons and to start a 

canonical trial of Deslauriers.  Again, non-compliance.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 219-221 

 

The purpose of the ad hoc committee was to inquire into the allegations against 

Father Deslauriers by interviewing possible victims and their parents, rendering 

assistance when needed and submitting their findings and recommendations to the 

Bishop.  

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010470 

 

Monsignor Bernard Guindon, the Chairman of the Deslauriers ad hoc committee, 

stated that he had asked Father Deslauriers to attend, but the Father refused 

stating that he did not recognize such a committee. 

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010470 

 

One of the members of the Deslauriers committee, Sister Claudette Pilon, said that 

she was aware of the scandal that might ensue if the allegations against Father 

Deslauriers got out into the public.  Pilon testified that Monsignor Guindon was also 

aware of the scandal that would happen and that it would affect the Church and the 

people. In the report of the Deslauriers ad-hoc committee, Jacques Leduc had a 

very lengthy comment about the allegations getting out into the public and the 

effect that that might have on the Diocese.  Leduc expressed concerns about the 

possibility of civil litigation and about the fact that there might have been a breach 

of fiduciary relationship. 

Exhibit 72, Document  738435, Batespage 7167197-198 

Evidence of Claudette Pilon, 23 July 2008, Vol. 260, p. 31 
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Pilon testified that the members of the Deslauriers ad hoc committee discussed 

amongst themselves the possibility of paying Benoit Brisson $32,000 to help him in 

his therapy. Pilon did not remember who raised the issue of paying that money to 

Brisson but she remembered part of the discussion being not only that they should 

pay Benoit Brisson $32,000 but that he should also be asked for confidentiality in 

return.  She understood the point of that to be that it would avoid scandal. She 

conceded that it was possible that the purpose of the projected settlement was, in 

part, to prevent Brisson from bringing a civil action against the Diocese.   

  Evidence of Claudette Pilon, July 23 2008, Vol. 260, pp. 19; 32-35 

 

The fact that this earlier committee had debated paying Brisson exactly $32,000, 

the same amount ultimately paid to David Silmser by the same Diocese as part of 

an illegal settlement, can hardly be chalked up to coincidence.  

 

The Brisson/Deslauriers matter was the birthplace of what occurred with David 

Silmser. In both situations the desperate desire to avoid scandal led the DAC to 

suggest a form of "hush money" under the guise of "counseling costs". Is it not odd 

that in neither case is any form of written or assessed estimate of the counseling 

needs presented or obtained by the Diocese before they seriously consider paying 

out such large sums of money? In the case of Silmser the Bishop insists it was to 

pay for his counseling but in saying that Larocque wants us to believe that he 

commits that much Diocese money without even an estimate of the cost or an 

assurance the money will be used for that end.  

 

Not only was the payout aspect of the Brisson and Silmser matter similar, but so 

was the focus on confidentiality.  

 

Secret aspects/confidentiality sworn 

 

Pilon recalls swearing an oath of confidentiality administered by Monsignor Guindon 

each day before beginning her work with the ad-hoc committee. Pilon did not know 

from where Monsignor Guindon derived the authority to administer that oath, nor 

did she ever discuss with him the penalty for breaking that oath. She said that it 
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was not much of an issue for her, because she was not going to break that oath in 

any event. 

 Evidence of Claudette Pilon, July 22 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 183-184 

Evidence of Claudette Pilon, July 23 2008, Vol. 260, p. 25 

 

According to Pilon, Monsignor Guindon took an oath of confidentiality as well. 

Evidence of Claudette Pilon, July 22 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 184-185 

 

When interviewed by Sergeant Ronald Lefebvre, the Chairman of the Deslauriers ad 

hoc committee, Monsignor Guindon, stated that he had taken an oath of secrecy to 

the Bishop, regarding this inquiry, and, therefore, could not reveal any information, 

or names of victims, etc. 

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010470 

 

This is non-compliance approaching obstruction.  

 

Failure to notify secular authorities 

 

Not surprisingly given that Diocesan actors were quite literally swearing oaths of 

secrecy throughout their handling of the Deslauriers affair, the allegations against 

Deslauriers were never reported to the CAS by the Bishop or any other Diocesan 

actor. No secular authority was notified.  

 

According to Claudette Pilon, nobody informed the school board or the directors of 

the Glengarry regional secondary school about the allegations against Father 

Deslauriers. Bishop Larocque said that he did not find it necessary to discuss the 

Deslauriers matter with those public institutions, as the Deslauriers matter 

eventually became public through the media.  

Evidence of Claudette Pilon, July 22 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 189-190 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 3-4 

 

Jacques Leduc acknowledged that he was aware that Father Deslauriers was a 

chaplain at “La Citadelle” High School and that that position put him in contact with 

young people.   Even so, Leduc could not remember giving advice to the Diocese 
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about informing the school board about the situation.  He could say that he did not 

inform the school board personally. 

Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 17, 2008, Vol. 256, pp. 139-140 

 

“La Citadelle” did not at any point conduct an independent investigation regarding 

Father Deslauriers. The number of known victims is not known to this day.  

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, pp. 69  

 

The Deslauriers committee did not recommend that the matter be reported to the 

police, nor could Larocque recall discussing the option. Larocque said that reporting 

the matter to the police was not something that he considered in 1986.  Instead 

Larocque claimed to have acted in accordance with canon law.  He conceded that 

he was trying to avoid the scandal.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 2-3 

 

Larocque's ad hoc committee was anything but in accordance with Canon Law. Even 

Deslauriers pointed this out to Larocque!  

 

Even after coming back from a disconcerting meeting in Hull with Proulx and 

Deslauriers, Larocque did not consider alerting the police. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 137 

 

Note only were secular authorities not informed but the very community at risk was 

not notified. Again DAC chose the avoidance of scandal over the protection of young 

people.  

 

During a March 4, 1986 meeting of the Senate, Father Roméo Major asked Bishop 

Larocque how to respond when people asked why Father Deslauriers had suddenly 

left. Bishop Larocque advised that, in order to preserve Father Deslauriers’ good 

name, his priests were to tell people that Father Deslauriers had left for personal 

reasons. 

Exhibit 1850, Document 740607, Batespage 7181425 
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Bishop Larocque testified that he could not remember if the explanation that he 

gave regarding Father Deslauriers leaving the Diocese was the truth or whether he 

may have told them that Deslauriers “left for personal reasons”.  Again, the fact 

that Larocque could not unequivocally state that he would have done the proper 

and honest thing is quite telling. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 114-115 

 

Once the allegations against Deslauriers became public, concerns arose that 

Deslauriers had also manipulated many of the adults he had been dealing with. 

Father Bernard Ménard testified that people were concerned that Deslauriers was 

more than a manipulator and that he was in fact dangerous. Father Ménard was 

being warned by people not to meet Deslauriers alone out of fear for his personal 

safety. In his dealings with the parishioners and perhaps even other priests of the 

Diocese, Father Ménard got the impression that people were very concerned about 

what type of man Deslauriers was. 

Evidence of Father Bernard Ménard, July 28, 2008, Vol. 263, pp. 134-135 

 

On Tuesday, June 26, 1986, CPS Constable Herb Lefebvre spoke with Reverend 

Connors, a Franciscan priest and doctor of psychology, of the Southdown 

Rehabilitation Centre in Aurora, Ontario.  Sergeant Lefebvre described Father 

Deslauriers’ case to Reverend Connors.  Reverend Connors’ opinion was that 

Deslauriers had a character disorder bordering on psychopath. He said that 

Deslauriers was calculating and manipulative and he believed Deslauriers to be 

dangerous.  

Exhibit 1883, Document 703440, Batespage 7010466 - 7010467 

 

Prior knowledge of abuse by Father Deslauriers 

 

It became apparent during the course of the DAC’s institutional response evidence 

that Father Deslauriers’ transgressions did not come as a shock to everyone within 

the DAC.  In fact, the evidence suggests that several people had concerns over the 

years but that no steps were taken. 
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During his testimony, Monsignor Réjean Lebrun stated that, in 1968, when he was 

at Alexandria, a mother came to see him and told him that Father Deslauriers was 

asking her son indiscreet questions of a sexual nature. Monsignor Lebrun never 

followed up on that information at any point.  

Evidence of Monsignor Réjean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 170-173 

 

Inaction and non-compliance in this situation allowed Deslauriers to continue to 

abuse for another two decades. Had proper action been taken it is possible 

Deslauriers could have been stopped before Ben Brisson and his classmates were 

even born.  

 

In 1982-1983, Father Bisaillon was approached by Monsignor Aimé Leduc and, in a 

very discreet manner, he was asked whether he had ever heard about Father 

Deslauriers having sexual contact with young people. The response was negative 

and it appears that Monsignor Leduc did not raise the issue again. Unfortunately, 

Monsignor Leduc was deceased by the time of the Inquiry.  Inexplicably, there is no 

evidence that Bisaillon ever followed up on Leduc’s query. 

Exhibit 72, Document 738435, Batespage 7167086 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 209-210  

 

Monsignor Lebrun told the police that he personally met with Father Deslauriers on 

February 14, 1986, following a telephone call from the priest asking Monsignor 

Lebrun to come to see him on an important personal matter. Father Deslauriers 

sounded highly distressed on the telephone. While he was on his way to meet with 

Father Deslauriers, having not heard anything of the allegations against Deslauriers 

at that point, Lebrun admitted that he wondered if this had something to do with 

Father Deslauriers' relationships with youth. The fact that Lebrun would receive a 

telephone call from a distressed Deslauriers and ponder whether it may have 

something to do with youths is very telling. 

Evidence of Monsignor Réjean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, pp. 177 

 

In a letter dated March 25, 1986 to Reverend Francis Spence, two parishioners, 

Marcelle Villeneuve and Therese Emard, stated that they knew from trustworthy 

sources that Bishop Larocque had been warned of Father Deslauriers immoral 
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behaviour on two different occasions over a period of three years. Not only did 

Bishop Larocque do nothing to stop these actions, he did not even believe the 

warnings. The letter expressed great frustration in that Bishop Larocque had done 

nothing about Father Deslauriers  

 Document 118850, Batespage 1116375  

 

In May of 1986 the Brissons reported the sexual abuse by Father Deslauriers to the 

Cornwall Police Service.  

 Exhibit 76, Document 703391, Batespage 7010337; 7010352 

 

By the time the Brissons decided to make Benoit’s abuse story public and go to the 

police, there was some real frustration on their part regarding the way in which the 

DAC responded to their concerns. Father Ménard advised the Brissons that the DAC 

was not going to deal with the matter the way it needed to be dealt with. He told 

them that he had given it his best shot and he had done what he could to get the 

Diocese to act and it just was not working.  Father Deslauriers was still an active 

priest, even after the ad hoc committee was convened.  Lise Brisson testified that 

she saw Father Deslauriers at Trois-Rivieres, giving Mass, between the dates of 8th 

and the 15th of August, 1986. 

 Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, pp. 96-97 

 

Father Deslauriers was arrested by July 4, 1986 and charged with eight counts of 

indecent assault and eight counts of gross indecency. The abuse leading to charges 

took place between the years 1978 and 1984 and involved nine males. Father 

Deslauriers was subsequently sentenced to two years probation after pleading 

guilty to four counts of gross indecency. The terms of his probation were such that 

Father Deslauriers reported to a probation officer and Bishop Adolphe Proulx.  

Exhibit 76, Document 703391 

Document 721623  

 

Bishop Larocque was interviewed by Sergeants Ron and Herb Lefebvre on May 27, 

1986. They asked Bishop Larocque for a copy of the Deslauriers ad-hoc committee 

report and he refused, arguing that it was confidential.  

Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010469-7010480 
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The officers returned at a later date to interview Larocque.  Larocque refused to 

cooperate agreeing only to provide information already known publicly. He said that 

he did not want to lose the trust of his priests and that he therefore did not want to 

answer any questions.  He went so far as to advise the police officers that even if 

he was called to testify in court, he would not answer questions.  Larocque advised 

that he would rather go to jail first.  At some point, Bishop Larocque was 

summoned to testify at the preliminary inquiry but was not called to testify.  

Larocque conceded that even if he had been called to testify, he would have refused 

to answer any questions.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 18-2 

 

Larocque demonstrated as early as 1986 he was willing to push his non-compliance 

to obstruction.  Refusing to testify as he did was both legally and morally 

contemptuous.  

 

Father Deslauriers is transferred to another Diocese  

 

Father Bernard Ménard testified that he was personally upset and frustrated by 

Deslauriers’ transfer to Hull.  He therefore went to Hull to challenge Father 

Deslauriers and to talk to Bishop Proulx. Father Ménard suggested that he did not 

understand how the Bishop could reconcile the idea that Father Deslauriers had 

been exposed as a manipulator and yet, at the same time, he could end up in 

ministry in another Diocese. 

Evidence of Father Bernard Ménard, July 28, 2008, Vol. 263, pp. 119-123 

 

Monsignor Réjean Lebrun stated in his evidence that the fact that Deslauriers was 

serving Mass in the Diocese of Hull, was residing there and was under the 

supervision of Bishop Proulx gave rise to a lot of protest, especially from the 

victims. Monsignor Lebrun had concerns around that time about Deslauriers being 

under the supervision of somebody that he had a pre-existing relationship with. 

Evidence of Monsignor Réjean Lebrun, July 21, 2008, Vol. 258, p. 183 
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When Bishop Larocque confronted Deslauriers, on February 13, 1986, about the 

information he had gathered in relation to Deslauriers’ sexual abuses, Deslauriers 

said that his actions were a form of therapy. Larocque asked Deslauriers to leave 

the DAC and relieved him of all faculties in the Diocese. Larocque advised 

Deslauriers that he was sending him on a three-month renewal and rehabilitation 

program and that he had to go for psychological treatment. When he was asked to 

leave the Diocese, Deslauriers asked Larocque if he could go to the cottage of 

Bishop Proulx. Larocque agreed to this.  

Exhibit 75, Document 118846, Batespage 1116355 

Evidence of Father Bernard Ménard, July 28, 2008, Vol. 263, pp. 18-20 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 94-100 

 

In 1986, Larocque went to see Bishop Proulx to discuss the issues surrounding 

Deslauriers’ sexual abuses. At that meeting, Deslauriers was present the whole 

time.  Larocque found that uncommon. He thought that that might be another sign 

of Deslauriers’ manipulation. Larocque remembered that he was coldly received by 

Monsignor Proulx. Larocque did not remember Proulx’s exact words, but his overall 

impression was that Proulx was upset that he put Deslauriers through that ordeal. 

At that meeting, Larocque asked Proulx to supervise Father Deslauriers’ ministry. 

Proulx did not seem to agree with Larocque’s suggestion. Larocque had the 

opportunity to discuss with Proulx the magnitude of the allegations, but Deslauriers 

was there to dispute everything that Larocque had to say. At that meeting, 

Deslauriers reiterated that he had made efforts to help the young people through 

his therapy. After the meeting, Larocque had the impression that he was 

unsuccessful. He left without receiving any firm commitment that Deslauriers was 

going to be removed from his ministry.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 130-134 

 

In a letter dated December 9, 1986, Larocque wrote to Proulx that he was ready to 

excardinate Deslauriers. Larocque wrote that the act of excardination met the 

canon law requirements. Prior to issuing the act of excardination, Larocque had 

consulted Monsignor Guindon (who had a doctorate in canon law) and Father 

Vaillancourt, his chancellor (who had a license in canon law) regarding the  
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particulars of the act of excardination. 

Exhibit 2053, Document 118900, Batespage 1116459 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 29, 2008, Vol. 264, pp. 50-51 

 

In a letter dated December 16th, 1986 from Proulx to Larocque, Proulx advised that 

he had consulted with Father Frank Morrisey. Proulx said that he was advised by 

Morrisey that the act of excardination should be done without conditions. In the 

December 16th letter, Proulx (who was a canonist himself) wanted to reserve the 

right to consider or not Larocque’s monitions. Later, Proulx submitted a model of 

letter of excardination to Larocque, who, at his turn, had a consultation with his 

specialists in canon law. 

Exhibit 2055, Document 118903, Batespage 1116462 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 54-58 

 

Proulx wrote another letter to Larocque, on January 15, 1987, in which he said that 

the excardination should be done unconditionally and that the “excardination 

formula” proposed by Father Morrisey should be utilized in the case of Father 

Deslauriers. In the above letter, Proulx essentially asked Larocque to remove all 

references to criminal proceedings from the excardination/incardination file, as the 

letter of excardination was a public document. 

Exhibit 2059, Document 118909, Batespage 1116470-1116471 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 67-70 

 

Finally, the act of excardination was reformulated by Father Vaillancourt. As Proulx 

requested, all references to criminal proceedings were removed from Deslauriers’ 

ex-cardination/ incardination file.  

 Exhibit 1852, Document 118914, Batespage 1116476 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 70-72 

 

Canon Law, which on this issue was open to various interpretations, was 

interpreted in a manner that favoured the perpetrator priest and neutralized even 

the most minor efforts to protect the public. It should be noted that Father Frank 

Morrisey was relied upon by Proulx to give that interpretation. What all the Canon 

lawyers should have been advising their Bishops was that Deslauriers had 
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committed serious canonical crimes for which he needed to be punished and 

possibly defrocked.  

 

In his evidence, Father Vaillancourt stated that, during that process, he never 

suggested to Larocque that Deslauriers should not be excardinated.  He never 

suggested to Larocque that Deslauriers should remain in the Diocese so that 

Larocque could keep an eye on him and have control over him. He never suggested 

to Larocque that Deslauriers should no longer be a priest at all. 

Evidence of Father Denis Vaillancourt, July 2, 2008, Vol. 250, p. 65 

 

When interviewed by Sergeants Herb and Ronald Lefebvre, Larocque acknowledged 

that Deslauriers had a very forceful character and that the man could manipulate 

people. The Bishop felt that Deslauriers could also influence Bishops.  

 

The truth is that Larocque was the head of the Diocese at the time of the 

Deslauriers matter.  The ultimate outcome is that Larocque allowed Deslauriers to 

be incardinated to another Diocese with no restrictions. 

 Exhibit 1785, Document 703441, Batespage 7010471 

 

On this matter Larocque wants us to believe that he was manipulated by 

Deslauriers and to a lesser extent by his predecessor, Bishop Proulx. Anyone 

familiar with Larocque's character can tell that he is not easily manipulated. This 

suggested rationale is not consistent with Larocque's form of leadership on other 

matters. The only possible conclusion is that Larocque intended to transfer 

Deslauriers out of the DAC to minimize the scandal in his own Diocese. The children 

of Hull were Bishop Proulx's responsibility, not his.  

 

Larocque let Deslauriers leave his control. That situation led to serious potential for 

Deslauriers to abuse again, this time in Hull.  

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, August 28, 2008, Vol. 271, p. 42 

 

What should have been done is an application to the Vatican by Bishop Larocque on 

behalf of DAC for Deslauriers to be dismissed from the priestly state.  The existence  
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of criminal convictions in the secular realm would expedite the process.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 190. 

  

In July 1987, immediately after Bishop Proulx’ death, Deslauriers left the Diocese of 

Hull and went to the Diocese of Saint-Jerome. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, p. 73 

 

The ultimate result then of Bishop Larocque and the DAC's institutional response in 

the case of Deslauriers was a form of non-compliance bordering on obstruction that 

put many more children at risk in both the Diocese of Hull and the Diocese of Saint-

Jerome. Most disturbing is the fact that the institutional record retention policies 

and emphasis on secrecy meant that it is likely that both the clergy and the 

communities in the Diocese of Saint-Jerome had no warning of what risk 

Deslauriers represented to their young people when he arrived there years later.  

 

Father Deslauriers’ “nest egg”  

 

In October or November of 1986, Reverend Gordon Bryan wrote a memo to Bishop 

Larocque to tell him that he had discovered a bank account in the name of Father 

Gilles Deslauriers, containing approximately $150,000. For that reason, Bryan 

wrote that he could not justify writing any more cheques to Deslauriers for his 

salary. Although he could not prove it, Reverend Bryan told Larocque that he 

believed those funds had been collected for Diocesan vocations.  Bryan testified 

that this belief resulted mainly because in phoning Deslauriers’ former parish, Sacré 

Coeur, Reverend Bryan was told that they had some legacies that had been given 

to Deslauriers for vocations. 

 Exhibit 1957, Document 118897, Batespage 1116456 

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 23, 2008, Vol. 260, pp. 80-81 

 

Larocque was surprised to find out that that account existed. Deslauriers never 

informed the Bishop that he received that money from various parishioners. That 

was the reason why that money was never registered in the Diocese’s pro formas. 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 37-39 
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In a letter that Larocque wrote to Deslauriers, he mentioned that the vocational 

center account had “more than $140,000”.  The letter was followed by a phone 

conversation in which Deslauriers told Larocque that most of the money in that 

account belonged to him from his salary. Only a small part of that money was 

donated by parishioners for the vocational center. Deslauriers did not identify in 

that phone conversation how much money was his and how much money belonged 

to the parishioners.  

 

In the phone conversation, Larocque asked Deslauriers to return the funds that 

belonged to the Diocese. Larocque did not remember if Deslauriers promised to 

bring proof that some of the money in that account was his own. 

  Exhibit 1958, Document 118898, Batespage 1116457 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 39-41 

 

Enclosed with a letter dated December 17th, 1986, Deslauriers sent Larocque a 

cheque, representing the money that he received for the vocational centre. In that 

letter, Deslauriers mentioned that he opened the account for the vocational centre 

at the suggestion of Monsignor Aime Leduc. Monsignor Leduc was the Bursar of the 

Diocese Alexandria-Cornwall before Reverend Bryan. The amount that Deslauriers 

had sent was less than $140,000 (it was just a small portion of the amount 

originally identified).  

 

On December 24, 1986, Larocque wrote to Deslauriers and acknowledged receiving 

some money from the vocational account. No significant sum was received 

according to Diocesan financial statements. 

 

Larocque did not remember what had happened to that cheque (whether it was 

deposited somewhere or whether it was given to somebody). Larocque’s evidence 

was that, in the ordinary course of business, whenever he received a cheque, he 

would not deposit the cheque himself. Reverend Bryan testified before the Inquiry 

Commission that he had never received that cheque from Larocque.  

  Exhibit 1957, Document 118897, Batespage 1116456 

Exhibit 2056, Document 118904, Batespage 1116463 

Evidence of Bishop Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 59-62 



 

 369

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 23, 2008, Vol. 260, pp. 84-88 

 

The lack of financial accountability for Diocesan and Diocesan-related funds is 

concerning, particularly in relation to the problematic behaviours of certain priests 

and in light of the payment to victim David Silmser, in order to keep the matter 

involving Father Charles MacDonald quiet. It has been said that covering up sexual 

abuse costs money and a lack of fiscal accountability allows those funds to be 

mustered for the illicit purposes of suppressing complaints.  

 

Bishop Larocque denied help to Lise Brisson 

 

The members of the Deslauriers ad hoc committee had offered, at some point, to 

help Benoit Brisson with counseling or to pay for his counseling.  

 

However, Benoit was not ready to accept that offer from the Diocese at the time, 

especially since Deslauriers had abused him in the context of a therapy.  

Evidence of Benoit Brisson, October 11, 2006, Vol. 55, p. 41 

 

In light of this testimony, it becomes clear that the DAC's discussion of $32,000 for 

counseling costs for Ben Brisson was really about money to silence him.  

 

When Lise Brisson testified at the Inquiry, she stated that after his disclosure, Benoit 

was having a very difficult time coping.  Mrs. Brisson lived modestly and could not 

afford to pay for Benoit to get counseling, nor could Benoit afford to pay for his own. 

Mrs. Brisson approached Bishop Larocque to ask for help. Lise Brisson told Larocque 

that her son was having a very difficult time and that she could not afford to pay for 

counselling. She asked Larocque to loan the money to Benoit and to take her land as 

security for the loan. Larocque told her that the DAC was not a bank.  It was clear to 

Lise that he did not want to help at all.  

 Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 145-146 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, pp. 120-121 
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By this time the "cat was out of the bag" and there was no motivation for Larocque to 

pay off Ben Brisson, or in Larocque's mind to even fund the counseling which was 

required due to the actions of one of the DAC's own priests.  

 

Reverend Gordon Bryan was called into Larocque’s office after Lise had already spoken 

to the Bishop. By the time he arrived, Mrs. Brisson was already there and had had 

some discussion with Larocque.  Bryan’s evidence was that he did not have any idea 

what that meeting was about before he walked in. When he walked into the meeting, 

Larocque asked him whether he could look after a mortgage for Mrs. Brisson. Larocque 

never recapped his meeting with Mrs. Brisson, prior or following that request. He just 

asked Bryan if the Diocese was in a position to give Mrs. Brisson a mortgage. Bryan 

was not advised why Mrs. Brisson needed a mortgage. Bryan was not specifically told 

what the money was to be used for. 

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 24, 2008, Vol. 261, pp. 120-121 

 

Bryan assumed that if Mrs. Brisson were asking for a mortgage, it must relate to the 

Brissons’ small farming operation. According to his knowledge, Bryan believed that the 

mortgage was for a business.  

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 23, 2008, Vol. 260, p. 90 

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 24, 2008, Vol. 261, p. 122 

 

Bryan stated in his evidence that he was not particularly concerned with what the 

money was to be used for but rather whether or not the Diocese could afford to lend it. 

Bryan admitted that there were no details discussed while he was present at the 

meeting between Larocque and Lise Brisson. Bryan never discussed that matter with 

Larocque again and he never discussed that matter with Lise Brisson again. If we were 

to ask anyone about what was discussed at that meeting, it would be Lise Brisson or 

Larocque.  

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 24, 2008, Vol. 261, pp. 122-124 

 

Things stayed as they were for around three years and Benoit was again having a very 

difficult time. Lise Brisson called the Bishop again. She asked “what am I supposed to 

do when my 35 year old son comes to me crying?  It’s hard to handle. Isn’t there 
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something you can do?” and he responded that he had done all that he could. That was 

the last time that Lise Brisson spoke with Bishop Larocque. 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 5, 2006, Vol. 53, pp. 145-146 

Evidence of Lise Brisson, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, pp. 120-121 

 

Regardless of what the DAC had offered in 1986, Lise Brisson reiterated that she went 

back twice to ask Larocque for help and she was turned away both times. Also, Lise 

Brisson clarified that the last telephone call with Larocque was very shortly before he 

left the Diocese upon retiring. 

Lise Brisson Transcript, October 12, 2006, Vol. 56, pp. 120-121 

 

The DAC’s handling of the Gilles Deslauriers affair was characterized by 

insensitivity, secrecy, nonc-compliance and deliberate obstruction.  Despite being 

canvassed extensively at the Inquiry, it is difficult if not impossible to point to a 

single positive or appropriate step taken by the DAC.  An non-DAC priest 

attempting to assist the family of a victim in dealing with the DAC became so 

frustrated that he gave up and advised the family to report the matter to the police.  

The perpetrator priest was transferred to a Diocese even less well-equipped to 

handle him, given Bishop Proulx’s friendship with Deslauriers.  The Bishop boldly 

declared that he would rather go to prison than assist the police with their 

investigation.  A victim’s pleas for help were flatly refused.   

 

Unfortunately, the next major scandal to hit the DAC would not be handled any 

better. 

 

OBSTRUCTION 

 

The worst form of the DAC's institutional response is when it reached the level of 

obstruction, where Diocesan actors took positive action, misfeasance in a sense, in 

order to prevent matters of sexual abuse from being properly dealt with by secular 

institutions.   

 

The transferring of offender priests from jurisdiction to jurisdiction in order to 

prevent the matter from becoming public has been discussed in the non-compliance 
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section. Sometimes though, the transfer is done to defeat the ongoing investigative 

and prosecutorial efforts of secular authorities.   

Evidence of Father T. Doyle August 30, 2007, Volume 134 pp. 224-230 

Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, pp. 97-106 

 

When it done in this context is changes from non-compliance to obstruction.  

The movement of priests by the Church to avoid scandal contributed to these 

priests reoffending in many instances. The priests were not given any assistance 

and were transferred to a new jurisdiction where there were no safeguards put into 

place to prevent the further sexual abuse of minors.   

Evidence of Father T. Doyle August 30, 2007, Volume 134, pp. 224-230 

 

An example of moving a priest back and forth across an international border to 

defeat police investigation and also avoid further detection is the case of Father Carl 

Stone.  

 

Father Carl Stone  

 

An examination of the DAC’s dealings with Father Carl Stone and its handling of 

allegations of abuse relating to this deviant priest reveal a shameful history of 

obstruction through transfer.  The examination exposes two former Bishops of the 

Diocese as master manipulators and enablers of clergy sexual abuse of young 

persons. 

 

 

Father Carl Stone first came to the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall in 1957. At that 

time, Bishop Brodeur was informed of Father Stone’s prior sexual misconduct with 

boys. In a letter dated August 3, 1957, Brodeur was informed that Stone had been 

asked to leave the Diocese of Ogdensburg because of trouble “cum pueris” and that 

there had been problems prior to Stone coming to the Diocese of Ogdensburg. It 

was clear in the correspondence exchanged that the police in Ogdensburg were 

actively investigating the matter.  

 Exhibit 2065, Document 120477 

Exhibit 2066, Document 120337 
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According to the testimony of Bishop Larocque, “cum pueris” is the Latin term for 

“with children.”  He explained that it used to be a common practice of the Catholic 

Church to use a Latin phrase where a matter was potentially scandalous, such as in 

this case where a sexual problem with children was referenced. The message would 

be obvious to church officials fluent in Latin, but would be meaningless to the 

majority of people who might come across the writing.  This was intended to keep 

the matter as secretive as possible.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008 Vol. 270, pp. 73-75 

 

Disappointingly, but not surprisingly given what we now know about Brodeur, he 

allowed Stone to remain within the DAC despite his history of sexual abuse even 

after new concerns were raised about Stone visiting New York state.  A  letter to 

the DAC in 1958 stated that the “Bishop of Ogdensburg is greatly concerned, as 

there is a danger that the civil authorities would apprehend Father Stone if they 

thought that he was trying to contact certain young men in that community.” 

 Exhibit 2068, Document 120341 

 

Bishop Brodeur replied by letter that he had warned Father Stone that he would be 

expelled should he return to the Ogdensburg Diocese.   

 Exhibit 2069, Document 120342 

 

The motivation here was not the safety of children in Ogdensburg since Brodeur 

provided Stone unrestricted public ministry to the children of his own Diocese. The 

motivation in preventing him from returning to Ogdensburg was to obstruct and 

defeat the local secular police investigation.  

 

In that same letter, Brodeur gave us a chilling insight in to his practices as Bishop 

and a possible explanation for the influx of deviant priests that invaded this Diocese 

when he wrote: 

 

A pressing, a very pressing need for priests, a severe supervision by a 

conscientious pastor, a very good report from the latter, a personal 

weakness for ailing priests (to date, in 19 years as pastor and 17 years 
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as a bishop, with God's help, I have been instrumental in saving 18 

out of 20 unfortunate priests from despair and enabling them to 

resume their ministry) have influenced me to tolerate the presence of 

Father Stone in the diocese. 

 Exhibit 2069, Document 120342 

 

The names of the 20 unfortunate priests are not known to us today, nor are the 

identities of the two that he failed to “save.” It may be though that some of those 

20 find mention within these very pages.  

 

Despite the threat of expulsion and the fact that Brodeur described only tolerating 

Stone’s presence, Stone was later reported to have been back within the Diocese of 

Ogdensburg having boys in his camp overnight.  When those facts were uncovered, 

Brodeur was again advised about a concern with the authorities and that the “police 

are checking on the situation.”   

 Exhibit 2070, Document 120344 

 

Although Brodeur had purportedly threatened that he would expel Father Stone 

should he return to the Diocese of Ogdensburg, Father Stone remained in the 

Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall for five more years. 

 

On October 27, 1963, Bishop Brodeur wrote a letter indicating that Father Carl 

Stone had left the Diocese in August “when the Cornwall Police threatened to 

intervene after his misdemeanor.”  

Exhibit 2071, Document 120356 

 

Considering Brodeur's prior actions which were highly suggestive of an effort to 

obstruct and defeat the American police investigation into Stone, it is also as likely 

that Brodeur sent Stone out of Cornwall to obstruct the local police investigation.  

 

The contact between Bishops and the movement of priests across international 

borders to avoid criminal prosecution is clearly demonstrated in this case. The 

church, rather than addressing concerns of sexual abuse, merely transferred priests 

to avoid scandal and potential criminal charges.  The actions of Brodeur and his 
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fellow Bishop are despicable and evidence a complete disregard for the well-being 

of the children being preyed upon by Stone. 

 

In 1981, many years after Stone left the DAC for the first time, Bishop Eugene 

Larocque received a request from one of his priests asking if Father Stone could 

return.  Stone by the time of the request to Larocque had been staying with Father 

Gary Ostler for some time.  Ostler eventually requested that the Bishop interview 

Father Stone for the purposes of hiring him. Ostler had in the past been an altar 

boy of Stone’s while at St. Jean Bosco parish in Cornwall. The two had a 

considerable age difference but appeared to have a close relationship.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, p. 129 

Exhibit 2072, Document 120367  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, Aug 26, 2008, Vol. 270 p. 100 

 

Bishop Larocque testified that he was aware that Stone had been at Southdown for 

the treatment of sexual offences, prior to Stone coming to visit Father Ostler. 

Larocque was also aware that Stone had been convicted of a sexual offence in the 

United States. Upon receiving the request for Stone to remain in the DAC, Larocque 

reviewed Stone’s file and saw that it contained documentation relating to his 

transgressions in and around Cornwall in the 1950s and 60s.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, p. 129; p. 160 

Exhibit 2072, Document 120367 

 Exhibit 2075, Document 120370 

 

Despite his recorded history of sexual misconduct and criminal convictions related 

thereto, which demonstrated an unrepentant serial sexual offender, Larocque 

appointed Stone to work at St. Joseph’s Villa and at Mount Carmel House. St. 

Joseph’s Villa was a facility for elderly residents and Mount Carmel House was a 

treatment centre for alcohol addiction.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque July 30, 2008 Vol. 265, pp. 136 – 139 

 

The only restrictions placed upon Stone by Larocque were that he would not be 

placed in a work environment that involved direct contact with children and/or 

youths and that he was not permitted to be alone with boys in his room or car. 

Larocque testified that he notified Sister Dorothy Kane, who was the supervisor at 
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St. Joseph’s Villa, and also the supervisor at Mount Carmel House about Stone’s 

history.  Sister Kane did not testify to confirm Larocque’s claim that he advised her 

of Stone’s history. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 144-146  

 

It was revealed during the course of testimony at the Inquiry that the Mount 

Carmel Treatment Centre that Stone was assigned to work at was located right next 

door to Iona Academy, a Catholic school for children up to twelve or thirteen years 

of age.  Iona Academy officials were never warned of Stone’s presence or his past 

history.  Larocque conceded that he should have warned them during his testimony 

at the Inquiry.  He offered no apology or explanation for his inactions. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 96-98 

 

This theme of "I should have handled that differently" is found throughout 

Larocque's testimony whenever he is faced with evidence that he engaged in 

secrecy, non-compliance or obstruction. This response is inadequate in the 

circumstances. His failures should be brought to his attention by the Commission in 

its report and it should be emphasized to him that his behaviour formed a 

recognizable pattern which in the end resulted in denied justice, endangered public 

and devastated victims.  

 

When Father Stone re-entered the DAC, he was not restricted in any way from 

wearing his Roman collar or from carrying out his priestly functions. The power 

given to him to perform the sacrament was not restricted to any particular location.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 94-95 

 

Members of the community were not aware of Father Stone’s status as a sex 

offender and therefore did not know to take appropriate steps to protect children 

and youth. By allowing Father Stone to wear his priestly garb and continue to 

practice as a priest, community members were at great risk of misplacing their 

trust in the authority and goodness of this priest.   
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In a letter dated June 14, 1982, Bishop Eugene Larocque wrote a letter to the 

Immigration Department in which he requested permission for Father Stone, an 

American, to remain in the country to continue his work with the DAC.  

 Exhibit 2074, Document 120369 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 158-167 

 

A similar letter was sent to then Member of Parliament Ed Lumley. In that letter, 

Larocque asked for Lumley’s assistance in relation to Father Stone’s immigration 

status.   

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 158-167 

Exhibit 2075, Document 120370 

  

Lumley was the former Mayor of Cornwall and at the time Larocque wrote to him, 

was a Member of Parliament for Cornwall in the Federal Parliament. He was then 

the Minister in the government of Pierre Elliot Trudeau. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 109-110 

 

Larocque’s letter set out that Father Stone was convicted of a sexual offence in 

Albany, New York.  Larocque testified that he did not confirm with police authorities 

in Canada or the United States that this was the only time that Father Stone had 

been convicted of sexual offences.  Larocque was aware that there were multiple 

incidents reported against Stone in the past, but he did not include any mention of 

those in his letter.  Larocque acknowledged during his testimony that it would have 

been prudent to report the concerns about Stone more accurately in the letter.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 158-167 

Exhibit 2075, Document 120370 

  

The letter to Lumley also requested that “due to his role in the community I would 

ask that you keep this confidential.” Larocque testified that he made the request to 

keep the matter confidential as he wished to avoid scandal. The request was also 

made because Stone would have had a difficult time functioning as a priest as 

people would doubt the abilities of a convicted sex offender to exercise ministry.   

Exhibit 2075, Document 120370 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 129-130 
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This letter is an example of both secrecy and non-compliance at work.  

 

Larocque went on to meet with then Minister of Immigration Lloyd Axworthy on 

December 22, 1982 regarding Father Stone’s immigration status.  The fact that 

Larocque was meeting with a federal minister three days before Christmas 

evidences the urgent nature of the matter in Larocque’s mind and the influence he 

could and would exert to assist a sex offender priest.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 270 p. 118 

 

In a follow up letter dated January 20, 1983, the “Minister’s permit” was approved 

on seven conditions. The first condition was that Larocque was willing to be 

personally responsible for Stone and his behaviour in Canada. Larocque agreed with 

all of the conditions set out by Minister Axworthy. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 168-174  

Exhibit 2076, Document 120372 

  

Two years later, a letter dated February 12, 1985 was sent to Father Stone from 

Fern Lebrun, the manager of the Canadian Immigration Centre in Cornwall stating 

that it was unlikely that there would be a further extension to the “Minister’s 

permit.”  

 Exhibit 2078, Document 104408 

 

Larocque followed up with a letter dated April 2, 1985 to Lebrun indicating that he 

was very satisfied with Father Stone’s work and that he should stay in Canada or 

there would be 100 or so elderly people deprived of the work of a minister. Then 

Minister of Immigration Flora MacDonald was also copied on the letter. 

Exhibit 2079, Document 120385 

 

A few months later, while Stone’s immigration status was still up in the air, 

Larocque was contacted by Sister Kane, the supervisor at St. Joseph’s Villa.  Sister 

Kane wrote on June 9, 1985 that she had concerns about Father Stone. Her 

concerns included “the parade of young visitors with ear rings who visit the area in  
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the back of the Chapel.”  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 184-191 

Exhibit 2080, Document 120389 

  

The letter from Sister Kane also indicated that she was disappointed with 

Larocque’s initial response when she reported her concerns about Father Stone. The 

letter reads as an attempt to convince Larocque of the merits of the allegations.  

Sister Kane went so far as to provide a list of persons willing to attest to the 

behaviour of Stone.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 184-191 

Exhibit 2080, Document 120389 

  

Having been compelled to action by Sister Kane, Larocque wrote a letter to Stone 

indicating that he had verbal and written confirmation that three young men 

between the ages of 17 and 21 years had been going up to his room one after the 

other and that this had been blatantly going on for the last 6 months.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 194-200 

 Exhibit 2081, Document 120388 

 

Stone wrote a resignation letter on June 10, 1985. The letter does not refer to any 

misconduct.  Father Stone then returned to the United States.  

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 206-208  

Exhibit 2082, Document 120390 

 

 

Again in this letter we see another example of the longstanding effort by Church 

officials to not accurately document the reasons behind career actions resulting 

from incidents of sexual misconduct by priests.  

 

On June 21, 1985, Bishop Larocque wrote a letter to Fern Lebrun of Immigration in 

which Larocque indicated that it was no longer necessary to deal with the expiration 

of the “Minister’s permit.” 

 Exhibit 2083, Document 120391 
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Larocque did not inform Immigration of what transpired, even though he had an 

agreement with the Ministry of Immigration regarding Stone and even though 

Stone breached the conditions attached to his stay in Canada. 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 209-212 

 

There is no evidence that Larocque contacted Stone’s probation officer about his 

departure or the circumstances surrounding it either. He did not notify the other 

priests, the local police or other religious orders involved with Stone about what 

had transpired. Larocque also failed to do any kind of follow up to ensure that 

Stone did not become engaged in any subsequent ministry, either in the United 

States or Canada. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque, July 30, 2008, Vol. 265, pp. 209-216 

 

This is non-compliance to the point of obstruction since Larocque knew that Stone 

had violated the terms of his Immigration and also likely his probation as well as 

committed offences contrary to the criminal law of the land.  

 

The case of Father Carl Stone illustrates the extremes that the Diocese went to in 

order to prevent the public from gaining knowledge of sexual misconduct by its 

priests.  It is a despicable example of this public institution having no concern 

whatsoever for the protection of children and youth.  The DAC and its Bishops are 

exposed as concerning themselves only with the protection of the Church, their 

Diocese and their priests. 

 

Father Charles MacDonald  

 

The concerns relating to the DAC’s response to allegations of abuse by Father 

Charles MacDonald must be viewed in light of the extensive history of the DAC in 

keeping allegations of sexual abuse by priests a secret, in obstructing justice and in 

not complying with requests for information from the police.  

 

Even before Father Charles MacDonald was ordained into the Diocese, there were 

concerns about him. A report from the seminary, in June 1967, refers to Father 

MacDonald’s inappropriate behaviour with males and states that ordaining Father 
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MacDonald would be adventurous. Given this information the Diocese should have 

very seriously considered its decision to ordain Father MacDonald and if had still 

decided to ordain him, it should have taken steps to ensure that he was being 

monitored very closely.  There is no evidence that such steps were taken or that 

any serious consideration was given to Father MacDonald’ suitability for the 

priesthood.  

 Exhibit 2092, Document 120061 

 

The decision of the DAC to ordain and post Father MacDonald is one that many, 

many people would come to regret. 

 

David Silmser’s first disclosure of sexual abuse at the hands of Father MacDonald to 

the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall came in December of 1992 when he telephoned 

and spoke to Father Guindon, who declined to assist Silmser, asking rhetorically 

“what do you expect me to do?”.  While Mr. Silmser’s memory of this initial contact 

had faded by the time of his testimony at the inquiry, his statements to this effect 

are reflected in the notes of Peter Schonenbach, made on December 9, 1992. 

 Exhibit 1948, Document 200251 

 

Diocesan lawyer Jacques Leduc further confirmed Father Guindon’s initial dismissal 

of Silmser’s complaint in a statement to his civil lawyer, Peter Annis. 

 Exhibit 1887, Document 728050, Batespage 7162725 

 

At the time of Silmser’s disclosure to Father Guindon, the DAC had a policy in place 

that called for allegations of sexual abuse against clergy to be referred to the 

Bishop’s delegate for that purpose.  At the time of Silmser’s call in late 1992, that 

delegate was Monsignor McDougald. 

 

After being turned away from the DAC, Silmser contacted the Archdiocese of 

Ottawa and was put in touch with Monsignor Schonenbach, who discussed Silmser’s 

allegations against both Father MacDonald and Ken Seguin with him.  Schonenbach 

advised a colleague thereafter that they were dealing with a serious situation.  On 

the same day, Schonenbach contacted the DAC’s Chancellor, Father Denis 

Vaillancourt, who informed him that the delegate for the Diocese was Monsignor 
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McDougald.  Later that day, Schonenbach contacted McDougald and advised that he 

would organize a meeting with Silmser, after which he would send a report to 

McDougald.  It remains unclear why McDougald would agree to such an 

arrangement rather than advising Schonenbach that he would meet with Silmser 

himself pursuant to the DAC protocol given that Father MacDonald was an active 

parish priest within the DAC at this time. 

 Exhibit 1948, Document 200251 

 

On December 10, 1992, Monsignor Schonenbach met Silmser.  The meeting 

between Schonenbach and Silmser lasted at least an hour.   Schonenbach’s goal in 

drafting his report of the meeting with Silmser and sending it to McDougald was to 

show him that this was a serious matter and to make it clear that McDougald 

needed to meet Silmser.   At the meeting, Silmser again told Schonenbach that he 

had been abused by both Father MacDonald and Seguin.  At the end of the meeting 

with Silmser, Schonenbach advised that he was going to organize a meeting 

between Silmser and the Diocese.   

 Evidence of Msg. Peter Schonenbach, July 22, 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 34-48 

 

On December 11, 1992, Schonenbach sent a copy of his report of the meeting to 

McDougald, with a copy also sent to Bishop Larocque.  This report contained the 

first specific information received by the Diocese in relation to Silmser’s allegations 

against Father MacDonald.  Schonenbach advised, inter alia, that: 

 

• Silmser was a parishioner at St. Columban's parish who was a devoted altar 

server; 

• Several priests told Silmser he might become a priest; 

• Father MacDonald took a great interest in him; 

• Father MacDonald's inappropriate sexual behaviour towards Silmser 

culminated with a violent sexual assault when Silmser was 14 years old; 

• Silmser’s life was forever changed as a result of Father MacDonald's abuse 

and he had turned to crime; 

• Silmser had recently begun to turn his life around, was married with children 

and had a career; 
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• Silmser was asking for a letter from Father MacDonald acknowledging his 

wrongdoing so that he could show his mother that he was not a bad person; 

and 

• Silmser seemed like a credible person. 

Exhibit 311, Document 110167 

 

Silmser recalled that at the time he met with Schonenbach he wanted an apology 

for himself and a letter to his mother, who was a devout Catholic.  Silmser wanted 

to explain his prior bad behaviour to her as stemming from his childhood trauma. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 29, 2007, Vol. 85, pp. 87-92 

 

On December 21, 1992, Schonenbach received a letter from Malcolm MacDonald, 

indicating that Father MacDonald had retained his services. Also, he advised that he 

had a copy of the correspondence that Schonenbach had sent to McDougald on 

December 11, 1992. According to the letter, Malcolm MacDonald was dealing with 

McDougald in relation to the Silmser matter.   

Exhibit 1890, Document 109640 

 

During an earlier telephone conversation referenced in the letter, MacDonald had 

asked Schonenbach to facilitate a meeting with Silmser for the purpose of obtaining 

a detailed statement from Silmser (like a disclosure in criminal matters) and also to 

question Silmser about his willingness to take a lie detector on his statement.  

MacDonald also canvassed with Schonenbach the possibility of having Silmser meet 

with Father MacDonald directly.  During his testimony, Schonenbach expressed 

surprise at this latter request and at the fact that the priest would have a lawyer 

involved so early in the process.  Schonenbach testified that the proper process at 

the time would have been to have a meeting with the advisory committee and to 

then advise the Children’s Aid Society. 

 Exhibit 1161 

 Evidence of Msg. Peter Schonenbach, July 22, 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 80-85 

 

Monsignor Schonenbach’s dealings with the DAC and Silmser concluded on January 

18, 1993, after a telephone call from McDougald during which McDougald asked 
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Schonenbach to contact Silmser to arrange a meeting with Father MacDonald.  

Schonenbach, for obvious reasons, refused. 

 Evidence of Msg. Peter Schonenbach, July 22, 2008, Vol. 259, pp. 55-65 and 127-129 

 

On February 9, 1993 David Silmser met with Diocesan lawyer Leduc, Denis 

Vaillancourt and McDougald, the persons appointed by the Bishop under the DAC’s 

protocol.  The Diocesan actors met in advance of the meeting and agreed that 

Leduc would interview Silmser during the meeting and that Vaillancourt would take 

notes.  Leduc recalled that he had several duties, being to obtain further details of 

the allegations, to make recommendations to the Bishop and to assist Silmser. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 36-49 

 

Unfortunately, the notes of the meeting taken by Father Vaillancourt were not 

available to the Commission, although the reasons for same remain unclear and 

suspicious.  According to Vaillancourt when he discussed the matter with the CAS in 

October of 1993, he had a seminarian living with him in his parish at the time and 

did not want this person to stumble upon the document on his computer, so he 

destroyed it.  According to Vaillancourt’s statement to the OPP in June of 2000, 

however, he either gave the notes to the Bishop, gave them to McDougald or 

destroyed them.  We are therefore left to the memories of those involved to piece 

together what occurred at that meeting. 

 Doc 721671, Batespage 7081839 

 Exhibit 318, Batespage 7051862-4 

 

Leduc confirmed during his testimony that he solicited details of the abuse from 

Silmser at that meeting so that he could report back to the Bishop and so that they 

would have information with which to confront Father MacDonald.  Silmser was 

asked for the specific details of abuse. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, p. 53 

 

Leduc also recalled that Silmser specifically requested a letter of apology from 

Father MacDonald that he could provide to his mother.  Silmser at no time during 

this first meeting suggested that he wanted to be compensated or that he intended 
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to sue the Diocese.  Vaillancourt recalled the Silmser wanted an apology and 

counseling. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 55-58 

 Exhibit 318, Batespage. 7051862 

 

While the committee debated Silmser’s credibility and expressed concerns about 

same because of his refusal to provide complete details of the abuses, Leduc 

admitted during his testimony that he was not aware at the time of the meeting 

that victims of historical sexual abuse often take time to come forward with the 

allegations.  He also conceded that he did not consider that Silmser may have had 

trouble disclosing the details of his abuse by a priest in the presence of two other 

priests who worked with his abuser.  Leduc could not recall those factors being 

discussed by the committee members at all. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 73-77 

 

While the DAC protocol required the committee members to prepare a written 

report to be submitted to the Bishop, the protocol was again not followed.  Instead, 

the committee made “observations” to the Bishop, rather than recommendations.  

As Leduc wrote to the Diocese lawyer sometime later, the committee observed that 

Silmser’s anguish appeared real, that he was extremely emotional about what had 

occurred and that he “was either telling the truth or was one of the best actors 

possible.”  Despite these observations tending to support Silmser’s credibility, the 

DAC did not act in relation to Silmser’s allegations between the oral report of the 

committee to the Bishop in February of 1993 and August 1993.  Again, the protocol 

was disregarded. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 271-4 

 Exhibit 1887 

 

Bishop Larocque testified that the February 9, 1993 meeting between Silmser, 

Vaillancourt, MacDougald, and Leduc was critical so that he could have, in his 

words, “an accumulation of evidence that I needed in order to have moral certitude 

that he [Father MacDonald] was guilty.”  Larocque pointed to his lack of moral 

certitude as the reason that Father MacDonald was left to work in a parish with  
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unfettered access to children and young people.   

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 267, p. 12 

 

Larocque, as he had done repeatedly throughout his career, preferred to risk the 

safety of children rather than upset a priest or risk scandal. 

  

The recommended policy of the Canadian RCC was to immediately send the priest 

for treatment. That did not occur in this case. 

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.162 

 

Soon after Silmser’s initial meeting with the Diocese, the Bishop’s delegate initiated 

discussions of a possible settlement with Silmser.  Silmser advised Sebalj of the 

CPS on February 16, 1993 that McDougald had contacted him the previous day to 

discuss a settlement.  Her notes are very clear that Silmser advised her that the 

DAC had approached him, and not the other way around.  She also noted that 

Silmser did not entertain the conversation initiated by McDougald.   

Exhibit 295, Batespage 7063735 

 

Once a victim was involved with the police or other secular authorities the 

recommended policy of the Canadian RCC was for the Diocese to suspend its 

proceedings until the secular authorities were done. That did not happen in this 

case.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, vol 132, p.161 

 

According to Malcolm MacDonald’s notes, he met for more than one hour with 

Larocque and Leduc on February 22, 1993.  This meeting is a critical one in that it 

occurs shortly after the DAC’s initial meeting with Silmser and involves the three 

key players who would later be responsible for the illegal pay off to Silmser.  Not 

surprisingly, Larocque testified that he did not remember this meeting and Leduc 

denied that this meeting ever took place. 

 Exhibit 1900, Document 738224 

Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, p. 26 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 139-140 
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Malcolm MacDonald confirmed in a statement to the OPP on October 28, that the 

question of compensation being paid to Silmser was first raised in the early part of 

1993.  While he suggested that Silmser contacted McDougald, rather than the other 

way around, his recollection of the timing of the initial discussion of compensation is 

consistent with Silmser’s recollection and Sebalj’s notes. 

Exhibit 863, Batespage 7055936-37 

 

Malcolm MacDonald also indicated to the police that sometime later that spring, he 

was asked if he would contact Silmser.  MacDonald said that Leduc had reported 

back to him about what had happened at the interview and that later the question 

of money arose again and MacDonald was asked to contact Silmser, possibly by 

McDougald, to find out what Silmser meant by an apology and what else he 

wanted.  MacDonald advised the police that he had attended a meeting with Leduc, 

Bishop Larocque and McDougald wherein they discussed a nuisance settlement.  

MacDonald stated that McDougald wondered how much Silmser wanted and it was 

agreed that MacDonald would call and find out because Leduc said that he could not 

talk to Silmser and McDougald did not want to. 

Exhibit 863, see in particular Batespage 7055937-39 

Document 112628, Batespage 1064266-67 

 

MacDonald further stated that he called Silmser and explained that he was acting 

for Father MacDonald and that he had been asked by the Diocese to find out what 

Silmser wanted.  According to MacDonald, Silmser advised that he had gone 

through a certain amount of money for treatment and needed further treatment. 

With respect to quantum, MacDonald told the police: “And ah, that came to 

something like, twenty-two thousand dollars, he thought he needed. At least, ah, 

twelve thousand dollars. He thought he needed twenty thousand, like for 

compensation.” MacDonald stated that he relayed that information to both 

McDougald and Leduc. 

Exhibit 863, Batespage 7055939-41 

 

During his testimony at the Inquiry, Leduc recalled that he was contacted at his 

office in August of 1993 by Malcolm MacDonald.  MacDonald advised Leduc that he 

wished to meet with the Bishop to discuss a potential settlement with Silmser.  
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Leduc explained that he was retained by the Bishop to act on the DAC’s behalf in 

relation to the Silmser matter.  Leduc conceded that there may have been other 

discussions between himself and MacDonald in the summer of 1993. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 114-119 and 129 

 

Leduc also recalled that during the summer of 1993 he received information from 

MacDonald as to the status of the CPS investigation of Silmser’s complaint against 

Father MacDonald.  Leduc was not certain about whether MacDonald had inside 

knowledge of the police investigation. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 17, 2008, Vol. 256, pp. 24-25 and 30-32 

 

We know that MacDonald had contact with the CPS about the progress of the 

investigation and that they kept him apprised of some of what was going on. In her 

police notes, Sebalj made an entry on August 23, 1993 to the effect that she had 

received a telephone call from MacDonald who stated that his file was diarized for 

that day and that he was looking for an update. Sebalj advised him that she was 

waiting to meet with the Crown.  MacDonald asked that his client be summoned 

and indicated that he would escort his client as opposed to his being “handcuffed, 

etc…”  He also asked to be kept abreast of the situation.  It is clear from this 

conversation with Sebalj that Malcolm MacDonald expected, or was at very least 

concerned, that his client would be arrested and charged by the CPS.  That belief is 

critical in understanding what occurred next and the states of mind of the key 

players to the settlement – MacDonald, Larocque and Leduc. 

Exhibit 863, Batespage 7055941-42 

Exhibit 295, Batespage 7063835 

 

On August 25, 1993, two days after Malcolm MacDonald asked Sebalj to arrange for 

his client to turn himself in rather than being handcuffed, MacDonald met with 

Larocque and Leduc.  Leduc testified that all three men present at that meeting 

were aware of the ongoing CPS investigation of Father MacDonald.  Leduc also 

testified that he was hopeful by the time of this meeting that a civil monetary 

settlement could have the net effect of resolving the criminal matter as well.  

Specifically, he said “when you propose this kind of settlement, I mean I think it 

would be very naïve to say that a monetary settlement, in this instance, considering 
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the circumstances at the time, that I wouldn’t hope that it would resolve all 

matters, including criminal issues and at this time there were no charges.  So that 

was my hope, yes.” 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 120-125 

 

MacDonald recalled that Leduc “highly recommended” settling the Silmser matter at 

this first meeting with the Bishop.  Larocque recalled that both Leduc and 

MacDonald “pressured” him to settle the matter.  MacDonald’s statements that he 

was against settling the matter at that time are not supported in any way by the 

evidence or common sense.  There can be little doubt that MacDonald and Leduc 

were both pushing very hard for this matter to be resolved by the time of the 

August 25, 1993 meeting with Larocque. 

Exhibit 863, Batespage 7055980 

Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, pp. 29-31 

 

Larocque recalled during his testimony that he expressed concerns at that first 

meeting that the payment may be “seen as buying off the victim.”  He was advised, 

however, that confidentiality would be required of Silmser so “that it could be kept 

quiet, that there wouldn’t be any scandal for the Diocese and there wouldn’t be any 

stain on Father MacDonald’s reputation.” Larocque was also advised that a 

settlement would allow Father MacDonald to continue his ministry. 

Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, pp. 29-31 and 36-37 

 

The day following the first meeting with Leduc and MacDonald, Larocque attended a 

meeting of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (“CCCB”).  Larocque 

testified that he raised the matter of the settlement with his fellow bishops during a 

confidential closed session.  He recalled that the bishops strongly urged him not to 

pay off Silmser because it would be “interfering with the process.”   

Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, pp. 37-39 

 

This advice is consistent with the CCCB's position in From Pain to Hope. Regardless, 

Larocque ignored their direction and advice.  
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Malcolm MacDonald was then asked by a representative of the Diocese, either 

McDougald or Leduc, to call Silmser again about the settlement. However, 

MacDonald recalled that before he called Silmser, he met with Crown MacDonald 

and “explained the whole situation to him”. According to Malcolm MacDonald, 

Crown MacDonald “said to [him] virtually, Well that’s fine. Do what you want to 

do.’” When asked whether it was made clear to Crown MacDonald that the 

settlement would cover both the civil and criminal proceedings, Malcolm MacDonald 

replied: “I don’t think I said specifically, you know, civil and criminal, you know, ah. 

I think, I think that it was clear to him that he wouldn’t proceed with anything. Put 

it that way.” 

Exhibit 863, Batespage 7055944-46 

 

While Larocque was in Ottawa meeting with the CCCB, Leduc was also working to 

ensure that the local Crown was on board with their plan.  Leduc testified that he 

met with Crown MacDonald prior to the settlement with Silmser being concluded.  

Leduc recalled that Crown MacDonald advised him that there were no problems 

with the settlement.  He further recalled Crown MacDonald advising him to “do 

what you have to do.” 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 168 and 173-175 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 17, 2008, Vol. 256, p. 241 

 

In the meantime, while Larocque was at the CCCB meeting in Ottawa, Silmser was 

being advised by Sebalj that the CPS investigation was going nowhere and that 

charges would not be laid, pending her consultation with the Crown.  He, unlike 

Malcolm MacDonald and his DAC cohorts, was of the view by the summer of 1993 

that the criminal process had been completed, without charges.  That belief would 

be instrumental in Silmser’s willingness to settle this matter on the Diocese’s terms.  

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 46-52 

 

Armed with the advice of his fellow bishops, Larocque met again with Leduc and 

MacDonald on September 1, 1993, after his return to Cornwall from Ottawa.  

Larocque recalled that the proposed settlement was to be for $32,000 and that both 

MacDonald and Leduc were very eager to settle the matter for that amount.  He 

recalls having been pressured by Leduc and MacDonald to settle at this second 
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meeting and to having felt that his “back was against the wall.”  We have no reason 

to doubt Larocque’s recollection of MacDonald and Leduc eagerly urging him to 

settle the matter by paying off Silmser, but his suggestion that he was pressured 

by these men seems extremely unlikely.  Bishop Larocque did not present, even as 

an 81 year old witness, as someone susceptible to being manipulated by lawyers or 

pressured in to acting against his wishes.  Bishop Larocque was the king of the DAC 

castle and made the decisions he thought best.  His decision in this case was to buy 

David Silmser’s silence. 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, pp. 41 and 45 

 

Having come to an agreement to pay off David Silmser, MacDonald and Leduc set 

out to ensure that the settlement would protect the interests of all of those involved 

– other than Silmser, the parishioners and the community, of course. 

 

Karen Derochie, former assistant to Cornwall lawyer Duncan MacDonald, testified at 

the Inquiry in December of 2007.  Her evidence provided a critical and previously 

unknown piece to the illegal settlement puzzle.  

 

Derochie began working for Duncan MacDonald at his office in Cornwall on Sydney 

Street in late 1992 or early 1993.  She recalled that she began her employment in 

the winter months. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 61-3 

 

Derochie testified that Duncan MacDonald’s office space was all on the main floor of 

the building, with his private office off of the main room.  Derochie and other 

support staff did not have private offices and worked instead in an open space.  The 

office had no formal reception area, as either Derochie or her colleague Bonnie 

Chisholm would greet clients as they arrived.  Clients would wait in a little area in 

that same main room. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 65-67 

 

Duncan MacDonald practiced mostly in the areas of real estate and estates law, but 

he had practiced criminal law in his younger years.  Derochie described him as a 

good employer and as an elderly, soft spoken and kind gentleman.  She considered 
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him to be “very” ethical.  Sean Adams confirmed that Duncan MacDonald was very 

respected in the community and was very ethical.  He went so far as to say that he 

could “think of no finer gentleman.” 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 68-70 and 100 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 15, 2007, Vol. 160, p. 186 

 

Derochie testified that Duncan MacDonald would have had dealings with many 

lawyers in the course of his practice, but that she had no knowledge that he would 

have professional dealings with lawyers concerning matters other than real estate 

or estates work. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 70 

 

Derochie testified that Duncan MacDonald dealt with Malcolm MacDonald on real 

estate matters at times.  She also recalled that Duncan and Malcolm would have 

lunch together every Friday or every second Friday.  Derochie confirmed that she 

would have known Malcolm to see him. 

Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, p. 71-2 

 

Derochie testified that Duncan MacDonald also dealt with Leduc and Adams on real 

estate matters.  She recalled having met both lawyers at the Registry Office in the 

course of her employment.  She did not recall having any knowledge of personal 

relationships between Duncan MacDonald and either of Leduc or Adams. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 72-76 

 

Derochie testified that shortly after she began her employment with Duncan 

MacDonald, in her first year, Leduc and Malcolm MacDonald came in to the office to 

meet with Duncan MacDonald.  She did not recall that the men were wearing 

overcoats or boots at the time, as they would have been during the winter months.  

She believed it was possible that this meeting occurred in the summer of 1993.  

She was not privy to what the meeting was about or what was said, but she did 

observe that Duncan MacDonald was upset at the end of the meeting and remained 

upset after they left.  She had a specific recollection of the meeting because it was 

very rare for Duncan MacDonald to be upset, as he was on this occasion.  She could 

not recall the precise length of that meeting but described it as a short meeting.  
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She guessed it could have been 10 or 15 minutes long.  She was certain that it was 

not two hours long. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 77-79 and 81-83 

 

Once Leduc and Malcolm MacDonald had left his office, Duncan MacDonald uttered 

words to the effect of “some things shake your faith in institutions you believe in” 

or “as a practicing Catholic it shakes your faith in your institutions that you’ve 

believed in all your life.”  Derochie knew Duncan MacDonald to be a practicing 

Catholic.   Derochie testified that Duncan MacDonald never raised his voice, but “he 

was red in the face and upset.  You could tell.  He shook his head and just his 

mannerisms.” 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 79-80 and 83 

 

Derochie recalled that after the meeting, while he was commenting about his faith 

in institutions being shaken, Duncan MacDonald also advised his staff that he did 

not want to take any calls from Sean Adams, who had not been present at the 

meeting.  Derochie could not recall a similar instruction having been given in 

relation to Adams at any prior time.  Derochie testified that she received “a few 

calls” from Adams over the next day or two, at which time she advised Adams that 

Duncan MacDonald was not available.  She recalled that both she and her colleague 

Chisholm had pink pads of paper for recording telephone messages.  Derochie’s 

notepads were left with the lawyer taking over Duncan MacDonald’s practice and 

were apparently never produced to the Commission by him or his office. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 84-89 

 

Within a couple of weeks of the first meeting between Duncan MacDonald, Malcolm 

MacDonald and Leduc, those latter two men returned with Sean Adams and another 

man that Derochie did not recognize.  She recalled that the unidentified man was 

younger than the lawyers but that he was an adult.  Derochie testified that Duncan 

MacDonald was not in the office when these four men arrived so they waited for 

him.  She recalled that when Duncan MacDonald arrived and saw the men, he 

turned around and went upstairs, where he called down to advise his staff that he 

did not wish to meet with the four men and asked them to “get rid of them.”  

Derochie had never seen Duncan MacDonald turn around and leave his office after 
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seeing who was waiting for him.  She testified that he would typically greet anyone 

waiting in the waiting room.  Derochie had never been asked to “get rid” of anyone 

by Duncan MacDonald before, but she did as she was instructed and the men left. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 89-93 

 

After the men had gone, Duncan MacDonald returned to the main floor office.  

Derochie observed that he was upset, but he did not say anything more to anyone 

at this time.  Derochie recalled that Duncan MacDonald no longer had his regular 

lunches with Malcolm MacDonald after this incident.  She believed that Duncan 

MacDonald continued to do business with both Leduc and Adams after this incident, 

but could not speak to how their personal relationships with her employer were 

affected, if at all. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 92-95 

 

Derochie expressed grave concerns about testifying at the inquiry.  Her attendance 

was compelled by summons and she would have preferred not to testify.  She was 

concerned about having to work for lawyers in a small town like Cornwall and that 

her future work opportunities may be negatively impacted as a result of testifying 

as she did.  She appeared apprehensive throughout her testimony and was advised 

several times by counsel that she needed to speak louder as they could barely hear 

her.  She confirmed that she had told the truth and that she felt good about doing 

so, but expressed confusion about why her evidence was relevant to the inquiry, 

which she had not followed to that point.  Derochie confirmed that she and her 

family were not directly affected by the matters in issue at the inquiry as alleged 

victims, perpetrators and institutional officials.  She confirmed that she has never 

found herself in a situation of either personal or professional conflict with any of 

Malcolm MacDonald, Leduc or Adams. 

 Evidence of Karen Derochie, December 14, 2007, Volume 178, pp. 97-100 

 

No counsel, including counsel for Leduc or Adams, at any point suggested that 

Derochie had an ulterior motive or anything to gain from testifying as she did.  She 

testified in a credible and forthright manner.  She testified despite being concerned 

about how it might affect her career.  She stated that she did not wish to testify 
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and her demeanor throughout was consistent with that apprehension.  Ms. 

Derochie’s testimony is contradicted only by the denials of Leduc and Adams.   

 

Derochie’s evidence relating to Duncan MacDonald was corroborated by the 

evidence of another witness.  Garry Guzzo testified that he received a telephone 

call from Duncan MacDonald in late 1995 while Guzzo was an MPP.  Duncan 

MacDonald and Guzzo had a mutual friend named Peter McDerby, another senior 

lawyer in Cornwall.  Duncan MacDonald advised Guzzo that he was troubled by the 

Silmser settlement because he was hearing things that were causing him some 

concern.  He advised Guzzo that he too should be concerned as a member of the 

Conservative government and as a Catholic about what was going on in Cornwall 

relating to sexual abuse.  Guzzo recalled that Duncan MacDonald commented that 

“Malcolm [MacDonald] had acted in some way and you know he was going to end 

up taking the hit, that there were a lot of lawyers involved in this thing.  It doesn’t 

look good and Malcolm’s going to the one that has to pay the price for it.” 

[emphasis added] 

Exhibit 1119, Document 200186 

 Evidence of Garry Guzzo, November 14, 2007, Vol. 159, pp. 19-25 

 

Duncan MacDonald advised Guzzo that they should both be concerned “as Catholic 

lawyers” specifically and that Guzzo was now in a position to look at the situation 

from a governance and legal point of view.   

 Evidence of Garry Guzzo, November 14, 2007,Vol. 159, p. 27 

 

While the drafting of a Direction to the CPS was left to Adams (as set out below) 

presumably so that MacDonald and Leduc could ward off any inquiry into Silmser’s 

decision to withdraw his support of the criminal proceedings after receiving a civil 

settlement by advising that Silmser’s own counsel had drafted the document sent 

to the CPS, MacDonald and Leduc were responsible for drafting the other settlement 

documents. 

 

In his October 28, 1994 interview, Malcolm MacDonald stated that he was asked by 

the Diocese to draw up the settlement agreement and that Leduc faxed him a 

sample agreement that he had used in the past. The draft agreement included a 
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clause stating that Silmser was undertaking not to take any legal proceedings, civil 

or criminal, against the parties to the agreement and that any actions in process 

would be terminated immediately. According to MacDonald’s statement in the 

October 28, 1994 interview, he believed that all of that clause was from the 

precedent. The draft agreement was faxed back to Leduc, who made “minor”, 

“cosmetic”, changes to it and sent it back to MacDonald. 

Exhibit 863, Document 714897 

Document 714897, Batespage 7055954-59 

Exhibit 263, Document 724249 

 

Leduc testified that he and MacDonald discussed the release to be prepared.  

MacDonald advised Leduc that he “did not know where to start” drafting such a 

release.  Leduc confirmed that MacDonald had a criminal law background, while 

Leduc also had experience with civil litigation. In fact, Leduc confirmed to the OPP 

that he had worked on a “number of such complaints in the past” in Quebec.  As a 

result, Leduc was tasked with preparing the first draft of the document.  He 

confirmed during his testimony that he dictated the first draft and had it sent to 

MacDonald via fax. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 179-182 

 

Leduc confirmed that following the transmission of his original draft to MacDonald, 

other exchanges took place, although he could not remember how many times 

drafts were exchanged back and forth.  Leduc guessed that Exhibit 1887, 

Batespages ending 662 and 663, is a copy of the original draft he would have faxed 

to MacDonald, but without the handwriting that we now see on those pages.  Leduc 

testified that the handwriting on these pages is MacDonald’s. 

 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 183-4, 187 

Exhibit 1887, Document 738050 

 

While Leduc claimed to not recall the exact number or nature of all of the 

exchanges between himself and MacDonald, he did admit that a draft returned to 

him from MacDonald including references to criminal matters.  Leduc testified that 

he telephoned MacDonald and specifically instructed him to remove any such 

references. 
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 Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, pp. 189, 191-2 

Exhibit 1887, Batespage 732 

 

So, to summarize, Leduc’s story to this point is that he drafted a release and faxed 

it to MacDonald.  The draft contained no mention of the criminal proceedings 

whatsoever.  MacDonald edited the release and faxed it back to Leduc.  Leduc 

reviewed the release and recognized that MacDonald had revised the document to 

include a stipulation that Silmser would be prohibited from continuing with his 

criminal complaint against Father MacDonald.  Leduc then telephoned MacDonald 

and instructed him to remove any reference to the criminal matters.   

 

Leduc confirmed during his testimony that he recognized that the revisions by 

MacDonald were void and against public policy because “you cannot impede 

criminal process.”   

Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 15, 2008, Vol. 254, p. 198 

 

Given that recognition, Leduc’s story of what happened next is, frankly, 

unbelievable and absurd.  Leduc claims: 

 

• That the Bishop had been clear and adamant throughout that he did not wish 

to impede the criminal process; 

• That despite recognizing the impropriety of MacDonald’s revisions, he simply 

telephoned MacDonald to request that these sections be removed, rather 

than writing to him, thereby creating a record of his instructions; 

• That he did not request, nor did he receive, a final copy of the document 

prior to it being signed by Silmser; 

• That it is “highly unlikely” that he viewed the final document at any time 

prior to it being signed because he did not believe it was necessary after 

giving MacDonald instructions over the telephone; 

• That he did not review the documents after they were signed and sent to 

him, contrary to his usual practice; 
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• That he did not even open the envelope that the executed documents were 

sent to him in; and 

• That he released his client’s funds without having reviewed the documents. 

Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 17, 2008, Vol. 256, pp. 59-69 and 197-199 

 

If we are to believe Leduc’s story, we must accept that he unexpectedly received a 

draft release from MacDonald that sought to prohibit Silmser from proceeding either 

civilly or criminally against Father MacDonald or the Diocese.  We must accept that 

despite what must have been shock on Leduc’s part when he came to appreciate 

what MacDonald was attempting to do, he did not record his concerns or 

instructions in writing.  We must accept that Leduc, even after MacDonald’s 

shocking plan was exposed to him and even though he had explicit instructions 

from the Bishop to not affect criminal proceedings, trusted MacDonald to simply 

remove the references to the criminal matters.  We must accept that Leduc was so 

confident that MacDonald both understood and accepted Leduc’s instructions that 

he saw no need to review the documents prior to their execution.  And we must 

accept that Leduc radically, but innocently, departed from his usual practice in that 

he released his client’s funds without bothering to even glance at the executed 

settlement documents to, if nothing else, ensure they were signed.  Leduc’s story is 

simply not credible. 

 

A considerably more likely explanation of what occurred was offered by MacDonald, 

who advised the OPP in October of 1994 that Leduc faxed him a sample agreement 

that Leduc had used in the past.  The draft agreement included a clause stating 

that Silmser was undertaking not to take any legal proceedings, civil or criminal, 

against the parties to the agreement and that any actions in process would be 

terminated immediately.  According to Malcolm MacDonald’s statement in the 

October 28, 1994 interview, he believed that all of that clause was from the 

precedent. The draft agreement was faxed to Leduc, who made “minor”, 

“cosmetic”, changes to it and sent it back to Malcolm MacDonald. 

Exhibit 863, Document 714897, Batespage 7055954-59 

Exhibit 263, Document 724249 
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MacDonald’s OPP statement of November 1998 is equally helpful.  In that 

statement, MacDonald confirmed that drafts of the release were faxed back and 

forth between him and Leduc.  Most importantly, MacDonald confirmed that the 

changes made by Leduc were cosmetic only and that the section concerning the 

criminal matters was “never changed by anybody…it was always in there” and that 

“exactly the same” from the beginning. 

 Exhibit 1157, Batespage 272 

 

While the roles of Malcolm MacDonald and Jacques Leduc in drafting the illegal 

settlement are clear, the role of Sean Adams is less so.  On the one hand, it seems 

possible that Adams was an unwitting dupe being manipulated by the two more 

senior members of the bar.  On the other hand, the evidence suggests that Adams 

must have known that the direction to the CPS to halt their investigation was a 

condition of settlement.  Either way, Adams was a necessary part of the plan 

engineered by MacDonald and Leduc. 

 

While David Silmser believed that it had been his decision to retain Sean Adams to 

witness his signature on the settlement documents, the evidence clearly indicates 

that Silmser was manipulated into “choosing” Adams.  Malcolm MacDonald 

indicated in his June 20, 1994 statement to the OPP that he arranged for Sean 

Adams to provide David Silmser with independent legal advice about the 

settlement. 

Document 103366 

 

More importantly, during the course of subsequent litigation brought by Silmser 

against Father MacDonald and the DAC, Father MacDonald served a Third Party 

Claim on Adams in which he explained that Adams had been retained by Malcolm 

MacDonald on behalf of Father MacDonald “to provide independent legal advice to 

the Plaintiff [Silmser].”  Father MacDonald also confirmed, at paragraph 12 of the 

Third Party Claim, that he and Adams had entered in to a contract and that Adams 

had breached the terms of his retainer.  While neither Malcolm nor Father 

MacDonald could be called as witnesses at this inquiry to confirm the details of his 

retainer, this document filed with the Ontario Court (General Division) and served 

upon Adams speaks for itself. One would expect such facts would not be pled in a 
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claim issued by Mr. Hebert, counsel for Father MacDonald by this time, without 

some basis in fact, especially considering they are ultimately against his interest.  

 Exhibit 860, Document 113568 

 

Adams, even by his own admission, was the wrong lawyer to give advice to 

Silmser.  He was not a civil litigator and no experience in similar matters.  Adams 

was advised by Silmser that this matter concerned the DAC and that he was 

alleging sexual abuse by a priest.  Despite having acted for many priests and 

several parishes of the DAC prior to this time, Adams accepted a retainer to provide 

Silmser with advice.  There can be no doubt that Adams was the perfect lawyer to 

accept this retainer from the Diocese and Father MacDonald’s point of view; he was 

a devout Catholic who had provided pro bono legal services to priests and parishes 

for years and who was uniquely unqualified for the task at hand.   

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 15, 2007, Vol. 160, pp. 78-82 and 140-143 

 

Adams told the OPP in 1994 and confirmed during his testimony that he did not 

meet with Silmser concerning the settlement until September 2, 1993, the day the 

documents were signed, when they met at Malcolm MacDonald’s office. 

 Exhibit 849, Document 714957 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, p. 79 

 

Adams claimed that during his only telephone call with Silmser, he was advised that 

Silmser had been sexually abused by a local priest and that the DAC had agreed to 

pay him $32,000 to settle the matter with him.  Adams agreed that he would have 

appreciated at that time that the allegations must have had some merit if the DAC 

was willing to pay $32,000 to Silmser.  Despite being a devout Catholic who had 

grown up in the local Diocese, Adams claimed that he did not ask any questions of 

Silmser, his new client, about the identity of the priest, the parish or parishes 

involved, or whether the priest was still active.  Adams’ testimony in that regard 

defies logic.  The only reasonable explanation for Adams’ lack of curiosity by the 

time of the call form Silmser is that he already knew of the allegations and their 

pertinent details. 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, pp. 73-77 
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An examination of the evidence and Adams’ own testimony further bolsters the 

theory that Adams must have learned of the allegations prior to being contacted by 

Silmser.   

 

Adams claimed during his testimony that by the time he arrived at MacDonald’s 

office, he had had one telephone conversation with Silmser the evening before, had 

never spoken with Leduc concerning this matter, and that his only contact with 

MacDonald relating to this matter had been that same morning when MacDonald 

telephoned to make sure that Adams would attend his office as scheduled.  Adams 

recalled that this morning phone call with MacDonald lasted no more than 30 

seconds. 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, pp. 18-19 and 73 

 

Yet, Adams also conceded that he was the lawyer who drafted the direction to the 

CPS signed by Silmser and witnessed by him.  When that fact is combined with 

Adams’ testimony that all of the settlement-related documents were signed by 

Silmser during the September 2nd meeting at Malcolm’s office and with the fact that 

Adams was certain that he had not drafted any documents while at MacDonald’s 

office, the only possible conclusion is that Adams drafted the direction prior to 

arriving at MacDonald’s office.  Adams specifically agreed with that proposition. 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, pp. 86-87 

 

When questioned about how he could have drafted a direction to the CPS prior to 

the meeting without having had a substantive discussion with either MacDonald or 

Leduc, Adams was unable to explain himself.  Leaving aside the obvious fact that 

the details set out in the direction could not have been known to Adams without 

some communication with MacDonald, the very fact that a direction would be 

required clearly could not have been known to Adams by the time of the meeting at 

MacDonald’s office based solely on the conversation with Silmser the night before.  

If Adams knew enough to draft a direction prior to the meeting, which he concedes 

he did, he must have discussed the matter in some detail with MacDonald.  The 

evidence clearly indicates that by the time Adams arrived for his first meeting with 

Silmser, he knew much more than he was letting on. 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, pp. 86-90 
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According to MacDonald, once the documents were drafted Adams and Silmser 

came to his office on September 2, 1993, where he introduced the two and then 

left the room. About one-half to three quarters of an hour later, they called him 

back in and said that they were ready to sign the “Full Release and Undertaking not 

to Disclose”, the “Certificate of Independent Legal Advice” and the 

“Acknowledgement”; all documents which he had prepared. 

Document 103366 

Exhibit 863, Document 714897, Batespage 7055955, and 7055967-68 

Exhibit 263, Document 724249 

Exhibit 264, Document 724253 

 

Adams testified that he could not recall how long he spent reviewing the documents 

with Silmser, but could confirm that he did not advise him that it was wrong or 

illegal to give up a criminal complaint as part of a civil settlement, nor did he advise 

him that the settlement contained illegal terms.   

Evidence of Sean Adams, November 15, 2007, Vol. 160, pp. 92, 114 and 133 

 

While Adams could not recall whether Silmser read the documents himself, Silmser 

specifically recalled that he did not read the documents before signing them.  He 

put his trust in Adams.  Silmser recalled that he did not read the documents in part 

because he trusted Adams, but also because Father MacDonald had been at 

Malcolm’s office at the same time, which made Silmser uncomfortable and anxious 

to leave quickly.  Silmser recalled that the documents he signed were not explained 

to him. 

 Evidence of Sean Adams, November 16, 2007, Vol. 161, p. 21 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 55-57 and 63-67 

 

Once Silmser had signed the documents that MacDonald and Adams asked him to, 

MacDonald gave Adams a letter dated September 2, 1993 enclosing a trust cheque 

payable to Silmser in the amount of $32,000. The letter advised that the cheque 

was to be held by Adams in escrow until the city police (CPS) advised that Silmser 

had attended the police station and told the police that he did not want to proceed 

with any of the charges. 

Exhibit 268, Document 719887 
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On September 3, 1993, Malcolm MacDonald sent a letter addressed to CPS Det. 

Sgt. Luc Brunet enclosing a direction signed by Silmser and witnessed by Sean 

Adams. The letter indicated that Silmser was to speak with Constable Sebalj 

personally and that Sebalj was away until sometime the following week. Malcolm 

MacDonald advised in the letter that Silmser would be available to meet with Sebalj 

any time she wanted to see him. The direction signed by Silmser indicated that he 

had received a civil settlement to his satisfaction and received independent legal 

advice before accepting the settlement. In the direction, Silmser indicated that he 

no longer wanted to proceed further with criminal charges. He requested that the 

police close their file and stop further proceedings. 

Exhibit 299 

Document 713858 

Exhibit 266A, Document 200176 

 

The Diocesan insurers were not put on notice of Silmser’s allegations and potential 

claim at any time prior to settlement.  The insurers were not notified of the 

settlement at the time it was agreed upon.  The Diocese did not make a claim to its 

insurers in relation to the Silmser settlement at any time prior to the matter 

becoming public in early 1994.  No insurer contributed to the Silmser settlement.  

No Diocesan witness, and certainly not Bishop Larocque, could convincingly explain 

why the Diocese would not rely on its insurers to absorb the cost of settlement.   

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 23, 2008, Vol. 260, p. 116 

 

Having kept the matter sheltered from his insurers, the Bishop also acted to shield 

the pay off from his own Finance Committee.  While some issue has been made of 

whether a payment of this nature (i.e. settlement of a potential civil claim relating 

to sexual abuse, as opposed to an acquisition of land, for example) that exceeded 

$10,000 should have been brought before the Finance Committee for approval, 

there is no doubt whatsoever that Bishop Larocque believes that it should have.  

Gordon Bryan also confirmed his belief that the matter should have been brought to 

the committee. 

 Exhibit 1889, Batespage 7163452 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 1, 2008, Vol. 267, pp. 78-80 

 Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 24, 2008, Vol. 261, pp. 131-132 
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Gordon Bryan explained the great lengths that the Bishop and Leduc went to in 

order to maintain secrecy of this matter even within the Diocese.  Bryan testified: 

 

• That when he asked Leduc what the settlement cheque was for Leduc replied 

“you don’t want to know” and that Bryan believed this to be an unusual 

practice because he typically knew about all financial matters within the DAC;   

• That the quantum of the settlement would have been a large amount of 

money for the DAC at that time and that he would typically be provided with 

a receipt for such a large expenditure, but he was not in this case;   

• That he had no documentation for his file to justify this expense; 

• That every cheque had an entry on the DAC’s computer system and its 

books. This entry was classified as “medical”, which suggests the bookkeeper 

was not told of the true nature of the disbursement.  This would ensure that 

an auditor would not question the entry in the future; 

• That Leduc picked up the settlement cheque and returned the settlement 

documents in person; 

• That no secretaries or other support staff were involved in any way; 

• That he filed the release with his own documents, which fewer people had 

access to than other filing cabinets; 

• That the envelope containing the settlement documents and the cheque were 

the only documents exchanged between Leduc and the DAC in relation to this 

matter; 

• That the DAC did not receive a reporting letter or other correspondence from 

Leduc; 

• That he was never provided with a bill for legal fees for this matter; and 

• That even he was not made aware at the time that the settlement related to 

allegations of sexual abuse. 

Evidence of Reverend Gordon Bryan, July 24, 2008, Vol. 261, pp. 81-96, pp. 103-105 

 

For many reasons, the term “pay off” is a more accurate descriptor of what 

occurred here than is the word “settlement.”  The involved players’ efforts to 

suppress and shield information continued long after Silmser signed his name. This 

is clear obstruction. 
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Following a meeting with Papal Nuncio Carlo Curis on October 7, 1993, CPS Chief 

Shaver and S/Sgt Brunet met with Larocque at his office.  Larocque recalled that 

Shaver purported to be angry that the settlement with Silmser prohibited him from 

speaking about the criminal matter.  Shaver advised Larocque that the police had 

located two other men who complained of having been sexually assaulted by Father 

MacDonald when they were young parishioners.  Larocque agreed during his 

testimony that this information made Silmser’s allegations more believable. 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 25, 2008, Vol. 268, pp. 4 and 13-14 

 

During his meeting with the CPS officers, Larocque agreed that he would speak with 

Father MacDonald that evening.  The Bishop contacted Shaver following the 

meeting with Father MacDonald and advised Shaver that MacDonald had admitted 

the assault.  Shaver made a note of the admission in his day timer, and later 

expanded on his recollection of the information that he received from the Bishop in 

a statement he prepared for his own lawyer, Colin McKinnon. 

 Exhibit 1787, Batespage 7181185 

 Exhibit 1789, Batespage 7058715 

 

Shaver confirmed during his testimony that Exhibit 1789 was prepared as a briefing 

note for his own counsel and that it was “definitely not” intended as a statement for 

the police.  Presumably, the same could be said of the note made in his personal 

day timer.  Although both Shaver and Larocque now deny that the conversation 

occurred as recorded by Shaver at the time, we submit that the documents speak 

for themselves and that it is reasonable to expect one to write more freely and 

honestly when one expects that the writings will remain confidential and will not be 

subject to scrutiny. 

 Vol. 243, pp. 35-36 

 

Surprisingly, while Larocque denied during his testimony that Father MacDonald 

admitted to having assaulted Silmser specifically, as relayed to Shaver, he recalled 

an even more damning admission from Father MacDonald that night – “the 

admission by the priest was that there was more than one victim.”  While Larocque 

went on his testimony to backtrack from this answer and to attempt to confuse the 
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issue, his momentary lapse and the importance of this answer cannot be 

underscored enough. 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 25, 2008, Vol. 268, pp. 26 and 43 

 

Following his admission of having assaulted Silmser and to having “more than one 

victim,” Larocque finally removed Father MacDonald from his parish and sent him 

for treatment at Southdown, the Catholic Church’s treatment center for its sexually 

deviant priests, beginning on October 9, 1993. 

 

On October 12 or 14, 1993 Larocque met with Abell, Towndale and Carriere from 

the CAS.  Abell informed Larocque that he wanted full access to the Diocese to 

conduct an investigation.  Larocque was taken aback and advised that he wished to 

monitor the CAS investigation.  He expressed particular concern that “everyone will 

know once we start talking to altar boys.”  Abell requested a copy of a letter from 

Schonenbach to McDougald and Larocque refused, claiming confidentiality concerns 

and advising that he could not betray “priestly confidences.” 

 Exhibit 1299, Batespage 7044920ff 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 25, 2008, Vol. 268, pp. 57-83 

 

During his meeting with the CAS, Larocque also advised that Father MacDonald 

would return from Southdown less than one week after being sent for assessment.  

The CAS implored the Bishop to keep Father MacDonald out of his parish.  Larocque 

was “very reluctant” but eventually agreed to keep Father MacDonald away for two 

weeks.  The meeting ended with the Bishop looking “worried.” 

 Exhibit 1299, Batespage 7044920ff 

 

Despite Father MacDonald’s admissions, Bishop Larocque accepted his resignation 

from his parish on November 1, 1993 with the intention that he would take time for 

“rest and personal renewal” before accepting “a new assignment.”   

 Exhibit 2101 

 

Jacques Leduc was also in contact with the CAS in October of 1993.  On October 

29, 1993, Greg Bell spoke with Jacques Leduc and requested a copy of the Silmser  
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settlement documents.  Leduc refused, claiming “it’s confidential.” 

 Exhibit 2324, Batespage 7081891 

 

While the Bishop was busy dealing with the Father MacDonald matter, Malcolm 

MacDonald was juggling a second client accused of sexual abuse by Silmser, Ken 

Seguin.  Shortly after meeting with the CAS in November of 1993, Silmser had 

telephoned Malcolm MacDonald, who he knew to be Seguin’s lawyer.  Silmser, as 

he had when dealing with the Father MacDonald matter, demanded an apology.  We 

now know that no such apology was forthcoming. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 110-111 

 

Approximately one week before Seguin’s death on November 25, 1993, Silmser 

placed a telephone call to Seguin and advised that he wanted a monetary 

settlement “for what he had done to me.”  Seguin advised Silmser to speak with his 

lawyer, MacDonald.  Silmser recalled that he called MacDonald, who asked whether 

he was represented by a lawyer.  Silmser replied that he was not and MacDonald 

told him that he could not be involved in the case if Silmser was represented by 

counsel. 

 Exhibit 271 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 110-130 

 

On the evening of Wednesday, November 24th Silmser called Seguin again.  Silmser 

asked whether Seguin intended to make a settlement with him and gave Seguin a 

deadline of Friday, November 26th.  Silmser advised Seguin that he would hire a 

lawyer and sue if the matter was not resolved by the 26th.  Seguin advised that he 

may not be able to come up with the money Silmser was demanding that quickly, 

but advised that MacDonald would contact Silmser the next day.  It should be noted 

that Seguin did not profess his innocence, he did not phone the police to report 

being extorted by Silmser and he did advise his employer of what was occurring. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, pp. 118-119 

 

During that same telephone call, Seguin specifically asked Silmser whether he had 

reported his allegations to the Cornwall Police.  Silmser confirmed that he had gone 
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to the CPS and “told them the truth.”  Seguin replied “oh my God” and hung up the 

phone.  He committed suicide that night. 

 Evidence of David Silmser, January 30, 2007, Vol. 86, p. 121 

 

On January 6, 1994 a copy of Silmser’s handwritten statement to the CPS was 

broadcast on CJOH television by reporter Charlie Greenwell.  Silmser’s signature 

with his name clearly identified was shown.   

 

The following day, January 7, 1994, Bishop Larocque issued his first misleading 

press release concerning the Silmser matter.  The release’s first paragraph advised 

the community that “the Diocese has acted in accordance with the Guidelines 

accepted and promulgated for the immediate and serious attention demanded by 

such a complaint.  (copy enclosed).”  The attached Guidelines required the following 

steps which were not taken by any Diocesan actor, including McDougald or 

Larocque: 

 

• The designated person shall open a file on each case; 

• The designated person shall take note of the events in their chronological 

order; 

• The designated person shall write a report of the meeting with the 

complainant; 

• The designated person convenes a meeting with the advisory committee as 

soon as possible, where the committee assesses the value of the “reasonable 

motive”, minutes are taken and the Bishop is informed of the meeting; 

• The designated person notifies the CAS of the case and follows its directives, 

if necessary; 

• If the CAS is not notified, the designated person meets with the complainant 

and provides reasons for that decision; and 

• The complainant in that case is informed of his rights to the bring the case to 

the attention of the CAS if he thinks he has reason to do so. 

Exhibit 58, Tab 28 

Evidence of Jacques Leduc, July 16, 2008, Vol. 255, pp. 264-269 
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Following continued public and media interest and comment on these matters, the 

DAC decided to issue another press release within a week of its first release.  On 

January 13, 1994, Leduc faxed a draft version of the proposed release to both 

Adams and Silmser’s new counsel, Bryce Geoffrey.  The draft release sent to Adams 

and Geoffrey by Leduc contained a number of inaccuracies and blatant falsehoods.  

Of particular concern are the statements that Silmser was repeatedly urged to 

contact a lawyer, the clear suggestions Silmser was represented by independent 

counsel throughout his dealings with the DAC, and the denial that the DAC had paid 

the complainant to withdraw criminal complaints. 

 Exhibit 857 

 Exhibit 859  

 

Having reviewed the draft release, both Adams and Geoffrey requested that certain 

revisions be made.  Adams was particularly concerned with having his name 

removed from the release.  

Exhibit 857, Batespage 7179022 

Evidence of Sean Adams, November 15, 2007, Vol. 160, p. 182 

 

Geoffrey had several concerns that he articulated in a letter to Leduc dated January 

13, 1994.  Geoffrey was particularly concerned about any suggestion in the release 

that Silmser was represented by counsel throughout the process and that he 

benefitted from the advice of counsel prior to the settlement being agreed upon by 

the parties.  Geoffrey made it clear in his letter that Adams had been retained by 

Silmser for a very limited purpose and asked Leduc to amend the release 

accordingly.  Geoffrey followed up later that same day with another letter setting 

out further inaccuracies in the draft release and again asking Leduc to correct 

same.  It is apparent that Geoffrey did not appreciate that the settlement document 

contained an illegal provision at this point. 

 Exhibit 274 

 Exhibit 275 

  

Later that same day, Leduc faxed to both Adams and Geoffrey the “final revision of 

Press Release.”  Despite Geoffrey’s efforts to set Leduc and the DAC straight, the 

final release also contained various inaccuracies and mistruths.  These include a 
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statement that Silmser was offered help and assistance in February of 1993, that 

Silmser was repeatedly advised to consult a lawyer and to contact the police, that 

the DAC did not pay Silmser to withdraw criminal complaints, and that there was no 

interference with the criminal justice system. 

 Exhibit 858 

  

On January 14, 1994 Larocque and Leduc held a press conference to elaborate 

further on the matters set out in the press release finalized the day before.  

Larocque’s prepared statement began by reiterating his reluctance to agree to a 

settlement in this matter while also stressing that it was “altogether legal.”  Of 

equal concern given his now-exposed history of harboring and supporting sex 

offender priests, Larocque disingenuously advised the media and the community 

that he believed that priests who are “truly guilty” of such actions must be stopped 

and that “as our Conference has stated – zero tolerance.”  At this same conference, 

Leduc read aloud the press release referred to above. 

 Exhibit 1911 

 

While we do not have a transcript of what was said at the press conference, the 

local media did report on the matter, including direct quotes from both Larocque 

and Leduc, as well as comments attributed to both but not set out as direction 

quotations.  Leduc is reported as having suggested that “the victim first made the 

request for monetary compensation”, which we know to be untrue.  Leduc also 

advised the media and public that the terms of the agreement did not prohibit 

Silmser from pursuing criminal action against the police.  The media also reported 

that Larocque and McDougald became emotional when discussing the effect of 

Silmser’s disclosure and the resultant media attention on Father MacDonald and 

other priests of the DAC.  No similar emotion was noted when anyone involved was 

discussing Silmser. 

 Exhibit 1915 

 

It is important to note that Malcolm MacDonald was present at this news conference 

as both Larocque and Leduc assured the public and the media that the release did 

not prohibit Silmser from proceeding with the criminal process.   

 Exhibit 1965 
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It should also be noted that telephone message slips created by Duncan MacDonald’ 

secretary, Bonnie Chisholm, show that Duncan MacDonald received telephone calls 

from both Shawn Adams and Peter McDerby on the day of this press conference.  

McDerby was identified during the testimony of Garry Guzzo as a well-respected, 

senior lawyer in Cornwall who was a mutual friend to both Guzzo and Duncan 

MacDonald.   

Exhibit 1119 

 Evidence of Garry Guzzo, November 14, 2007,Vol. 159, pp. 20 

 

On January 17, 1994 the scheme hatched by MacDonald, Leduc and Larocque was 

finally exposed when Silmser’s counsel, Geoffrey, took the time to review the 

release executed by his client several months earlier.  Geoffrey, a civil litigator 

called to the bar less than five year earlier, wrote to Leduc and Malcolm MacDonald 

to advise that he had reviewed the release and was of the view that it was “an 

illegal contract, is contrary to public policy as its express purpose is perverting 

justice and specifically, the stifling of any potential criminal prosecution as against 

Father Charles MacDonald and the Church.”  Geoffrey concluded by requesting that 

the parties coordinate to set the public record straight together. 

 Exhibit 276 

 

Following receipt of Geoffrey’s letter, Larocque and Leduc shifted their strategy 

from one of obstruction to one of full blown damage control.  For the first time since 

being retained in relation to this matter, Leduc wrote a letter to Larocque.  It is 

very telling that Leduc would ensure that his activities relating to building his 

defence are documented after he spent many months working on a matter without 

opening a file, drafting any correspondence, or reporting to his client in writing. 

 

Leduc’s January 19, 1994 letter offered to assist the DAC in retaining new counsel 

and offered his ongoing cooperation to the Bishop and his new counsel.  Leduc 

explained to the Bishop that any agreement purporting to stifle a police 

investigation is void as being contrary to public policy, but remarkably continued to 

insist that the Silmser release “is subject to numerous points of view” and that “the 

matter is not as clearly defined as is suggesting Mr. Geoffrey.”  In an obviously 

desperate attempt to have the record appear as though he treated this file as any 
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other, Leduc even went so far in this letter as to advise the Bishop that he would be 

sending his account for services rendered along shortly!  Clearly, Leduc’s excuse-

making and blame-shifting prowess was not as refined by the time he drafted this 

letter as it would later become.   

 Exhibit 1912 

 

On January 24, 1993 Larocque and Leduc again appeared before the media to read 

prepared statements, during which they finally admitted that the settlement did 

include a bar to criminal proceedings.  Leduc advised that he had simply not read 

the documents prior to their execution and claimed that it was his lack of prudence 

that allowed a settlement that was contrary to his understanding of what was 

intended to be concluded.  Despite Geoffrey’s request that the parties address the 

media together and in consultation with one another, the Diocese proceeded 

unilaterally, advising Geoffrey of what had occurred only after the fact.  It is 

important to note that neither Geoffrey nor Malcolm MacDonald was present at this 

press conference. 

 Exhibit 1913 

 Exhibit 1916 

Exhibit 1965 

 

In the wake of the publicity following the exposure of the illegal payoff to David 

Silmser by the Diocese, other victims of Father MacDonald came forward.  On 

January 11, 1994 C-3 wrote to Larocque advising that he had been abused by 

Father MacDonald while an altar boy. 

 Exhibit 416 

 

On August 15, 1993 Father Maloney received a letter from a John MacDonald, 

alleging that he was abused while an altar boy by Father MacDonald. 

 Exhibit 202 

 

In late December of 1997, Larocque learned that, C-4, another victim of MacDonald 

had come forward alleging that abuse occurred while he was an altar boy.  Father 

MacDonald wrote to C-4 on December 30, 1997 and apologized, writing that “what  
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is done is done” and that “I hope you can find it in your heart to forgive me.” 

 Exhibit 449 

 Evidence of Msg. Eugene Larocque, August 25, 2008, Vol. 268, pp. 223-226 

 

Despite all this evidence supporting the contention that Father MacDonald sexually 

abused altar boys the DAC never did anything to him other than place him in 

retirement.  

 

Father Morrisey spoke to a hypothetical situation which was very much akin to the 

situation of Father MacDonald. He stated that if a priest in a secular criminal 

proceeding is found not guilty by reason of a technicality that it was still open to the 

Bishop to do something on the balance of probabilities as opposed to beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  

 Evidence of Father F. Morrisey, August 28, 2007, Vol. 132, p. 198. 

 

The evidence against Father MacDonald in the hands of the DAC could be strongly 

argued to exceed the balance of probabilities onus and prove on that scale that he 

did in fact sexually abuse many altar boys. Despite this fact the DAC has taken no 

action against him. He enjoys his retirement as an ordained Roman Catholic priest.  

 

This is a further example of an unwillingness to take action against perpetrator 

priests within the DAC; an unwillingness which continues to exist within the present 

leadership of the DAC as evidenced by their continued inaction on the matter of 

Father MacDonald  

 

Failure to Properly Inform the OPP of Sexual Abuse by Priests in the Diocese  

 

The failure to inform the OPP Project Truth investigators, in the circumstances was 

an act of obstruction by the DAC.  

 

By 1997, the Ontario Provincial Police had initiated Project Truth with a mandate to 

investigate historic and ongoing pedophilic activity of prominent and respected 

citizens in Cornwall, in addition to investigating the conspiracy on the part of 
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institutions to cover up these activities. In the course of the Project Truth 

investigations, police requested information from Bishop Larocque.  

 

Numerous requests were made to Bishop Larocque by Project Truth officers and 

while he provided timely responses to direct questions, Bishop Larocque failed to 

provide to police information within his access or knowledge about sexual 

misconduct of priests within the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall.  

 Exhibit 2114, Document 702967 

 Exhibit 2115, Document 702886 

 Exhibit 2116, Document 114317 

 Exhibit 2118, Document 702873 

 Exhibit 2119, Document 702873 

 Exhibit 2120, Document 702871 

 Exhibit 2121, Document 720193 

 Exhibit 2869  

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 3, 2008 Vol. 317 pp. 243-255 

 

For example, the OPP requested information in relation to Father Carl Stone.  

Although Bishop Larocque cooperated with the OPP in providing dates and contact 

information in relation to Father Stone, he failed to notify the OPP about recorded 

information regarding prior allegations against Father Stone, his conviction in the 

United States, and the fact that he was asked to leave the Diocese when Bishop 

Larocque determined that he was engaging in further misconduct.  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 26, 2008, Vol. 269, pp. 7-17 

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 27, 2008, Vol. 270, pp. 120-124 

 

Bishop Larocque also had knowledge at that time regarding suspiscious activity by 

Father Lussier,  as well as knowledge of Father Paul Lapierre being arrested in 

relation to homosexual advances on a police officer. 

Evidence of Eugene Larocque August 27, 2008 Vol 270 pp. 149 

 

In addition, Bishop Larocque failed to provide the OPP with other letters that he had 

received indicating further sexual misconduct by Father Charles MacDonald. Bishop 

Larocque received a letter from C-3 on January 11, 1994, which outlines allegations  
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of sexual misconduct on the part of Father Charles MacaDonald. 

 Exhibit 416, Document 738039  

 Evidence of Eugene Larocque, August 25, 2008, Vol. 268, pp. 200-210 

 

In the end much as in the beginning the DAC and its Bishop institutionally 

responded to allegations of sexual abuse of young people by their own clergy with 

varying degrees of secrecy, non-compliance and outright obstruction.  

 

All was intended to avoid scandal and protect the DAC and the greater RCC at the 

high cost of public safety, specifically the young and vulnerable.  
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 

 

Given the very brief amount of time that parties were allotted to complete written 

submissions, the Victims Group was unable to prepare detailed submissions relating 

to the OPP’s institutional response to allegations of historical sexual abuse.  Given 

what we understand to be the focus of other parties’ submissions, the Victims 

Group elected to focus its energies on institutions and issues that were far less 

likely to receive the attention of either of the community groups also filing 

submissions.  As a result, we are able to offer only our general comments relating 

to certain major issues that arose relating to the OPP during the course of the 

Commission’s work.  We apologize for the lack of specificity below, the number of 

issues not addressed and the fact that the timelines set by the amended Order in 

Council prevented us from assisting the Commissioner with his final report in a 

more meaningful way. 

 

Tim Smith’s 1994 Investigation  

 

Following the Cornwall Police Services’ investigation into the allegations made by 

David Silmser against Father Charles MacDonald and the subsequent investigation 

by the Ottawa Police Service into the conduct of the Cornwall Police Service that 

resulted, the Ontario Provincial Police were asked to re-examine both the 

allegations of sexual abuse made by David Silmser and the allegations of conspiracy 

and obstruction of justice.  

 Exhibit 2517, Document 111001 

 Exhibit 2518, Document 725166 

 Exhibit 2558, Document 701630 

 Exhibit 2519, Document 111005  
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On February 3, 1994, Detective Inspector Tim Smith was assigned to the 

investigation. His mandate was to investigate:  

 

1) Was there a conspiracy between the Cornwall Police and Catholic Diocese to 

effect a civil settlement with the alleged victim thus obstructing criminal 

proceedings? 

2) Was there obstruction of justice by lawyers who brought about civil 

settlement of assault victim which resulted in the termination of the police 

investigation upon consultation with local Crown Attorney?  

3) In the absence of cooperation of alleged sexual assault victim should 

Cornwall Police consider proceedings with the prosecution against priest? 

Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespage 1054212 

Evidence of Tim Smith November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 35-36; 56-62 

 

Detective Constable Mike Fagan was assigned to the investigation as the 

investigating officer to work with Smith.  Although Smith was the case manager he 

“was going to get hands-on involved in this” because the case involved the Chief of 

Police, Crown Attorney, the Bishop and lawyers.  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 78-79 

 

Failure to Properly Investigate the Involvement of Cornwall Police Service  

 

It is apparent from Smith’s testimony and an examination of his investigative 

efforts, that he quickly formed the opinion that the Cornwall Police Service was not 

involved in wrongdoing and that there was no conspiracy. As a result of his quick 

conclusion, there was a failure by Smith to seriously and properly investigate the 

alleged conspiracy involving the Cornwall Police Service and to appropriately seek 

out and assess the evidence in the case.  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, p. 133 

 

Smith explained during his testimony that he felt there was no conspiracy involving 

the Cornwall Police because no one came and reported such to him. In his past 

experiences, in dealing with police officer misconduct, he had received information 
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from other officers, sometimes via notes slid under his hotel room door.  Smith 

reasoned that the absence of such information in this case suggested that officers 

on the force had no concerns about what was occurring.  He indicated that during 

his investigation, Sebalj or Dunlop, for example, could have come to see him if they 

had concerns but did not.   

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 159-163 

 

Given that Dunlop had made allegations against his force, had taken the David 

Silmser matter to the Children’s Aid Society and was then facing disciplinary action 

as a result, it would hardly be surprising that other officers were not willing to 

break ranks by speaking honestly with Smith.  Furthermore, relying on note passing 

and inconspicuous trips to an investigators hotel door is surely not a legitimately 

investigative strategy. 

 

Given the public’s concerns about the role of the Cornwall Police Service in the 

David Silmser matter and the high ranking persons involved there was a 

responsibility on the part of Smith to thoroughly investigate the matter, whether he 

had strong confidence in the ultimate conclusion or not.  Instead, an examination of 

his investigation reveals that a list of appropriate investigative steps that Smith did 

take would fall well short of a list of those steps he did not.  For example, 

incredibly, Smith did not take a statement from any Cornwall Police Service officer 

other than Chief Claude Shaver.  

 

Smith testified that he did not consider Staff Sergeant Brunet as a person of 

interest or a potential suspect in his investigation.  It should have been apparent to 

Smith that Brunet was a critically important person to speak to about the David 

Silmser matter.  Brunet was the direct supervisor of Heidi Sebalj, he had spoken 

with Murray MacDonald and also the Chief and Deputy Chief about the withdrawal 

of the Silmser complaint, he was aware of the lack of information on OMPPAC and 

the placement of the Silmser complaint in a Project file. He also went with Chief 

Shaver to visit the Papal Nuncio and Bishop Larocque.  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 192-193 
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Smith interviewed Brunet, decided that his explanation was reasonable and did not 

obtain a statement from him.   

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 201-202 

 

Smith explained his theory of the case at the Inquiry.  He reasoned that in order for 

there to be a conspiracy involving the Cornwall Police Service, it would have 

required the cooperation of Chief Claude Shaver, as he was the one who initiated 

the investigation and the officers assigned would not have been able to withdraw 

the charges without the approval of Claude Shaver.  

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 193-194 

 

As a result, Smith explained that he needed to do no more than confirm in his own 

mind that Shaver was not involved in a conspiracy to wrap up his investigation.  

Smith relied on the fact that Shaver had been upset with Bishop Larocque’s actions 

in relation to the Father Deslauriers case years earlier to conclude that the two men 

could not have been co-conspirators when another priest was accused of having 

sexually abused minors some time later.  The fact that Larocque and Shaver had 

met about Father MacDonald in 1993 and that Shaver had described him as “most 

cooperative” was apparently lost on Smith. 

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, p. 199 

 Exhibit 1789, Document 715814, Batespage 7058714 

 

Smith also missed several important pieces of information in the statement 

provided by Claude Shaver in 1994.  Firstly, Shaver indicated in his statement that 

“the file was assigned to Sgt. Claude Lortie, Intelligence Unit, and the information 

was to be kept confidential under a project file under the OMPPAC computer 

system.” [7058712]. The fact that the information was to be kept confidential from 

the beginning and that having the Intelligence Officer investigate circumvented the 

chain of command should have concerned Smith.  

 Exhibit 1789, Document 715814 

 

Smith never spoke to Claude Lortie, despite Lortie being initially assigned the 

investigation.  Lortie was told to keep the matter confidential and later made a 
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comment about a “cover up” at a heated morning meeting.  It is difficult to 

understand how anyone could think that Lortie was not a key person to interview in 

relation to any investigation in to the CPS’ handling of the Silmser complaint. 

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, p. 159 

 

Another key aspect of the statement provided by Claude Shaver in 1994 was the 

following comment: 

 

“I further questioned the Bishop on what action he was prepared to 

take should he ascertain that the Priest had committed the alleged 

assault(s). He advised the Priest would be removed from the Parish 

and sent to a special treatment program immediately…. The Bishop 

contacted me later and advised that the Priest had admitted the 

assault and that it was an isolated incident and he was prepared to 

leave for the treatment/assessment Center immediately” [7058714-5] 

 

The statement provided by Shaver indicated that the Bishop informed him that 

Father Charles MacDonald had committed an assault or assaults and as a result 

that he had been sent for treatment. This is obviously relevant to the question of 

whether MacDonald assaulted Silmser, but also raises serious questions about the 

inaction of Chief Shaver after receiving this information from the Bishop.   

 

The statement also set out Shaver’s continued involvement in the David Silmser 

matter, even after his retirement. He had involvement with the media in relation to 

coverage of the issue. He also related that he had a conversation with the family 

members of Ken Seguin.  Smith appeared to be unconcerned by Shaver’s obvious 

vested interest in the matter or the fact that Shaver denied having any such 

interest. 

Exhibit 1789, Document 715814 
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Continued Dealings with CPS 

 

During the course of his 1994 conspiracy investigation Smith continued to update 

then CPS A/Chief Carl Johnston. Smith advised Johnston at various times on the 

status of the Silmser investigation and with respect to the obstruct justice 

investigation. When Smith was asked if he could appreciate the bad optics of his 

sharing information with the head of the force that was being investigated, he 

answered “not really.”  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 159-163 

 Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespages 1054220; 1054221; 1054225 

 

Smith was also provided with a copy of the report by the Ottawa Police Service into 

the 1993 investigation of Charles MacDonald. He did not interview Superintendent 

Brian Skinner or Staff Sergeant William Blake of the Ottawa Police, claiming that he 

wanted to approach his investigation without being influenced by other people’s 

conclusions.  This reasoning is bizarre considering he was working closely with the 

force he was supposedly investigating and updating its Chief throughout. 

Exhibit 1207, Document 101536  

 

Failure to Properly Investigate the Involvement of the Diocese and Lawyers 

 

The circumstances leading up to the David Silmser settlement and the roles of 

those involved have been canvassed in the submissions of the Victims Group 

relating to the DAC, however, some comment on the OPP’s investigation of these 

matters in 1994 is necessary. 

 

During his investigation of obstruction of justice relating to the David Silmser 

settlement, Smith laid charges against Malcolm MacDonald.  However, numerous 

other parties would have had motive to be involved in settlement. For example, the 

Diocese would have had a motive to avoid damage to its reputation, meaning its 

lawyer would have been similarly motivated to protect his client’s interests. In 

addition, Sean Adams, a devout Catholic, may have shared the goals of the Diocese 

in wanting to protect the reputation of the church and/or priest. The potential 
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targets of the investigation should have been Malcolm MacDonald, Jacques Leduc, 

Sean Adams and Bishop Larocque.  

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 66-67 

 

Malcolm MacDonald  

 

At the centre of Tim Smith’s theory of obstruction of justice was that Malcolm 

MacDonald was the main driving force of the illegal payoff, that he was the one who 

drafted the document and that he was involved in the document being signed.  

 

Malcolm MacDonald gave a statement on June 20, 1994 and then was later 

interviewed on October 28, 1994.  

 Exhibit 298, Document 714899 

 Exhibit 1155, Document 103366 

 Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespage 1054228 

Exhibit 863, Document 714897 

 

On September 12, 1995, Malcolm MacDonald pled guilty to the offence of unlawfully 

attempting to obstruct justice (s. 139(2) of the Criminal Code) for arranging for a 

monetary payment to Silmser in order to dissuade him from participating in the 

Father MacDonald criminal investigation.  

 

After hearing submissions on a joint position as to sentence, the presiding judge, 

the Honourable Mr. Justice Brian Lennox, granted Malcolm MacDonald an absolute 

discharge and consequently, no conviction was registered against him. 

Document 716637 

 

Jacques Leduc 

 

One of Smith’s clearest failures to properly investigate the matters assigned to him 

in 1994 is his cursory examination of Jacques Leduc’s involvement in the David 

Silmser payoff.   
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In addition to the obvious motives of Leduc and the abundant evidence available to 

Smith at the time, during a meeting with Doug and Nancy Seguin, Smith was 

informed of a meeting that Nancy had with Bishop Larocque on January 10, 1994. 

According to Smith’s notes, during the meeting the Bishop informed her “David 

Silmser in return for the money was to stay quiet and not bring charge against Fr. 

Charlie. Bishop said he was against settling this way but it was not his decision to 

make, but the canon lawyer’s decision.” The statement also suggests that Leduc 

had taken part in drafting the offensive clause in the settlement and that the Bishop 

knew something about it. The fact that Smith had asterisked this section in his 

officer notes shows that he recognized it as important. During his testimony, Smith 

admitted that this was “possible evidence” of the involvement of the Bishop and/or 

Jacques Leduc and that this was something that should have been followed up on.   

It was not. 

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312  

Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespage 1054217-1054218 

 

Leduc was interviewed on August 2, 1994, but was not cautioned prior to the 

interview because Smith believed that “he’d be a better witness than accused.” 

Smith described this as an interview to obtain information. The first part of the 

interview was nine minutes long, followed by a discussion off the record.  We have 

no notes detailing the off the record discussion.  

Exhibit 1892, Document 110245 

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 70-84  

 

When the statement continued after the unrecorded interruption, Leduc 

commented, “Ah, also I can indicate to you that, ah, the word, criminal, in 

paragraph two of the document, could have been there at the time, and ah, I 

certainly did not catch it, but had I caught it, I believe I would have asked ah, 

Malcolm to ah, remove any references to criminal matters.”  

Exhibit 1892, Document 110245, Batespage 1048441  

 

Despite Leduc’s admission to Smith at that time that he would have recognized the 

problem with a settlement document that required a criminal investigation to be 
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circumvented, Smith’s theory remains to this day that lawyers Leduc and Adams 

would not have been in a position to recognize that the clause was improper, as 

they practiced civil law. Smith reasoned that only a criminal lawyer would 

appreciate that the wording of the illegal release was improper.  Smith’s belief was 

formed despite the fact that he, a police officer with presumably no experience 

drafting or reviewing legal documents, recognized the problem with the settlement 

right away.   

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 164-167 

 

Had Smith bothered to investigate the matter, he would have learned that Leduc 

did in fact practice criminal law. Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald testified that 

Leduc appeared before Justice Fitzpatrick on criminal matters.  We also know that 

Leduc defended one of his alleged victims, Stuart Labelle, on multiple occasions in 

relation to serious criminal charges. 

 

During his investigation, Smith obtained a release document that Leduc had used in 

another case.  Despite the fact that the document does not even vaguely resemble 

the Silmser release, that it is written in French, and that Leduc specifically advised 

in his cover letter sending the release to the OPP that this was not a release he 

would have sent to Malcolm MacDonald, that document was filed with the court at 

the time of Malcolm MacDonald’s absolute discharge.   

 

Smith’s complete misunderstanding of the source of the document and his failure to 

secure either solicitors’ file and/or copies of the draft releases exchanged between 

Leduc and MacDonald is troubling and clearly would have contributed directly to 

Smith’s misapprehension of the evidence of Leduc’s complicity. 

 Exhibit 1919, Document 110682 

 Exhibit 1914, Document 738135, Batespage 225 and 226 
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As noted above, Smith never received the draft (Exhibit 2868) from Jacques Leduc, 

which most likely contributed to the final statement. The fax from Leduc to Malcolm 

MacDonald is a document that is more similar to the final release (Exhibit 263). In 

examining the handwritten numbering of the clauses it is obvious that the author of 

the handwritten comments and anyone sent the draft knew there was going to be 

an additional clause added to the release numbered “2.”  Smith conceded that, in 

retrospect, he would have liked to have seen the drafts at some point during his 

obstruct investigation.  

Exhibit 2868, Document 122598  

Exhibit 263, Document 724249  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 76-84 

 

Smith also ignored other evidence of Leduc’s role.  Malcolm MacDonald told police 

that “I then drafted a release and faxed a copy to Leduc for approval. This draft 

was returned to me with minor changes made by Leduc and the final document was 

in accordance with these changes.”  MacDonald was very clear throughout that 

Leduc knew exactly what was happening and that he played a major role in the 

drafting of the agreement.   

Exhibit 1155, Document 103366, Batespage 1017560   

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 76-84 

 

Smith testified that the drafts shown to him for the first time at the Inquiry would 

have led him to question Leduc more carefully.  Smith conceded that he never 

executed a search warrant and never asked for Leduc’s file on this matter.  

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 76-84 

 

Smith also failed to closely scrutinize the outrageous claims by Leduc and DAC 

personnel that they never opened or examined the final release and settlement 

documents. Given Leduc’s own admissions that he was aware of Malcolm’s insertion 

of an illegal clause at one point in the drafting process, his claim that he did not 

review the final product should have been a major focus of Smith’s attention.  The 

fact that the Children’s Aid Society requested a copy of the release at some point  
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and were refused by Leduc should have further concerned Smith. 

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 105-107 

 

The role of Leduc in the Silmser settlement was canvassed far more exhaustively at 

the Inquiry, some 15 years after the fact, than it was at the time Smith conducted 

his half-hearted investigation.  At the time of Smith’s investigation, Malcolm 

MacDonald was alive, all of the players were nervous and the media spotlight was 

searing.  The fact that Smith did not even bother to ask either lawyer and/or his 

client for their files and the draft settlement documents speaks for itself.  Smith 

truly botched this investigation.  The evidence of Leduc’s role in the settlement, as 

set out above and more thoroughly in the DAC-related submissions of the Victims 

Group, leaves little doubt that Smith made his assessment of reasonable and 

probable grounds on a small fraction of the evidence.  

 

Sean Adams  

 

Sean Adams was also interviewed and according to Smith’s notes the “purpose of 

the interview was to get background of Adams’ part in Silmser settlement.”  The 

deferential tone of the officers interviewing Adams is striking and it is clear that 

Adams’ role in the settlement was not being seriously scrutinized in the least.   

Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespage 1054228-229 

 Exhibit 849, Document 714957 

 

As with Leduc, the examination of Adams’ actions undertaken by the Inquiry 15 

years after the fact is infinitely more thorough and comprehensive than Smith’s 

purported criminal investigation in 1994.  Adams’ role is set out in some detail in 

the DAC-related submissions of the Victims Group. 

 

Murray MacDonald 

 

Although there was a statement taken from Murray MacDonald on July 14, 1994, it 

does not appear that Smith closely scrutinized his involvement in the Silmser 

matter.  Despite Murray MacDonald’s contacts with the CPS, Leduc and Malcolm 
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MacDonald prior to the settlement, Smith’s notes reveal the casual nature of his 

inquiries with MacDonald. Smith noted: “Meet with Crown Attorney Murray 

MacDonald coffee – cigarette – general discussion.” 

Evidence of Tim Smith, November 26, 2008, Vol. 312, pp. 174-176 

Exhibit 1233, Document 7148888 

Exhibit 1932, Document 703734  

Exhibit 1803, Document 111109, Batespage 1054224 

 

In his October 28, 1994 interview, Malcolm MacDonald stated that he was asked by 

a representative of the Diocese, either Msgr. McDougald or Leduc, to call Silmser 

again about the settlement. He further stated that before he called, he met with 

Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald and “explained the whole situation to him”. 

According to Malcolm MacDonald, Murray MacDonald “said to [him] virtually, Well 

that’s fine. Do what you want to do.’” When asked in the October 28, 1994 

interview whether it was made clear to Murray MacDonald that the settlement 

would cover both the civil and criminal proceedings, Malcolm replied: “I don’t think 

I said specifically, you know, civil and criminal, you know, ah. I think, I think that it 

was clear to him that he wouldn’t proceed with anything. Put it that way.” 

Exhibit 863, Document 714897, Batespage 7055944-46 

 

Despite the shocking answers given by Malcolm MacDonald in October of 1994, the 

OPP failed to follow up with Murray MacDonald.   

 

The information and evidence gathered during the course of Smith’s investigation in 

to these matters pales in comparison to what the Commission uncovered years 

later.  Smith and his fellow officers went through the motions of an investigation 

during which they do not appear to have even seriously considered the possibility 

that Malcolm MacDonald acted in concert with others to obstruct justice.  The 

overwhelming evidence to the contrary that has now been gathered is the clearest 

possible indication that this investigation failed miserably.  The blame for that 

failure must rest squarely with Tim Smith. 
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Smith and Hamelink’s Failure to Cooperate  

 

While Tim Smith’s 1994 investigation was ongoing, the Ontario Provincial Police 

were also investigating David Silmser on allegations of extortion related to Ken 

Seguin. This concurrent investigation was headed up by Detective Inspector Fred 

Hamelink. The lead investigator was Detective Constable Chris McDonell.  

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, pp. 9; 12 

 

According to Smith, it caused him concern that David Silmser was on the one hand 

a victim and on the other a suspect. He was the complainant in relation to the 

allegations of Father Charles MacDonald sexually assaulting him and he was also 

being examined on allegations of extortion in relation to settlements for the abuse 

he suffered. 

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 90-91 

 

Not only was there the potential for conflicting interests, but it is concerning given 

the failures of institutions to deal with Silmser’s concerns up to this date. Silmser 

by this point had already dealt with the OPP when he first disclosed his abuse, the 

Cornwall Police Service and the Children’s Aid Society. He had encountered many 

difficulties and certainly it would be difficult to gain the trust of Mr. Silmser.  

 

Several issues arose from the extortion investigation, including a failure to properly 

share information between the two investigations. Although there was to be a 

coordinated effort between case managers Smith and Hamelink and some sharing 

of investigative work by Officers Fagan and McDonell, there was a failure to 

appropriately share information in relation to the case.  

 

An example of the cross-over between investigations was an interview conducted 

with probation officer Jos Van Diepen on February 14, 1994 by the extortion team. 

The comments made in this statement are not favorable to Nelson Barque and Ken 

Seguin and were clearly relevant to Smith’s investigation.  Van Diepan advised 

that: 
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• “Nelson’s career ended when Nelson’s client’s boyfriend complained to Peter 

Sims, supervisor, about Nelson sexually involved with one probationer. 

Nelson handed in his resignation shortly after” [7099299] 

• References an individual who had problems at home and Nelson suggested 

that he live with Father Charlie at St. Raphael’s. So he went there, less than 

a week he landed on my door step and he didn’t want to stay there. He said 

that Father Charlie was a queer, he liked little boys but never specified.” 

[7099300] 

• “Back then Ken had a lot of probationers that stayed with Ken in the late 

1970’s. These guys didn’t have a place to stay leaving home, in between 

getting their own place. I think only one at a time was living there” 

[7099300] 

• “I know Malcolm’s queer. I know Malcolm’s boyfriends. I know Ken’s 

boyfriends” [7099300]  

Exhibit 1085, Document 725557  

Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, pp. 54-67 

Evidence of Chris McDonell, October 31, 2008, Vol. 299, p. 14 

 

According to Smith, the information from Van Diepen was not shared with him.  He 

agreed that the information contained in the statement would have been useful to 

his investigation in 1994. Fred Hamelink testified that he does not recall sharing 

this information with Tim Smith.  

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, pp. 237-239 

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, pp. 66-67 

 

The information would have been useful for several reasons. First, it indicates a 

prior concern about Father Charles MacDonald, who Tim Smith was investigating on 

allegations of sexual assault. The fact that there appears to be some connection 

between Malcolm and Ken Seguin and that Ken Seguin had a close relationship with 

other probationers is clearly important. The relationships are also relevant to the 

Silmser case as he alleged abuse by both Father Charles MacDonald and Ken 

Seguin and the lawyer for both individuals was Malcolm MacDonald.  
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There was also not coordination with Tim Smith when Hamelink’s team interviewed 

Heidi Sebalj. Sebalj was the main investigator in the Silmser matter and Smith was 

responsible for the conspiracy investigation relating to the Cornwall Police Service. 

Hamelink testified that he did not contact Tim Smith because he did not see how it 

would be useful to him, despite the Cornwall Police Service being under 

investigation by Hamelink.  

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303  

 

On February 21, 1994, a meeting was held with Tim Smith, then Regional Senior 

Crown Attorney Peter Griffiths, articling student Claudette Breault and Officers 

Fagan, McDonell and Genier. In relation to the meeting Hamelink noted that 

“extortion on hold for the time being until Smith completed obstruct investigation. 

Need Silmser as a witness against Father Charles MacDonald.” Hamelink testified 

that this was not the best wording and that what he meant was that they stayed 

away from David Silmser in relation to the extortion investigation.  

 Exhibit 2544, Document 725224 

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, p. 75 

 

On February 22, 1994, Silmser was interviewed by Tim Smith and Mike Fagan in 

relation to his allegations against Father Charles MacDonald. Silmser was not 

cautioned during the interview in relation to the extortion matter.  

 

However, in the interview one or two questions were asked regarding the extortion 

issue while Hamelink viewed the interview behind glass.  

 Exhibit 267, Document 715059 

Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, pp. 75-77 

Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 14, 2008, Vol. 304, pp. 45-47 

 

There was no reference to details about the Silmser interview in Hamelink’s notes 

on February 22, 1994 and no reference to the extortion matter in the notes of Tim 

Smith. The fact that there is no reference in the notes of either officer to this 

matter suggests that they did not want it to be known that Hamelink was  
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also involved in the interview.  

 Evidence of Tim Smith, November 11, 2008, Vol. 301, p. 105 

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, p. 77 

 

According to the testimony of Justice Griffiths, who was the Crown Attorney 

consulted at the February 21st meeting, he would not have given advice for 

Hamelink to observe the interview in relation to charges of extortion, during the 

victim interview.  

 

Prior to Smith completing his investigation, Hamelink presented Griffiths with a 

Crown brief in relation to the extortion investigation on September 29, 1994. On 

October 12, 1994, Hamelink received a response from Griffiths who indicated that 

there was not sufficient evidence to provide reasonable and probable grounds to 

support a criminal charge of extortion against David Silmser.  

 Exhibit 2574, Document 725155  

 Evidence of Fred Hamelink, November 13, 2008, Vol. 303, pp. 145-148 

 

It appears that a personal conflict between Tim Smith and Fred Hamelink likely 

contributed to the communication issues. According to an email from Pat Hall, 

dated July 16, 2001, “I am told Tim Smith and Fred Hamelink had a big blow up 

and Fred concluded his investigation without Tim’s knowledge.” 

 Exhibit 2575, Document 725571 

 

According to the evidence of Chris Lewis, he was asked by Superintendent Larry 

Edgar to talk to both Smith and Hamelink, as he had heard that there had been a 

falling out between the two and it was important that the matter be resolved as 

they were involved in corresponding investigations.  

 

Chris Lewis testified that he first spoke to Tim Smith about the matter and he 

indicated that there was a concern over Fred Hamelink failing to share a document. 

 Exhibit 2576, Document 733126, Batespage 7127649 

 Evidence of Chris Lewis, December 16, 2008, Vol. 324  
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The failure of Smith, Hamelink and their teams to properly coordinate their 

investigations and to share information is another example of the OPP’s disjointed 

efforts to investigate matters in and around Cornwall.  The OPP’s investigations, 

even as early as 1994, were ineffective. 

 

Project Truth  

 

On December 18, 1996, Perry Dunlop, through his lawyer Charles Bourgeois, 

forwarded a binder of information comprised of 74 sections (the Fantino brief) to 

then London Chief of Police Julian Fantino. The package contained statements and 

disclosures of 14 alleged victims who approached or were approached by Dunlop.  

Exhibit 719, Document 103216; Document 723574 

Exhibit 729, Document 705770 

 
Tim Smith was contacted in the spring of 1997 and given the Fantino brief. After he 

reviewed the information contained in these documents, Project Truth was initiated 

at his request. Pursuant to the Police Services Act, the Crown can ask the OPP to 

commence an investigation. Smith asked Peter Griffiths to make the request 

because he believed that the allegations contained in the Fantino brief and Orillia 

materials were serious and required a dedicated investigative team. 

 

Smith was the Case Manager for the Project Truth Investigation in Cornwall from 

July 1997 to March 31, 1999. Smith specifically requested the assistance of Pat Hall 

in Project Truth and his request was approved.  Smith asked for Hall’s assistance 

because of what he perceived to be Hall’s investigative competencies and because 

Hall was familiar with Cornwall from having previously conducted two unrelated 

investigations in the community. Hall’s primary role was to participate in high-

profile interviews and to supervise the day-to-day operations under Smith’s 

direction. 

 

Hall was asked by Smith to attend a meeting held on April 24, 1997 with Smith, 

Pelletier, Griffiths, Detective Constable Don Fagan, and Cornwall  
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Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Vol. 316  

 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the recent disclosures of allegations of 

child sexual abuse that were brought to the OPP’s attention by C-8, Leroux and 

Dunlop. Included in the information discussed at this meeting was the brief of 

documents that had been compiled by Dunlop and given to London Police Chief 

Julian Fantino through Dunlop’s lawyer, Charles Bourgeois, on December 18, 1996.  

 

It was decided at this meeting that Griffiths would make a formal request of the 

OPP to undertake a criminal investigation of historical child sexual abuse in 

Cornwall, in particular the allegations identified by Dunlop in the Fantino Brief, and 

the statement provided by Leroux to the Orillia OPP. Pending criminal cases were 

also discussed and it was determined that the preliminary inquiry in R. v. Charles 

MacDonald would be adjourned until the new allegations could be investigated. Hall 

was asked to join the investigation that became known as “Project Truth” 

 

The fact that Murray MacDonald was involved in that meeting despite specific 

allegations having been made against him in the Fantino brief materials is telling.  

The testimony of Smith, Hall, Pelletier and Griffiths clearly demonstrated that none 

of these men considered the vast majority of allegations in the brief to be even 

remotely plausible.  Griffiths honestly admitted during his testimony that he did not 

consider it even possible that the allegations against Murray MacDonald could be 

true.  Project Truth was launched by a group of men who believed in advance that 

the outcome of its conspiracy investigation was not in doubt.  The poor quality of 

work and the minimal effort of Project Truth relating to that conspiracy 

investigation was equally predictable as a result. 

 

On May 14, 1997, Hall attended a meeting with Smith, Sweeney, Genier and Steve 

Seguin. They discussed the set up of the investigation, including case management 

issues.  Hall was involved in the preparation of the operational plan that was 

submitted to the OPP in order to obtain formal approval and funding for Project 
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Truth. This included drafting the mandate for Project Truth. The operational plan 

went back and forth a number of times before it was officially approved and Project 

Truth officially commenced, on July 28, 1997. 

 

Prior to the official start of Project Truth, Hall was involved in setting up the 

resourcing of the project and analyzing the materials from Leroux and Dunlop on 

which the project was based. Hall had the assistance of officers Steve Seguin and 

Don Genier. Hall and his officers conducted a thorough review of all of the 

allegations contained in the documents they had been given. The purpose of this 

review was to enable the OPP to determine the scope of the Cornwall investigation 

for operational planning purposes. Hall will say that the review of the Fantino brief 

resulted in 293 assignments regarding 18 suspects, 20 alleged victims and 6 

confirmed victims.  Joe Dupuis later joined the team in the fall. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Vol. 316, p. 170-172; 198-199 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Vol. 316, p. 171 

 

Although the evidence is clear that nobody involved ever truly understood exactly 

what Project Truth was supposed to be investigating, Hall suggested during his 

testimony that the mandate of Project Truth was decided by Smith and himself 

around the first few months of their investigation. According to Hall, the definition 

included examples of prominent persons in the community, and despite giving 

specific examples of particular occupational groups the list was not necessarily 

exhaustive and was flexible. The mandate was presented as such:   

 

This investigation is being conducted into pedophile activity both 

historic and ongoing in the Cornwall, Ontario area. The alleged 

suspects are prominent and respected citizens of Cornwall, and include 

lawyers, Catholic priests, a Catholic Bishop, teachers and probation 

officers, businessmen, a former Chief of Police and the present Crown 

Attorney. The alleged offences occurred and are occurring both in the 

City of Cornwall and the outlying area.  
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In addition, it is alleged the suspects were able to terminate 

investigations and prosecutions against them by abusing their 

positions of trust within the community. It is alleged the Crown 

Attorney, the Diocese of Cornwall, and the Cornwall Police Service 

conspired to obstruct justice in these matters. 

 

The mandate emphasizes that what is of concern is that not only are persons in 

positions of trust and authority engaging in alleged sexual misconduct, but also that 

the alleged persons further misused their positions to conspire to obstruct justice.  

Exhibit 331, Document 104242  

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Vol. 316, pp. 176-179 

 

OPP Project Truth’s efforts must be examined as encompassing two clearly distinct 

circumstances.  The first is where the team investigated specific allegations of 

sexual abuse, made by an identified victim against an identified perpetrator or 

perpetrators.  These cases would have been similar to typical sexual assault cases 

that the officers had handled in the past and, accordingly, the officers seemingly 

understood how to go about their work. 

 

The second circumstance proved to be considerably more confusing for the officers.  

As the evidence revealed, Project Truth was completely unable, or perhaps 

unwilling, to develop any kind of coherent plan to investigate allegations of 

conspiracy, collusion or cover-up.  Watching Pat Hall, in particular, try to explain his 

strategy to investigate allegations of a pedophile ring and conspiracy was to watch 

a witness flounder, guess and revise history as he became more and more aware of 

his Project’s failings. 

 

Investigations of Individual Sexual Abuse Cases  

 

The Project Truth team took over 600 statements in the course of its investigation. 

They investigated approximately 73 suspects in relation to approximately 71 

alleged victims. Fifteen individuals were charged with 115 counts related to sexual  
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assault and abuse perpetrated against 34 different victims. 

Exhibit 2778, Document 702765 

Exhibit 2779, Document 702769  

Exhibit 2780, Document 702770  

Exhibit 2781, Document 702772  

Exhibit 2782, Document 703054  

Exhibit 2783, Document 701336  

 

There were extensive investigations on the part of the Project Truth officers, which 

led to charges being laid against numerous individuals, including:   

 

• Brother Leonel Carriere (Stay of Proceedings – Mental Health reasons) 

• Brian Dufour (Died and charges withdrawn) 

• Keith Jodoin  (Charges withdrawn; no reasonable prospect of conviction)  

• Roch Landry (Died and charges withdraw) 

• Harvey Latour (Not guilty) 

• Paul Lapierre (Found not guilty of charges in Ontario, convicted in Quebec) 

• George S. Lawrence (Not guilty) 

• Jean Luc Leblanc (Plead guilty to numerous offences) 

• Jacques Leduc (Stay of proceedings) 

• Father Charles MacDonald (Stay of proceedings) 

• Malcolm MacDonald (Died and charges withdraw) 

• Romeo Major (Charges withdrawn) 

• Kenneth Martin (Not guilty) 

• Arthur Peachey (Died and charges withdraw) 

• Bernard Sauve (Charges withdrawn) 

  Exhibit 2778, Document 702765 

 

Prior to the commencement of Project Truth, officers had already laid numerous 

charges against Father Charles MacDonald. On March 6, 1996 D/Cst. Mike Fagan 

swore an information against Father Charles MacDonald in relation to three 

complainants, David Silmser, C-3 and John MacDonald. During the course of the 

Project Truth investigations a further eight charges were laid in relation to Father 
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MacDonald on January 26, 1998, in relation to five additional complainants. On 

April 10, 2000, a further information was sworn by D/Cst. Dupuis laying four 

additional charges against Father MacDonald with respect to the complainant C-2. 

Document 109520 

Document 109521 

Document 109522 

 

However, on May 13, 2002, Justice Chilcott allowed the section 11(b) Charter 

application and stayed all of the remaining charges against Father MacDonald. 

Exhibit 720, Document 120898, Batespage 1129827-28 

 

During the investigation, numerous suspects were already deceased. In addition, 

several suspects died before charges could be laid, such Nelson Barque and Richard 

Hickerson. 

 Exhibit 2782, Document 703054  

 

While the Victims Group has concerns with several of the above-noted 

investigations, particular relating to the delays in investigating complaints, the 

delays in charging accused persons, and the poor communication with and support 

of victims, the timelines for submissions set out in the amended Order in Council 

prevent us from commenting on these matters.  Fortunately, several witnesses 

were examined and cross-examined at length about these issues and the record is 

therefore replete with examples of the above. 

 

The concerns of the Victims Group aside, it must be noted that in these cases 

officers investigated complaints of abuse, gathered evidence and laid charges where 

appropriate.  While mistakes were made, the fact that these men were charged and 

that the matters were turned over to Crown attorneys for prosecution must be 

acknowledged.  The desire to see their perpetrators charged and forced to face a 

trial on the merits of the allegations is shared by all members of the Victims 

Groups. 
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Failure to link associations among perpetrators and alleged perpetrators 

 

According to Pat Hall, part of the mandate of Project Truth was to determine 

whether or not there existed a pedophile ring or clan, as per the allegations of 

Dunlop and rumors being circulated in the community and in the media. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Volume 316, p. 188 

 

While the definition of a clan or ring of pedophiles was never clearly articulated by 

Project Truth during the course of its investigation, Pat Hall testified that in his 

opinion, a “ring” meant that there was a group of people who were operating in 

conjunction with each other and that they were abusing people.  He further 

explained that, in his mind, there would have to be at least three individuals before 

you can say that there was a ring. 

 

Pat Hall gave the following example of a ring using a series of break and enters.  

13       A ring, in my 

14 view, would be -- in my experience in investigating a 

15 series of break and enters, you get a group of people who 

16 are working in conjunction with each other. They know all 

17 each other, they go out and do a bunch of B&Es. You work 

18 on them, you call them a ring of B&E artists. They're all 

19 connected. 

 

Project Truth created a database to assess the linkages and associations between 

alleged perpetrators. The documents outline connections amongst them and, 

furthermore, there are numerous examples where victims had been sexually 

abused by more than one perpetrator who knew each other. There are also 

examples where victims alleged that they had been sexually abused by two 

perpetrators at the same time.  

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Volume 316, p. 212  

 

Even though Project Truth created this database and reviewed many statements 

from victims who indicated that they were abused by multiple perpetrators who 
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were associated with one another, Project Truth failed to follow through with a 

thorough investigation of common threads among victims and the accused.  Smith 

and Hall, both experienced investigators, clearly would have appreciated that 

abundant evidence of ties between perpetrators was being uncovered by their 

officers, but they simply did not earnestly investigate the ties between these men. 

 

It appears from the evidence that Hall and Smith simply failed to recognize how 

critical the associations between perpetrators were to their mandate.  Not only 

could a thorough investigation of these connections have yielded valuable evidence 

and further victims, but it was also critical to the broader conspiracy investigation 

that they were purporting to conduct. 

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 51-55 

 

Conspiracy/ Obstruction of Justice Investigation 

 

The mandate for the conspiracy investigation was drawn from the Dunlop materials. 

In a letter from Dunlop to the Honourable Robert Runciman, the Solicitor General 

and Minister of Correctional Services, Dunlop stated his belief that “certain officers 

from the Cornwall Police Service and others responsible for the judicial system in 

Cornwall have committed the offence of Obstruct Justice in connection with the 

original allegation of sexual assault involving the priest and Father MacDonald.” The 

letter asked that an investigation be conducted into “possible offences committed 

by the Cornwall Police Service and others who may have acted in concert to 

promote a cover-up.” 

 Exhibit 703, Document 716547 

 Exhibit 2635, Document 703631 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320  

 

Despite Smith’s 1994 determination that there was no conspiracy to obstruct 

justice, he was assigned as head of the team to re-evaluate the situation.  The 

effect of Smith being tasked with re-evaluating his own work cannot be accurately 

measured, but it would be naïve to believe that it had anything less than a 

significant impact on Smith’s own views coming in to the investigation, as well as 
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on the officers working under him.  Before Project Truth even began, its leader had 

determined that there was no basis to the allegations at the very heart of the 

matter.  The choice of Smith to head Project Truth is most troubling. 

 

Project Truth officers decided early on that the allegations of a conspiracy contained 

in the Fantino Brief would be dealt with after the investigations into the individual 

allegations of sexual abuse were concluded. The failure to investigate the 

conspiracy aspects from the beginning and the failure to appropriately tie 

associations among the perpetrators is a key downfall in Project Truth’s overall 

investigation.  

 

According to the testimony of Pat Hall, crimes against persons were the highest 

priority and they decided to leave the conspiracy investigation until the end. The 

conspiracy angle was not investigated until January 2000. The lead investigator in 

relation to the conspiracy allegations was Officer Joseph Dupuis and he was 

assisted by Pat Hall. However, given that witnesses were coming in and giving 

statements in relation to allegations of sexual abuse throughout the Project Truth 

investigations, we submit that it would not have been difficult to question victims, 

witnesses or accused persons about alleged conspiracy or obstruction. In addition, 

it would have been beneficial to investigate these concerns right away, as they 

were serious allegations against persons in positions of trust and authority. For 

example, there would be concerns if police officers had obstructed justice and 

continued in their positions, particularly if these officers continued to investigate 

sexual assault allegations.  

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 2, 2008, Vol. 316, p. 224  

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 42-43 

 

Cornwall Police 

 

The investigation into the obstruction of justice by certain officers of the Cornwall 

Police partly framed the overall conspiracy issue examined by Project Truth. During 

the Project Truth investigation, officers re-interviewed Cornwall Police Service 

officers and also took statements from Kevin Malloy, D’Arcy Dupuis, Garry Derochie 
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and Ron Lefebvre. Despite the broadened investigation, key pieces of information 

were overlooked 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp.42-43 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 113; 91 

 Exhibit 1238, Document 111606 

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, p. 90 

 

The statement provided by Claude Shaver, in 1994, indicated that the Bishop 

informed him that Father Charles MacDonald had committed an assault or assaults 

and as a result that he had been sent for treatment.  

 

“I further questioned the Bishop on what action he was prepared to 

take should he ascertain that the Priest had committed the alleged 

assault(s). He advised the Priest would be removed from the Parish 

and sent to a special treatment program immediately…. The Bishop 

contacted me later and advised that the Priest had admitted the 

assault and that it was an isolated incident and he was prepared to 

leave for the treatment/assessment Center immediately.”  

 

This is relevant to the inaction of Chief Shaver after receiving this information from 

the Bishop and also to the investigation of Tim Smith relating to the allegations of 

David Silmser against Father Charles MacDonald.  

Exhibit 1789, Document 715814, Batespage 7058714-5 

 

The statement also set out Shaver’s continued involvement in the David Silmser 

matter, even after his retirement. He had involvement with the media in relation to 

coverage of the issue. He also related that he had a conversation with the family 

members of the probation officer, namely Ken Seguin.  The Project Truth officers 

did not seem to appreciate the relevance of Shaver’s statements, nor did they 

seriously reconsider Smith’s findings in 1994 as related to Shaver’s role. 

Exhibit 1789, Document 715814 
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On January 27, 2000, Officer Dupuis met with CPS Ron Lefebvre and requested a 

date and time for an interview.  At this time, Lefebvre was shown the questions 

that would be asked during the interview, permitting him time to reflect on his 

responses to each.  According to Dupuis’ notes, Lefebvre advised him that “Chief 

Shaver, Staff Inspector McDonald and Staff Sergeant Brunet, along with Jacques 

Leduc, had a meeting to discuss this matter. He would have to check his notes for 

more details. He also advised that he was the one who had given Silmser’s 

statement to Dunlop.”  

 Evidence of Joseph Dupuis, November 21, 2008, Vol. 309, p. 139 

   

Despite this officer indicating that the Chief of Police and various Cornwall Police 

Officers had met with Jacques Leduc regarding the David Silmser matter, which 

would be a key piece of evidence in relation to potential obstruction/conspiracy, 

Lefebvre was not asked any questions in relation to this matter when he was 

interviewed on February 29, 2000.  

Exhibit 2641, Document 703904  

 

We submit that the Project Truth investigation failed to appropriately examine and 

respond to even the most obvious information: (a) the Chief of Police’s statement 

to Tim Smith in 1994 that the Bishop informed him that a priest admitted to 

assaulting Silmser; and (b) the awareness that there may have been a meeting 

between Leduc, the Diocese’s lawyer, and Cornwall Police officers regarding an 

illegal payoff.  There is no evidence that the Project Truth officers closely 

scrutinized the role of the CPS in these matters or that they considered the 

possibility that Smith’s conclusions in 1994 were wrong.   

 

Diocese and Lawyers 

 

By the time Project Truth officers re-investigated the conspiracy matter involving 

the diocese and related lawyers, several of the individuals involved had been 

investigated and/or charged in relation to sexual misconduct involving young 

males.  Because of those charges, Project Truth did not re-interview either Leduc or  
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Father MacDonald in relation to the conspiracy allegations. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 94-95 

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, p. 95 

 

While other key players were not interviewed, Malcolm MacDonald was on several 

occasions and during his interviews provided clear information about the 

involvement of his colleagues in the Silmser payoff, particularly Jacques Leduc.  

 

The first interview took place on November 18, 1998. During the interview Malcolm 

MacDonald explained that Leduc had knowledge of the illegal clause in the David 

Silmser document when it was being drafted as it was in the draft statement from 

the beginning. Malcolm made the following statement:  

 

“…I drew a draft copy of it. I faxed it to Leduc, and he sent it back to me, 

and he made changes in it. Now mind you, there cosmetic changes, 

because I had Bishop of the Diocese, and he says, should be for the 

Diocese and of the Province of Ontario. He made some ah, just minor 

changes in the. He ah, he must of read the whole thing, and he approved, 

eh? (Chimes). So then I arranged to have Sean Adams come in as 

independent counsel.” [1064269-70] 

Exhibit 1157, Document 112628 

 

Malcolm MacDonald was again interviewed on December 17, 1999. In the interview 

he again spoke of the involvement and knowledge of other persons involved in the 

David Silmser payoff.  He disclosed that the illegal clause was in the draft from the 

beginning and that it was shown to Leduc for his approval (7012128; 7012132).  

He also explained that it was implied when discussing the payoff that it would 

include stopping both the criminal and civil proceedings (7012135). His interview 

also states that he sought out the assistance of lawyer Sean Adams to provide 

“independent” legal advice to David Silmser (7012128; 7012142-43). In addition, 

he indicated that Jacques Leduc was actively seeking out further funds, after the 

first payoff, to pay David Silmser and wanted 3 or 4 individuals to put in $25,000 in  
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order to pay David Silmser $100,000 (7012143-45). 

 Exhibit 3057, Document 703805 

 

As in the 1994 investigation involving the illegal settlement, OPP Project Truth 

officers failed to obtain the files containing all of the settlement-related documents 

and drafts. Both Tim Smith and Pat Hall testified that they had not received the 

draft settlement agreement.  

 Exhibit 2686, Document 122598  

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 99-101 

 

Pat Hall never requested or obtained a search warrant for the precedent or 

documents. This is despite very clear indications from Malcolm MacDonald that 

there was involvement on the part of Jacques Leduc.  

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, pp. 101-103 

 

As discussed elsewhere in these submissions, the evidence that others, and Leduc 

in particular, assisted Malcolm MacDonald in obstructing justice in relation to the 

Silmser settlement is overwhelming. 

 

Crown Brief and Summary  

 

Despite the overwhelming evidence of the involvement of Jacques Leduc and Sean 

Adams, and also information relating to questionable evidence involving certain 

Cornwall Police Officers, there was a failure on the part of Pat Hall to recognize the 

significance and relevance of the information at hand. In addition, he failed to see 

the associations of accused persons and victims and that many of these individuals 

were in positions of authority and trust.  

 

Although a nine volume brief was delivered to Crown Attorney Lorne McConnery, 

the summary provided to McConnery demonstrates the failure of the OPP to 

examine key issues of relevance to criminal matter.  

 

• The summary only referenced Dunlop’s allegations; 
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• He focuses on the evidence of Richard Abell and his comments regarding the 

potential of a cover up; 

• Focuses on the reference to Father Charles MacDonald and Malcolm 

MacDonald being nervous about him being arrested and hand cuffed. 

 

These details are in the periphery to some very clear indications of obstruction and 

conspiracy that were not included. 

Exhibit 2631, Document 703627 

 

Conflict of interest in involving the Cornwall Police in sexual assault investigations  

 

The OPP’s half-hearted and disingenuous claims that they investigated allegations 

of conspiracy are further disputed by examining Project Truth’s always close 

relationship with the CPS, a force at the centre of scandal and whose officers were 

supposedly under investigation.  As with Smith’s 1994 investigation where he kept 

A/Chief Johnston updated, Project Truth continued to coordinate and liaise with the 

CPS, going so far as to routinely refer investigations of historical sexual abuse back 

to the force accused of subverting justice in relation to earlier similar investigations.  

That transferring of numerous sexual assault cases over to the Cornwall Police 

illustrates the OPP’s mindset that the links between individuals and the conspiracy 

investigation were distinct issues, rather than being intertwined.    

 

For example, although the Marcel Lalonde investigation commenced prior to the 

initiation of Project Truth, the allegations against Marcel Lalonde were never 

examined for the purposes of the Project Truth mandate. Marcel Lalonde was one of 

the accused persons listed in Dunlop’s Fantino brief and David Silmser also alleged 

having been sexually abused by Lalonde.   

Evidence of Pat Hall, December 8, 2008, Vol. 320, p. 48  

 

C-97 made allegations against Brian Dufour, a youth residence worker, and the OPP 

took statements from him on September 17 and 25, 1997. In addition, to 

allegations of abuse by Brian Dufour, he also talked about Ken Seguin and Nelson 

Barque. C-97 alleged abuse by Rodney Robillard, who was associated with Melody 
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Music. There is also a connection with another alleged perpetrator, George 

Lawrence, who was involved with Melody Music. Despite two known connections, 

three of the four allegations were sent to another force. 

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 5, 2008, Vol. 319, pp. 74-80   

 Exhibit 2698, Document 712094 

 

Marc Latour made an allegation against a teacher. The same day it was decided 

that it wasn’t a part of Project Truth and forwarded to the CPS without any 

investigation into the possible connections. Pat Hall argued that this was not a part 

of Dunlop’s materials. However, new cases had come forward to Project Truth that 

were relevant and not included in Dunlop’s briefs, such as the allegations made by 

Claude Marleau.  

 Evidence of Pat Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, pp. 202-210  

 

Misleading the media 

 

We submit that Pat Hall and other OPP officers misled the public by stating that 

there was no evidence of persons associating or of an organized network of 

perpetrators. Statements by the OPP fly in the face of known OPP information 

showing extensive associations among perpetrators and victims, the involvement of 

numerous alleged perpetrators in the pay off of David Silmser, and evidence 

pointing to obstruction of justice by numerous players in the David Silmser matter.   

 

In a Toronto Sun article, dated April 5, 1999, Tim Smith provided an extensive 

interview to reporter Michael Harris. In the interview, Smith downplayed the 

findings of the OPP investigation: 

 

• “After investigating the case for five years, Smith is not convinced that there 

was ever a pedophile clan”  

• “There is no evidence of a group or clan of active pedophiles operating today”  

“Only five of the accused to date know each other”  

• “There is no evidence of common victims”  
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During his testimony, Smith conceded that these statements were inaccurate and 

that there were common victims among a number of the charges laid. According to 

testimony heard at the Inquiry, the investigation into the conspiracy portions of the 

mandate did not start until 2000, one year after Smith’s misleading interview. 

 Evidence of Patrick Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321 pp. 99-103  

Document 121104 

 

Similarly, in a CBC Radio interview on May 21, 1999 Detective Inspector Klancy 

Grasman states that “there’s no evidence at all that there was any type of 

organized ring or common thread through any of this.” 

Exhibit 2833, Document 701291 

Evidence of Patrick Hall, December 9, 2008, Vol. 321, pp.157-158; 168 

 

In a Globe and Mail newspaper article, dated August 23, 2001, Detective 

Superintendent Jim Miller is quoted as saying “we’ve investigated every piece of 

information and every allegation and there’s no evidence to support a criminal 

conspiracy of any cover up of a pedophile ring.” Also in the article is the OPP 

statement that “there is nothing to indicate individuals operated in concert with 

each other to commit offences.” 

Exhibit 2831 – Document 720463  

 

Conclusion 

 

The Ontario Provincial Police and its Project Truth team’s involvement in 

investigation allegations of sexual abuse, cover-up and conspiracy in Cornwall was 

disappointing and failed to live up to expectations, or promises.  The people of 

Cornwall and region were assured that they would get a thorough and complete 

investigation of the allegations that that gripped the community and the media for 

years.  They trusted that all leads would be followed, all evidence would be 

gathered and that the officers would make honest and objective assessments about 

what they learned.  The OPP consistently and repeatedly failed to deliver on its 

promises. 
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Despite the intense examination of the OPP’s work in Cornwall by this Commission, 

it remains difficult to understand why things went wrong as they did. In the end, 

what is clear is that the allegations of abuse and conspiracy that have plagued this 

community for more than a decade have still never been properly investigated by 

any police force.  While the community has little choice but to move on given the 

passage of time and the death of so many witnesses and perpetrators who could 

have shed light on what really happened here, the OPP’s failure to follow through 

on its promises of a full investigation will not soon be forgotten. 

 

Recommendations relating to major case management and staffing large 

investigations with police officers dedicated to a single investigation will be made at 

the end of these submissions. 
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MINISTRY OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

 

Counsel for the Victims Group intends to address the Ministry’s institutional 

response to allegations of historical sexual abuse of young persons in some detail 

during its oral submissions to the Commissioner on Monday, February 23, 2009. 

 

Given the very brief period of time that parties were allotted to complete written 

submissions, the Victims Group was unable to prepare detailed written submissions 

relating to the MAG’s institutional response to allegations of historical sexual abuse.  

Given what we understand to be the focus of other parties’ submissions, the Victims 

Group elected to focus its energies on institutions and issues that were far less 

likely to receive the attention of either of the community groups also filing 

submissions.  As a result, we are able to offer only our general comments relating 

to certain major issues that arose relating to MAG during the course of the 

Commission’s work.   

 

Fortunately, the institutional responses of the Ministry in several important cases 

have been the subject of judicial findings that do not require further comment here, 

making the institutional response of the MAG somewhat unique.  While time 

prevents us from commenting specifically on each prosecution, we offer our 

comments relating to certain recurring problems that were identified during the 

evidence of MAG witnesses.  Our submissions conclude with a list of 

recommendations that we hope the Commissioner will seriously consider, including 

some intended to address the problems set out below. 

 

Recurring Problems 

 

The Commission examined the work of many different Crown attorneys in relation 

to many different investigations, some of which resulted in charges, others that did 

not.  Throughout this examination, it became apparent that Crowns after the turn 

of the millennium continued to make the same mistakes that their predecessors 

were making in the 1980s and earlier.  This repetition of mistakes evidences failed 
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policies and training that point to systemic problems with how Crown attorneys in 

Ontario interact with police officers and victims of crime, how they interpret their 

roles in the justice system, and how they manage prosecutions, both complex and 

seemingly straightforward. 

 

While the failings of many other institutions infuriated victims and outraged the 

community, the failed prosecutions that were mishandled and botched by the 

Ministry of the Attorney General were the final insults that compelled the 

community and the government to action.  When Jacques Leduc, like Father 

Charles MacDonald before him, had serious charges of sexual abuse of young 

persons stayed because of the inexcusably long time it took to bring him to trial, it 

was obvious that a public inquiry was necessary and long overdue. 

 

Opinions based on incomplete information 

 

The Inquiry examined many cases where Crown attorneys provided legal opinions 

based on incomplete and often times inaccurate information.  The willingness of 

several Crowns to provide opinions without having been provided a Crown brief was 

surprising and inappropriate.   

 

Crown Murray MacDonald’s disastrous legal opinions to the Cornwall Police Service 

during the course of its investigation in to David Silmser’s allegations of abuse are 

the most notorious example of a Crown providing opinions in a situation where he 

had only a fraction of the information that would have been available to him had he 

insisted upon a full Crown brief. 

 

The evidence of former CAS executive director Tom O’Brien, however, highlighted 

that the local Crown’s practice of relying on verbal reports had been longstanding.  

The CAS-related cases examined revealed the very significant problems with 

Crowns relying on non-policing agencies for information and the manipulation that 

can occur when a devious institutional actor is paired with an indifferent and 

familiar Crown.  While the information that O’Brien provided Crown attorneys with 
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in relation to the Cieslewicz and Lapensee cases was inexcusably misleading and 

incomplete, the Crowns involved must accept blame for not flatly refusing to 

provide legal advice to the CAS directly and turning the matter over to the police 

for full investigation instead.  The Crowns’ willingness to circumvent the 

investigative process and their failure to recognize the potential for mischief when 

relying on information being provided directly from an institution seeking to avoid 

scandal is blameworthy. 

 

A similar problem arose in 1982 in relation to allegations against Nelson Barque, 

when Crown Don Johnson was again content to provide his legal opinion based on 

information collected by Ministry of Corrections officials directly, without the 

involvement of the police.  The fact that Corrections officials were content to have 

Barque resign, that they did not contact the police and that they took no steps to 

ascertain whether Barque had other victims was apparently lost on Johnson.    

 

Crowns acting as police supervisors 

 

Another area of concern best illustrated by examining the investigation in to 

Silmser’s allegations is the willingness of some Crown’s to assume a role properly 

filled by an investigating officer’s supervisor. 

 

During the course of the Silmser investigation, Heidi Sebalj consulted Murray 

MacDonald many times about her investigation, asking for advice and support.  

Given that Sebalj’s supervisor, Luc Brunet and the rest of the CPS hierarchy 

appears to have been completely unaware of Sebalj’s concerns and the problems 

with her investigation.  We are left to wonder whether Sebalj would have struggled 

less with her assignment had she been forced to rely on the resources at her 

disposal within the CPS, rather than a young Crown with no investigative 

experience.  Rather than acting as her de facto supervisor, MacDonald should have 

recognized Sebalj’s reliance on him to the exclusion of the CPS chain of command 

and taken steps to remedy the situation. 
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Another example of a police officer seeking advice prematurely from the Crown 

arose during CPS Kevin Malloy’s investigation of allegations against school teacher 

Marcel Lalonde.  Malloy testified that the investigation was his first case of that 

nature and that after doing no more than interviewing a single complainant, he 

sought the advice of Crown Attorney Don Johnson. 

 

Again, in this way, the role between police and Crown seems to have been blurred 

in Cornwall throughout the years. 

 

The Crown as crutch  

 

The inquiry heard evidence of police officers time and again seeking Crown opinions 

relating to their assessments of reasonable and probable grounds.  The RPG test, as 

was discussed ad nauseum, involves both a subjective and objective component.  

In most cases examined at the inquiry where a Crown opinion was sought, the 

officers advised the Crown at the time they requested the opinion that they had not 

formed the subjective grounds to lay a charge.  

 

It was also reiterated by many witnesses that the police are responsible for 

investigating crime and laying charges, while the Crown is responsible for 

prosecuting the accused persons.  While the Crown may have a role to play in 

providing legal advice to police officers, or perhaps even directions on where 

investigations may need to go next, the role of the Crown is not to determine 

whether RPG to lay a charge exists, nor is it to facilitate a situation whereby its 

discretion is substituted for an officer’s.   

 

Despite these clearly understood roles, the officers investigating the cases of 

historical sexual abuse being examined by the Inquiry repeatedly requested 

opinions from Crown attorneys who were always willing to comply with the 

requests.  It appears that the opinions were being sought, almost invariably, for no 

reason other than to provide the officers in question with an extra layer of 

protection against possible criticism from any number of sources, including 
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complainants, superiors and the media.  The desirability of being able to respond to 

questions about why charges were not laid in a particular case by pointing the 

finger to a Crown attorney’s opinion in support of the officer’s decision is obviously 

great. 

 

What the cases examined revealed, however, is that the Crown attorneys almost 

without fail did not thoroughly review the quality or sufficiency of the investigations 

and therefore had no recourse but to rubber-stamp the officers’ conclusions.  

Where a Crown, as was typically the case, chooses to rely on the information 

provided to him and to assume that the officer has conducted a diligent 

investigation, it is difficult to imagine any scenario where that Crown could provide 

an opinion contrary to the officer’s own without risking a situation where the officer 

lays a charge based upon the Crown’s subjective belief rather than his own.  The 

process is, as a result, entirely useless. 

 

The Commission should seriously consider commenting on the propriety and 

usefulness of such exercises given the scarcity of Crown and police resources, the 

intended clear division between police and Crown roles, and the risk that these 

processes serve no purpose other than to reassure a skeptical audience that two 

agencies have concurred in a result that only one has any place commenting upon. 

 

Delay 

 

Delay is a problem that stretched across every institution examined at the inquiry 

and that affected victims, accused persons, investigations and prosecutions.   

 

The institutional response of the CAS revealed that workers did not remove children 

from horrible situations for months, or even years, after being receiving information 

of abuses.  Police forces dragged investigations on for months and years longer 

than was necessary.   

 



 

 454

The Crowns assigned to review Crown briefs took too long in many cases even in 

the face of near-constant pleas from police officers.  Delay on the part of Crown 

attorneys to the detriment of an accused’s right to trial within a reasonable time, 

however, is the most critical issue in that its effects are permanent and the damage 

caused is irreparable. 

 

Although several prosecutions dragged on needlessly, the single greatest example 

of Crown bumbling leading to a stay of proceedings occurred during the R. v. 

MacDonald prosecution.  By the time a stay of proceedings was granted in that 

matter, the accused had waited more than 73 months to be brought to trial.  The 

Crown inexplicably decided to constantly delay the proceedings in order to join new 

charges to old.  Justice Chilcott’s criticism of the Crown’s decision-making in that 

case as it related to joining the charges was clear, as he found that the desirability 

of trying the charges together should have been superseded by the fear of an 11(b) 

application and that he could not fathom that a Section 11(b) concern could not 

eventually have been a dominant consideration or factor in every decision that the 

Crown was making.  The fact that the evidence does not suggest any such 

overarching concern on the part of the Crowns handling the most high profile sex 

abuse case in Cornwall’s history speaks volumes. 

 

Conflicts of interest and bias 

 

The failure of Crown attorneys involved in cases examined at the inquiry to 

recognize their real or perceived conflicts and biases was a disturbing problem that 

arose time and again.  The examples of Crowns adopting a “business as usual” 

attitude in situations where they should have removed themselves entirely, or been 

removed by their superiors, are many. 

 

The most obvious and perhaps most disconcerting example of a Crown attorney 

acting when he should not is the involvement of Murray MacDonald in Project 

Truth’s earliest stages.  The fact that the Fantino brief contained explicit allegations 

of wrongdoing against MacDonald and that he was nonetheless invited to a meeting 
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with senior Crowns and police officers to discuss how those same allegations would 

be investigated is dumbfounding.  This is one of many examples where senior 

Crown attorneys were apparently completely oblivious to the need to avoid 

impropriety, as well as the appearance of impropriety. 

 

Other examples include former Crown Don Johnson going on to represent several 

men he had dealt with as a Crown on similar charges later on as defence counsel, 

and Crown Robert Pelletier providing an opinion on alleged death threats made 

against Perry Dunlop and his family after removing himself from anything to do 

with an investigation because his good friend had been accused of serious 

misconduct by Dunlop and his supporters. 
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CATHOLIC DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD OF EASTERN ONTARIO 
 

Gilf Greggain 

 

Marc Latour (“Marc”) testified that he attended St. Peter’s elementary school in 

Cornwall, where in Grade 3 he was physically and sexually abused by his teacher, 

Gilf Greggain.  The year was approximately 1967. 

 Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, p. 12 

 

The fact that Marc attended the school and that he was a student in Greggain’s 

Grade 3 class is confirmed by school board documents. 

 Exhibit 369 

 Exhibit 3388 

 

Marc testified that the abuse started when Greggain would keep him after school 

for detentions.  The detentions related to things that he did not do, such as fighting 

and misbehaving. 

 Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, p. 36. 

 

Marc testified that the physical abuse started first and eventually escalated into 

sexual abuse.  Greggain began by putting Marc over his knee with Marc’s pants 

down.  Greggain would strike Marc while telling him that he was going to beat the 

devil out of him.  Marc threatened to tell his mother, but Greggain made him 

believe that his mother gave Greggain permission to discipline him. 

 Evidence of Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 37-8. 

 

Greggain then began to rub his rear end and groin area.  As Marc told the CPS, the 

beatings were so severe that he had a hard time walking afterwards.  The trauma 

left him weak. 

 Exhibit 358B, Document 200093 
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According to Marc’s interview transcript dated March 19, 2001 Greggain penetrated 

Marc the last time he assaulted him, causing him to bleed. 

 Exhibit 360B, Document 200090 

 

Marc testified that Greggain hurt him badly the last time and he ran out of the 

classroom and across the street.  He was on the ground crying when he looked up 

and saw his father, who was unexpectedly on his way to find Marc.  Marc told his 

father that Greggain kept hurting him.  Marc’s father confronted Greggain despite 

Marc’s pleas not to and told him never to touch Marc again.   

 Evidence Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 40-1. 

 

Marc testified that after the abuse came to light he did not go to school for two 

days.  There was then a meeting between his mother, himself and the principal, Mr. 

Beaudette, at the school during which Marc’s physical abuse by Greggain was 

brought to the principal’s attention.  The principal promised Marc that Greggain 

would never hurt him again, after which Marc was returned to Greggain’s Grade 3 

class. 

 Evidence Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 41-4. 

 

Marc also testified that when his Grade 2 teacher, Mrs. Gosling, found out Greggain 

was hurting Marc, she came into the classroom with a yardstick or a pointer stick 

and waved it at Greggain in front of Marc and all of the other students.  Mrs. 

Gosling said “If you ever hurt Marc or any child again, I will beat you to the ground 

like the dog you are.”  Marc testified that she also said she was going to report 

Greggain to the school board.  Given her strong reaction and the fact she 

confronted Greggain in front of his entire class, it is extremely likely that Gosling 

did indeed notify the Board, or at very least her principal. 

 Evidence Marc Latour, March 26, 2007, Vol. 99, pp. 47. 

 

As a result of a superficial police investigation by CPS Sgt. Jeff Carroll and claims of 

an almost vacant institutional memory by the Board, the Commission has virtually 

no information about what other information Principal Beaudette and/or the Board 

had at the time about Greggain.  Key witnesses were never interviewed and the 
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files produced are basic.  What we do know is that Marc Latour’s parents learned 

that their son was being physically abused by his teacher and that they confronted 

both the teacher and the principal with the allegations.  Rather than steadfastly 

denying that the abuse occurred, the principal instead reassured Marc and his 

mother that Greggain would never hurt him again, after which Marc was returned to 

Greggain’s class.  We have no evidence of further investigation by the Board and no 

evidence of any concern from the Board or its employees of Marc’s health, either 

physical or emotional. 

 

While Marc managed to avoid Greggain after his Grade 3 year, he learned during 

the summer between Grades 5 and 6 that Greggain was to be his Grade 6 teacher.  

Marc recalls becoming hysterical at the prospect of being in Greggain’s class and 

telling his parents that he did not want to go to school.  Marc and his mother again 

attended at the principal’s office and were again assured that Greggain would not 

harm Marc. 

Evidence Marc Latour, March 27, 2007, Vol. 100, pp. 3-4, p. 151,  

 

Marc’s initial recollection while testifying was that he and his mother met with the 

same principal prior to Grade 6 that they had met with when he first disclosed his 

abuse in Grade 3.  Marc recalled that the man’s name was Mr. Beaudette and that 

he was a French fellow. 

Evidence Marc Latour, March 27, 2007, Vol. 100, pp. 132-136 

 

Marc similarly advised the CPS that he did not remember who the principal was but 

he remembered going down and being told that Greggain would not hurt him 

anymore. 

 Exhibit 360B, Document 200090 

 

During the course of cross-examination, Marc conceded that it was entirely possible 

that he had met with two different principals named Beaudette.  Marc could not 

recall what either man looked like.  What Marc could recall is that he was 

specifically assured by the principal he met with in Grade 3 and the principal he met  

 



 

 459

with before Grade 6 that Greggain would not harm him.   

 Evidence Marc Latour, March 27, 2007, Vol. 100, p. 136. 

 

Given the content of the conversation that took place prior to Marc’s Grade 6 year, 

it is obvious that the principal understood that Marc had alleged being physically 

abused by Greggain.  The very purpose of the meeting was Marc’s horror at being 

assigned to Greggain’s class and his refusal to return to school.  While Greggain did 

not go on to abuse Marc again during his Grade 6 year, the callous disregard for 

Marc’s emotional well-being in returning him to his abuser’s class is shocking.  Yet 

again, as had occurred three years earlier, the school did not launch an 

investigation of Greggain.  No action was taken in response to Marc’s allegations at 

all. 

 

The Victims Group acknowledges that the passage of time and lack of information 

relating to the Board’s handling of the allegations against Greggain are problematic 

for the Commission in its attempts to piece together what happened and to make 

findings of fact.  We submit that the superficial investigation conducted by the 

Cornwall Police Service has contributed in a very real way to the dearth of 

information now available to us about the school board’s knowledge of Marc’s abuse 

and that Commissioner’s final report should recognize the role that the CPS’ failure 

to investigated and gather all available information played in hampering the 

Commission’s assessment of another institution’s response to allegations of 

historical sexual abuse. 

 

 



UPPER CANADA DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

 

The Inquiry heard emotional and compelling testimony from three victims of 

school teacher Robert Sabourin: Alain Seguin, Andre Lavoie and C-112.  

These men described how they were first befriended by Sabourin and then 

sexually abused.  Although only one school board witness working at the 

time of Sabourin’s abuses testified at the inquiry, his testimony when coupled 

with statements taken from former principal Jeanine Seguin clearly 

demonstrate the very major failings of yet another one of Cornwall’s public 

institutions to adequately respond to allegations of historical sexual abuse. 

 

Alain Seguin 

 

Alain Seguin (“Alain”), a member of the Victims Group, was sexually abused 

as a child by Robert Sabourin.  Alain met Sabourin when he was in Grade 7 

and attending junior high at Jean XXIII.  He had friends at St. Lawrence/la 

Citadelle high school, where Sabourin taught.  Alain’s friends introduced him 

to Sabourin and they forged a relationship even though Sabourin was never 

one of Alain’s teachers. 

 Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 9-10. 

 

Sabourin befriended Alain and his family as part of the grooming process, 

during which Sabourin told Alain that he would teach him photography.  

Sabourin even offered to take pictures at Alain’s family functions. 

 Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 10-11 

 

Sabourin was seemingly careless about his activities and not at all concerned 

about appearances.  He encouraged Alain, an elementary school student 

much younger than anyone attending Sabourin’s school, to come and meet 

him in his office area at lunch time.  Sabourin went so far as to give Alain a 

key to his office so he could let himself in.  Alain was abused on many  
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occasions in Sabourin’s office and the small photo processing rooms he kept 

nearby. 

 Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, p. 14 

 

While Alain was most frequently abused at Sabourin’s school during school 

hours, he also recalled having been abused after normal school hours.  He 

was also abused on numerous occasions at Sabourin’s home office, as well as 

once in Ottawa during a trip when Alain went along as a photography helper.   

 Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 15-17. 

 

Alain specifically recalled that he was seen coming and going from the school 

and within its hallways.  Alain recalled that Sabourin’s office was a hub of 

activity in a high traffic area; he would have been seen by many, many 

people throughout the time that he was in contact with Sabourin.  He was 

never questioned about why he was at the school, what he was doing, or 

who he was meeting.   

Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, p. 82. 

 

Alain was an elementary school student that was often seen at the high 

school.  There was no one at the high school who attempted to find out why 

Alain was spending so much time at the school with Sabourin.  The Principal, 

Vice-Principal or a teacher should have taken steps to determine why Alain 

was spending so much time at the school.  Additionally, Alain was often in 

the area of Sabourin’s office, which was a high traffic area.  Therefore, it was 

likely that Alain was visible to a number of people. 

 

Alain was not able to disclose his abuse by Sabourin to anyone until he 

became a father, at which point he disclosed to his wife.   

 Evidence of Alain Seguin, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 27-8. 

 

Jean-Paul Scott, the Superintendent of Education from 1972-1980, conceded 

during his testimony that it would be unusual for an elementary student to 

visit the high school and to use the high school facilities and that it would be 
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odd for an elementary student to be having regular interactions in the high 

school with a high school teacher.  Scott advised that based on his 

experience he would have expected that if a teacher or a staff member 

noticed an elementary school student spending a lot of time at the high 

school, they would ask some questions to find out what was going on. 

Evidence Jean-Paul Scott, January 28, 2009, Vol. 344, pp. 134-7. 

 

Andre Lavoie 

 

Andre Lavoie (“Andre”) testified that he attended St. Lawrence High School 

in Cornwall from Grade 9 to 13.  St. Lawrence began sharing its building with 

La Citadelle around 1971.   

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 145-6. 

 

Andre testified that he was assaulted by Sabourin from 1967 to 1972, the 

whole of his high school career.  He was 14 years old when he started high 

school and he had Sabourin as a teacher for all five years. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 150-2; pp. 156-8. 

 

Sabourin told Andre, after he started abusing him, that he was asked to 

leave his previous school in Montreal because of sexual innuendos. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, p. 153. 

 

Like Alain Seguin, Andre was abused at the school in Sabourin’s office, which 

he described as being a high traffic area. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, p. 163 

 

Also like with Alain Seguin, Sabourin was seemingly not concerned about 

hiding how close he was to Andre.   

 

Andre testified that he was often seen with Sabourin, that Sabourin gave him 

driving lessons, that he had access to Sabourin’s car anytime he wanted it, 
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and that Andre was the audio/video technician responsible for running films 

for classes, during which Sabourin would stand close to him.   

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 167-8. 

 

Given all of the above, Andre testified that he is certain someone must have 

suspected something as it was not natural for a student to be in the presence 

of a teacher at such a frequency.  He believes someone should have been 

curious about the situation that was going on. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 170. 

 

While teachers and administrators did not question Sabourin’s relationship 

with Andre, a few kids at school did ask him Andre if anything had happened 

between Sabourin and himself.  He would always deny and deflect the 

questions.  The fact that students were curious enough about Sabourin’s 

relationship with Andre to ask him direct questions certainly suggests that 

teachers and administrators would have, or at least should have, made 

similar observations. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 172. 

 

Andre testified that Sabourin went so far as to take him away to a teacher’s 

conference in Timmins.  Jeannine Seguin, the principal, also attended the 

conference along with eight to ten teachers from his school.  During his 

testimony Andre quite rightly wondered why no questions were ever asked of 

him or Sabourin about why a teacher would bring a student across the 

province to a conference he had no business being at.  It is difficult to 

imagine how any teacher or principal learning of Andre’s attendance at that 

conference could not have had serious concerns about the nature of their 

relationship. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 173-5. 

 

There were also indications that Andre was having problems at the school.  

Andre testified that in Grade 11 he tried to quit school.  A guidance counselor 



 

 464

called him and said that he should go back to school.  So he went back to 

school and the abuse started again. 

 Evidence of Andre Lavoie, October 17, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 175-9. 

 

On or about March 14, 1996, Andre provided a witness statement to CPS 

officer Constable Heidi Sebalj (“Cst. Sebalj”) in which he alleged that he was 

sexually abused by Sabourin He indicated, among other things, that the 

police should ask Jeannine Seguin where Robert Sabourin had taught in 

Montreal. 

Exhibit 92, Document 735176 

Exhibit 93, Document 737319, Batespage 7153094 

 

C-112 

 

C-112 testified that he attended St Lawrence High School/La Citadelle from 

1972 to 1977, where he was part of the Student Council, was a photographer 

for the school yearbook and took part in the student radio and student 

television. 

 Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 8-10; 37 

 

When he was 14 or 15 years old in or around the fall of 1974, C-112 

attended a school-sanctioned activity in Ottawa after normal school hours as 

a representative of the Student Council. C-112 went alone with Robert 

Sabourin to Ottawa and, while on the return trip to Cornwall, Sabourin let 

him drive on Highway 417. While he was driving, Sabourin rubbed C-112 in a 

way that C-112 felt was inappropriate. 

Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 14-16 

 

At the end of 1974 or beginning of 1975, C-112 had thrown out some 

negatives from a roll of film in the garbage can in the darkroom of Robert 

Sabourin’s photography class.  A few of the negatives on the roll were 

photographs of him in the nude and one of the negatives was a photograph 

of his mother. The same or the following day, C-112 was asked to attend the 
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darkroom by Sabourin, who indicated that he wanted to show him 

something. Sabourin had found the negatives and showed them to C-112, 

stating that people might think that his mother had taken the photographs.  

C-112 felt that Sabourin was blackmailing him because Sabourin  was 

inferring that he would release the photographs to others. 

 Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 16-18 

 

According to C-112’s testimony, Robert Sabourin sexually abused him in the 

darkroom. C-112 was 15 years old at the time. He felt embarrassed and 

scared.  While the abuse was occurring, another teacher attempted to open 

the door to the darkroom, but could not open it because it was locked from 

the inside. This teacher asked if anyone was inside. Sabourin told C-112 to 

keep quiet. C-112 recognized the teacher’s voice and identified her as being 

Céline Larochelle. 

Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 18-19 

 

After the abuse took place, C-112 returned home in the afternoon and did 

not go back to class that day.  Shortly thereafter, he told his mother that he 

did not want to go back to Sabourin’s class but C-112 did not tell his mother 

about the abuse. 

 Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 19-20 

 

C-112 assumed that his mother called the school to report that there was a 

problem, because he was soon thereafter visited by a priest, Father Gary 

Ostler, who specifically came to speak with him about the reasons why he did 

not want to go back to Sabourin’s class.  Father Ostler took C-112 for a drive 

to Martintown and back.  During the trip, he told Father Ostler that Sabourin 

had abused him. He remembers Father Ostler saying that Robert Sabourin 

probably did not hurt him and that he was going to ruin the reputation of a 

good man.   

 Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 20-25; 60 
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When he went back to school after the incident, C-112 was asked to attend 

the principal’s office. The principal was Jeanine Séguin. During the meeting 

which ensued, Séguin stated that C-112 was making allegations against 

Sabourin and asked whether he was prepared to stand up in court and back 

up what he was saying. C-112 answered in the negative. There was no 

discussion about the details of the alleged abuse. Séguin made no mention of 

contacting the police or conducting an investigation.  She told C-112 that she 

could not do anything further if he was not prepared to go to court with his 

allegations. C-112 was allowed to attend the library to complete Sabourin’s 

course instead of returning to class. 

 Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 26-30 

 

C-112 never told any other teacher about the incident. He told several other 

students who asked him why he was no longer attending Sabourin’s class 

that Sabourin was a pervert and that they should stay out of the darkroom. 

He didn’t tell them the details.  

Evidence of C-112, February 8, 2007, Vol. 92, pp. 30-33 

 

Sabourin’s wife disclosed his abuse 

 

While some of Sabourin’s victims were unable to come forward with their 

allegations of abuse until later in life, principal Seguin was informed by 

Sabourin’s wife that Sabourin was having sexual relations with students while 

she was the principal at St. Lawrence/La Citadelle.  Seguin’s reaction to the 

allegations and her total disregard for Sabourin’s victims is disheartening and 

disturbing. 

 

Jeanine Seguin’s role in various matters being examined by the 

Commissioner is set out in an Overview of Documentary Evidence filed as 

Exhibit 3234.  Seguin died prior to the Commission proceedings and as a 

result we are left with the testimony of others and statements she gave prior 

to her death.  Fortunately, the facts as we know them are so egregious and 

the institutional response so flawed, that little elaboration is required. 
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The only school board witness to testify, Jean Paul Scott, corroborated most 

of the information contained in Seguin’s statements and his testimony served 

to confirm that the response of this school board to the allegations of abuse 

by Sabourin was entirely inappropriate. 

 

Scott’s testimony was brief and served mostly to corroborate Seguin’s 

statements to police and her lawyers.  Scott confirmed several key points, 

including that: 

 

• Seguin expressed concerns to Scott about Sabourin locking the doors 

to his dark rooms, yet took no steps to have the locks removed; 

• Seguin reported the information she received from Sabourin's wife 

about his abuse of students to Scott; 

• Seguin and Scott were both inexplicably pre-occupied with the idea 

that she required "proof" in order to take action; 

• neither Mrs. Sabourin or her son was asked whether they could 

identify any of the youths they had seen in Sabourin's pictures;  

• Mrs. Sabourin was not asked to try to convince her husband to admit 

to his abuses; 

• Sabourin's resignation required approval of the Board; 

• Sabourin's sexual abuse of students was not recorded in any way in 

his personnel file; 

• no internal investigation of Sabourin was ordered and no effort was 

made to attempt to identify his victims; 

• no counseling or support was offered to the known victims; 

• neither the CAS nor the police were contacted; 

• Seguin did not report C-112's allegations to Scott; 

• when Scott received information of C-112's abuse from Albert Morin, 

he did not act on the information; 
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• Scott did not confront Sabourin or seek to elicit information from him 

at any point, despite the fact that Sabourin had already admitted the 

abuse to his wife; and 

• no investigation of Seguin's knowledge of Sabourin's misconduct was 

ever undertaken. 

 

It is difficult to imagine a more inept or unacceptable response to allegations 

of abuse than what occurred in the case of Robert Sabourin.  This case is a 

disturbing example of where officials had specific knowledge of abuse and yet 

did nothing to expose the perpetrator, protect the children and heal the 

victims. 
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PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

While the Victims Group appreciates that it is for the Commissioner to 

determine which recommendations flow from his findings, we offer the 

following suggestions organized by institution. 

 

Ministry of Community Safety & Correctional Services  
 

Counsel to the MCSCS filed with the Commissioner several documents setting 

out the steps that have been taken to date to implement the 

recommendations made by Deputy Minister Deborah Newman and other 

MCSCS witnesses during their testimony at the Inquiry.  

 

The Victims Group acknowledges the efforts made by MCSCS to respond to 

several issues raised during its institutional response evidence and is hopeful 

that this willingness to change and evolve is indicative of things to come.   

 

Exhibit 3430 sets out five specific recommendations made by MCSCS 

witnesses and the steps already taken in relation to each.  The Victims Group 

supports each recommendation set out in the document, but suggests that 

specific recommendations from the Commissioner relating to each may help 

facilitate their implementation and the allocation of resources required to 

ensure that these changes are effectively implemented. 

 

In relation to the first recommendation, we suggest that the contemplated 

protocol should require the Ministry to share all information concerning 

complaints against past or former employees, rather than simply allowing for 

it.  Transparency and the flow of information is best achieved in these cases 

by removing discretion altogether. 
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In relation to the second recommendation, we suggest that policies and 

procedures that permit internal ministry reviews should be tied to the 

protocol to be developed under the first recommendation in Exhibit 3430.  

Even where the determination is made that the Ministry will conduct its own 

review, police should be notified of the reasons for concern and that an 

internal review is being undertaken. 

 

In relation to the third recommendation, we suggest that the stated purposes 

of the case file review should include the identification of any former 

offenders who may have been harmed by the departed employee suspected 

of wrongdoing.  While we appreciate that the identification of present and 

future harm must be the immediate concern of the Ministry, history in 

Cornwall has shown us the great harm caused by breaches of trust and the 

need for institutions to identify and reach out to victims.  What is more, we 

know from the Inquiry’s examination of MCSCS that had efforts been made 

to identify former victims at the time wrongdoing was uncovered, other 

employees likely would have been exposed, thereby preventing incalculable 

harm. 

 

Several positive steps have been taken which include the implementation of 

training program for staff on assisting male victims of sexual abuse and the 

implementation of a statement of ethical principals.  

 

 

Children’s Aid Society 

 

Recommendation #1 - Joint training with police 

 

A number of Inquiry witnesses spoke of the success of a program called 

“Investigation of Sexual Offences Against Children” that was offered through 

the Institute for the Prevention of Child Abuse (IPCA); several recommended 

that this program be re-instated.  
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Bill Carriere testified that the program involved basic training for new 

workers and that half of the participants were police officers with the other 

half being CAS workers. The course was also for others involved in the justice 

system, such as prosecutors. 

 

We submit that the Commissioner should recommend the implementation of 

a course similar to the IPCA that would be mandatory for all police officers 

and CAS workers.  Delivery of the course at police colleges, for example, 

would ensure that all officers and CAS workers are offered the same level of 

training and would additionally serve to foster strong working relationships 

between police officers and CAS workers early in their careers.  The course 

should deal directly with matters related to the investigation of historical 

abuse, including the proper investigation of those matters and how to 

effectively and compassionately deal with victims of historic abuse. 

 

Any recommendation relating to additional training must stress the 

importance of that training and its direct impact upon the quality of service 

that institutions are able to provide the communities they serve.  Funding is 

always an issue and it must be made clear that the benefits of implementing 

a recommendation is sure to outweigh its costs. 

 

Recommendation #2 - Fast Track and Employee Screening 

 

Fast Track is a database of child welfare information that was created in the 

late 1990s. Each Society develops a profile on the clients they serve. 

Currently, policy prohibits the use of the Fast Track System to do background 

checks on potential foster parents or CAS employees. 

 

The Fast Track system should be utilized to screen applicants for foster care, 

adoption, and CAS positions, including volunteers and board members.  Even 
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permitting searches on consent only would suffice, as a refusal of any person 

to provide such consent would be quite telling on its own. 

Recommendation #3 - Records disclosure 

 

Retired CAS worker Ian MacLean offered thoughtful recommendations during 

his testimony.  He suggested that the Ministry require the Children’s Aid 

Society to release to all Crown wards leaving their care a record of their 

updated social history, their full medical history, the contact information of 

professionals who have done tests or produced reports on the youth, a list of 

schools, a list of foster home placements, a list of churches, clubs and 

certificates, and the like.   

 

The Victims Group wholeheartedly endorses this recommendation and 

suggests that a formal policy be enacted requiring every CAS in Ontario to 

provide all relevant information to its wards as they leave care.  We suggest 

that this be done in all cases without requiring the wards to specifically 

request their files. 

 

With respect to former wards who return to the CAS seeking their file 

information, the Victims Group implores the Commissioner to recommend 

that steps be taken to enact legislation compelling Children’s Aid Societies to 

release to former wards, upon request, all information in its possession that 

is not expressly prohibited by law.  It is time that the legislature recognized 

the unique position that former Crown wards are in when they request their 

CAS files.   

 

As we heard from witnesses at this Inquiry, the problems that resulted in 

many children being apprehended are not suddenly washed away at the time 

they come in to care.  Many have difficult childhoods and find themselves 

without the typical remembrances that more fortunate adults enjoy of their 

youths.  CAS files provide an invaluable source of information about who 

these wards are and where they came from.  The privacy interests of birth 
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parents and those who agreed to take children in to their homes to care for 

them as their own must give way to the interests of former wards in piecing 

their lives together and in understanding who they are and why. 

 

Record disclosure must also be timely, efficient and as hassle free as 

possible.  The information in CAS files should be treated as belonging to the 

wards, not the CAS. 

 

 

Recommendation #4 – Provide clarification on employee notification 

 

The Victims Group encourages the Commissioner to recommend that there 

be a clarification regarding the CAS’ duty to notify an accused or suspected 

person’s employer regarding allegations of sexual abuse.  If there is reason 

to believe that an accused or convicted person works with children or has 

access to children through his employment, there should be a clear duty to 

notify that employer set out in the Child and Family Services Act. 

 

 

Recommendation #5 – Provide clarification to the legislated term 

“Caregiver” 

 

The Victims Group urges the Commissioner to recommend that the term 

“caregiver” be reviewed and additional guidance be provided with respect to 

the precise definition of that term.  We urge a broad definition that permits a 

CAS to intervene any time it has reason to believe that children may be at 

risk. 

 

 

Recommendation #6 - Random home checks 
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Random home checks should be incorporated into the service agreement that 

CAS has with all foster parents.  The Victims Group also suggests that the 

Ontario Child and Family Services Act be amended to incorporate a section 

similar to the Manitoba Child and Family Services Act, C.C.S.M. c. C80., 

section 8.5 which states: 

 

Right of entry  
 
The children's advocate may, for the purposes of carrying out his or 
her duties or powers under this Act, at any reasonable time enter the 
premises occupied by an authority, the director or an agency, or a 
treatment centre, group home or other home or place in which a child 
is placed in accordance with the provisions of this Act.  

 

 

Recommendation #7 - Duty to report 

 

Section 72 of the Ontario Child and Family Services Act should be amended 

to specifically articulate when the statutory duty to report is triggered by 

complaints of historical sexual abuse.  We suggest that any person who is 

suspected on reasonable grounds to have abused or neglected a child at any 

time in the past should be considered a risk until the CAS satisfies itself 

otherwise. 

 

We also recommend that the section be amended to replace the term “the 

child” with “any child.”  

 

Also, we recommend that Children Aid Societies be required, as a matter of 

policy, to take steps to have persons who breach their duty to report charged 

and prosecuted to the fullest extent of the law.  The near total lack of 

enforcement of the penal provisions under section 72 risk rendering it 

meaningless in the eyes of the public. 
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Recommendation #8 – Child Abuse Register 

 

The Commissioner should consider recommending that a committee be 

formed to determine whether the Child Abuse Register is serving any useful 

purpose and whether changes should be made to increase its effectiveness. 

 

Also, it should be recommended in the strongest possible terms that the 

names and any information tending to identify victims of abuse should be 

removed from the Register as soon as possible. 

 
Furthermore, information pertaining to individuals registered on the Child 

Abuse Register must be allowed to be shared with appropriate organizations, 

such as the police, Crown attorneys, probation and parole officers and 

employers, as deemed necessary by the Children’s Aid Societies. 

 

 

Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall 
 

Recommendation #1 – Government Intervention into Diocese 

Responses to Sexual Abuse by Clergy  

 

The governing structure of the Catholic Church is a hierarchical one and by 

practice is monarchial.  All power is vested within the individual the Bishop 

locally and the Pope internationally. Committees and policies are meaningless 

under this structure as the Bishop has unfettered and unilateral control over 

his Diocese.  Father Tom Doyle explained during his testimony that:  

 
20 REVEREND DOYLE: That has a major part to 
21 play in it because the bishop is -- in a diocese, 
22 politically, the bishop is both the executive, the 
23 legislator and the judge. He has all of the authority and 
24 he’s the one that decides whether any of these 
25 recommendations that will be made will happen or if they 
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1 will happen. 
2 MR. TALACH: I’ve seen some suggestions that 
3 there’s no checks and balances in that canonical 
4 arrangement. 
5 REVEREND DOYLE: That’s absolutely true. 
6 Checks and balances come when there’s a division of 
7 government, when there’s a separation of powers. My 
8 experience is in the United States and the way that works. 
9 Nobody is supreme, even though some may think they are at 
10 certain times. 
11 In the ecclesiastical world, it’s a 
12 hierarchical -- a hierarchical form of government is a 
13 government that’s run by very few people who are 
considered 
14 to be holy people from the Greek word “hieros”, the holy 
15 ones, the bishop, and it is run in a monarchical fashion; 
16 in other words, all power rests with individuals. 
17 MR. TALACH: I know --- 
18 REVEREND DOYLE: Not a group, not a 
19 committee, but with one. 

 

Evidence of Father T. Doyle August 30, 2007 Vol 134 pp. 209-210 

 

Several examples were seen at the Inquiry where there were committees and 

policies in place and the Diocese still failed in their response to victims of 

sexual abuse, such as in the Father Gilles Deslauriers and Father Charles 

MacDonald matters.  

 

Given the structure of authority and the church’s historical and continued 

failure to appropriately respond to sexual abuse by priests there is a need for 

government intervention in order to ensure public safety. 

 

The Victims Group recommends the implementation of legislation that would 

prevent clergy charged or convicted of a criminal offense involving sexual 

conduct with minors from exercising public ministry. One similar piece of 

legislation is already enacted in relation to teachers. Section 170(1)(12.1) of 

the Education Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 19 states: 
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12.1 on becoming aware that a teacher or temporary teacher 

who is employed by the board has been charged with or 
convicted of an offence under the Criminal Code (Canada) 
involving sexual conduct and minors, or of any other offence 
under the Criminal Code (Canada) that in the opinion of the 
board indicates that pupils may be at risk, take prompt steps 
to ensure that the teacher or temporary teacher performs no 
duties in the classroom and no duties involving contact with 
pupils, pending withdrawal of the charge, discharge following 
a preliminary inquiry, stay of the charge or acquittal, as the 
case may be; 2002, c. 7, s. 1; 2006, c. 10, s. 9. 

 

There are similar concerns with clergy having continued access to children 

and youth when they are charged or convicted of a sexual offence, in that 

there is a concern of further offences.  Priests, as teachers, are in a position 

of trust and authority in the community and faith in the goodness of the 

priest is easily misplaced as a result of his standing in the community. 

 

During the expert testimony of Father Tom Doyle and Father Frank Morrisey, 

examples were given of where the state intervened in dealing with reports of 

sexual abuse, that were related to a particular Diocese. For example, in the 

United States there are examples of where there have been agreements to 

have state supervision of dioceses or archdioceses, in order that individuals 

avoid criminal charges. In addition, there have been examples of state 

supervision in Ireland where the government insisted on an annual audit of 

the diocesan handling of sexual abuse cases. The Victims Group urges that 

there be further research into these cases and a consideration of the 

applicability of state supervision for Ontario’s dioceses.  

 

Recommendation #2 – Restatement and Application of the principals 

set out in From Pain to Hope 

 

It is clear that much of what was set out in From Pain to Hope needs to be 

restated and directed to the DAC and other Dioceses in Ontario as there has 

been a clear failure to apply its principles.  Evidence of this is the fact that 
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the victim feedback that was received by the Canadian Conference of 

Catholic Bishops was of a need for "greater sensitivity to the suffering of 

victims". The victims coined the term "re-victimization" to describe their 

dealings with Church officials regarding their experience. 

            

This experience of re-victimization could accurately describe the experiences 

of victims such as Ben Brisson, David Simsler, John McDonald and many 

others. For them, the experience has been more one of From Hope to Pain. 

 

 

Recommendation #3 – Commitment to report allegations of clergy 

sexual abuse to police and/or appropriate authorities 

 

Some U.S. Bishops have made a public commitment to report every 

allegation of clergy sexual abuse of minors to the District Attorney.  

            

It should be recommended that the Bishop of DAC, other Canadian Bishops 

and other Canadian religious leaders make the same public commitment.  

             

 

Recommendation #4 – Formalize sexual abuse protocols by making 

them part of the local Diocesan law 

 

Bishops can formalize their sexual abuse protocols by making them part of 

the local Diocesan law. Some Bishops though do not take this step 

immediately or at all.  

            

It should be recommended that the DAC and other Canadian dioceses 

formalize their sexual abuse protocols by declaring them local law.  
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Recommendation #5 – Formalize pronouncement that offending 

priests will not be returned to parishes or other ministry  

 

The 1992 publication From Pain to Hope still represents the closest thing to a 

national Canadian protocol on dealing with sexual abuse by RCC clergy. It 

contemplates within its pages the potential return to parish work by a sexual 

offender priest.  

 

It should be recommended that this practice of returning offending priests to 

parishes or other ministry be publicly rejected and formalized by a public 

pronouncement by the DAC, and other Canadian Bishops including the CCCB. 

This pronouncement should be incorporated into their protocols on the 

matter. 

 

 

Recommendation #6 – Provincial consultation with the Federal 

Government in relation to the immigration of priests convicted of 

sexual offences  

 

Although matters relating to immigration are within the jurisdiction of the 

Federal government, the provincial government should be concerned with the 

evidence indicating that the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall received 

assistance from Immigration Canada in quietly allowing Father Carl Stone, a 

priest convicted of sexual offences in the United States, to enter into Ontario. 

This allowed Father Stone to work in public ministry without the public being 

aware of his history of sexual misconduct. There should be collaboration with 

the Federal government in relation to this concern.   
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Recommendation #7 – Review all priest personnel files and report 

any further allegations of abuse to the Children’s Aid Society and 

police 

 

The Diocese, currently under the leadership of Bishop Paul-André Durocher, 

should publicly undertake to review all Diocese personnel files for indications 

of sexual misconduct involving youth or children by priests incardinated in 

and/or serving in their Diocese. The Bishop should follow up any files that 

suggest misconduct with the Children’s Aid Society and Police and make a 

public announcement should he be of the opinion that there is no further 

evidence of misconduct.  

 

 

Cornwall Police and the OPP 

 

Recommendation #1 - Specialized training for officers involved in 

sexual offence investigations  

 

Clear examples were presented at the Cornwall Public Inquiry as to the need 

for specialized training for officers in matters involving sexual assault. For 

example, Officer Kevin Malloy’s first sexual assault investigation was the 

Marcel Lalonde case. The case was likely compromised because he did not 

appreciate that there could be a lack of consent to sexual acts without the 

presence of violence. In addition, Constable Heidi Sebalj, prior to attending 

more specialized training for the investigation of sexual assaults, was handed 

the investigation into the David Silmser matter and was thought to be 

inexperienced for the task by some officers.   

 

Police officers dealing with sexual abuse victims, particularly those working in 

specialized units dealing with sexual assault, should receive training in 

investigating sexual assaults. Officers should receive this training before 
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being assigned investigations of sexual assaults and the training should 

include information on: 

 

• expert evidence as to the impacts/ effects of sexual abuse; 

• specific information about the laws relating to sexual offences; 

• techniques for investigating current sexual assaults and also historical 

allegations of sexual assault; 

• how to assist victims of sexual abuse in feeling comfortable in 

disclosing allegations of sexual assault/abuse to police. 

 

We also recommend that the police participate jointly with Children’s Aid 

Society workers in training (see CAS recommendations for further details).  

 

 

Recommendation #2 – Police policies and practices should assist 

victims in coming forward 

 

At the Inquiry, numerous victims gave evidence as to their experiences in 

coming forward to police with complaints of sexual abuse. They noted several 

aspects that would make disclosures easier: 

 

• A “soft” interview room is preferred, rather than a “hard” interrogation 

room for interviewing victims. 

• Some victims may prefer a male or female investigating officer. 

• That developing a rapport with victims is important, particularly 

because victims have difficulties in sharing the full extent of the abuse. 

It was seen that incremental disclosure by victims is fairly common, so 

victims should be given time to feel comfortable with an officer before 

a full statement is taken.  

• Officers should be aware that a victim may later disclosure more 

extensive abuse, which may impact on the types or number of charges 

that could be laid.  
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• Officers should also be cautious of taking multiple statements from a 

victim, in order to avoid potential inconsistencies which could lead to 

problems in prosecution.  

 

The policies and practices of these forces should accommodate these 

important victim concerns.   

 

 

Recommendation #3 – Adequate provincial funding and resources for 

Victim Services  

 

Victims testified about the difficulties they faced when Victim Services were 

not available. The Commissioner should consider recommending that funding 

to victim services be increased.   

 
The services provided by the program include: 
 

• Emotional support  
• Needs assessment  
• Referrals to community agencies  
• Information  
• Getting ready for court  
• Assistance with victim impact statements. 

 
 

Currently, one concern about Victim Services is that it is a volunteer based 

program that operates on a priority basis.  There needs to be a clear 

indication of what constitutes priority and how resources should be allocated.  

 

Funding should be increased to programs so that they are able to employ full 

time specialized staff, as opposed to predominantly volunteer staffing.  

Increased funding could increase the effectiveness and the scope of the 

program.   
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Recommendation #4 - The design and implementation of electronic 

databases that are shared among all police forces nationally, without 

exception 

 

Evidence presented at the Inquiry demonstrates the benefits of having 

coordinated databases and records among police forces. The sharing of 

information is particularly important in cases of sexual abuse. For example, 

the Ontario Provincial Police (Project Truth) was likely able to apprehend 

offender Jean-Luc Leblanc, in part, because they were able to view records 

on the Cornwall Police Service system.  

 

 

Recommendation #5 - Re-assessment of the effectiveness of ViCLAS  

 

Ontario police forces should coordinate with RCMP to ensure that there is a 

useful and current database of information on sexual offenders. “ViCLAS” 

refers to the Violent Crime Linkage Analysis System and is an RCMP system 

that was developed for tracking major crime, including sexual assault.  

 

In Ontario, the system is governed by regulation (Violent Crime Linkage 

Analysis System Reports, O. Reg. 550/96).  Section 2(1) of the regulation 

requires that “every police officer who is in charge of an investigation shall, 

within 30 days of the start of the investigation, complete and submit one or 

more ViCLAS Crime Analysis Reports, in the form prepared by the Royal 

Canadian Mounted Police and in accordance with the standards of ViCLAS.” 

Despite the regulation, it appeared that officers struggled to comply with the 

timeline for reporting.  

 

Police Forces should ensure compliance with the regulation and provide 

investigating officers adequate time to complete the reports so that police 

forces may have access to important information on sexual perpetrators.  
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Recommendation #6 - Longer retention periods for information and 

evidence relating to sexual offences, given that sex offenders often 

repeat their crimes throughout their lifetimes 

 

An assessment should be made into the plausibility of having a longer 

retention period for materials that may assist in the later prosecution of sex 

offenders. For example, following the Cornwall Police Service’s completion of 

the matter involving Richard Hickerson and James Lewis, seized photographs 

were destroyed. These photos were likely of children and youth who were 

sexual abused, yet the photos were destroyed before the victims were 

identified. Given the difficulties in prosecuting sexual assault cases, physical 

evidence may be of use in successfully prosecuting a perpetrator if a victim 

came forward.  

 

Also a matter of concern was the short retention period for records involving 

information or investigations of sexual offences, particularly by the Cornwall 

Police Service. Information from numerous investigations, before the 

implementation of OMPPAC, had been destroyed. In 1993, information was 

entered onto OMPPAC, in relation to Earl Landry Jr., but because the incident 

was for information purposes only, it had a much shorter retention period 

and was found to be subsequently destroyed several years later.  

 

 

Recommendation #7 – More transparent discipline processes for 

police officers 

 

The discipline of police officers is governed by the Police Services Act R.S.O. 

1990, c. P.15. There was some evidence at the Inquiry that police officer 

misconduct is largely dealt with “in house,” with an emphasis on informal or 

minimal discipline for misconduct. Unless a disciplinary decision is appealed 

to the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services, there is no public 

knowledge about an incident. 
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Given the concerns within the Cornwall Police Service, including allegations of 

obstruction of justice and investigations of the Chief of Police before his 

retirement and the tremendous power that the police have, the Victims 

Group submits that there should be an evaluation of the transparency of 

police disciplinary action.  

 

Recommendation #8 – Assessment of the possibility of having an 

outside agency to investigate officer misconduct and avoid conflict 

situations where a force is investigating itself and its own officers  

 

Concerns of conflict arose in relation to the Cornwall Police Service 

investigating members of its own force in several situations, such as in the 

investigation into obstruction of justice in the Earl Landry Jr. matter. The 

conflicts, particularly in a small separated force, are great when investigating 

their own officers. An assessment should be done into the plausibility of 

having an outside and independent organization to investigate allegations of 

serious misconduct involving obstruction of justice and/or when a Chief or 

former Chief of police is investigated.  

 

For example, the Special Investigations Unit currently investigates situations 

where police action results in serious injury or death. An evaluation should 

assess the plausibility of having such serious police officer misconduct 

investigated by a similar body.  

 

Recommendation #9 – Confidential counselling for officers involved 

in investigating sexual offences  

 

Confidential counseling should be offered to police officers involved in 

investigating sexual offences. Evidence was presented at the Inquiry that 

numerous police officers involved in investigating sexual offences were 

negatively impacted and may have suffered vicarious trauma.  
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Ministry of the Attorney General  
 

Recommendation #1 - Dedicated crown attorneys should be assigned 

for major cases 

 

The Victims Group concurs with the recommendation of retired Detective 

Inspector Pat Hall that a team of three Crown Attorneys should be assigned 

when Project Truth type investigations have multiple suspects and multiple 

victims. We also recommend that one individual be assigned as the lead 

Crown Attorney, and that the lead counsel be available for consultation to 

ensure consistency and efficiency in providing legal advice to the police 

officers working on the project.  

 

 

Recommendation #2 – Strict timelines or checklist to avoid excessive 

delay  

 

To prevent delays that may lead to motions based on s. 11(b) of the Charter, 

and to comply with the guidelines established by caselaw, we recommend 

that a timeline or checklist system be put in place to ensure that timelines 

are met. We also recommend that there should be checks and balances in 

place, such that if a Crown Attorney extends an action to the extent that 

there may be concerns in it being over-extended, that they seek authority 

from a more senior official.  

 

Recommendation #3 – Victim Assistance 

 

More funding needs to be provided to victim services in the court house.  The 

Victim/Witness Assistance Program (VWAP) is currently in place in many 

court houses.  
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Currently, the VWAP program helps the most vulnerable victims and 

witnesses of violent crimes, including sexual assault and sexual child assault. 

The program appears to be offered at a number of court houses and the 

services provided by the program include: 

• The police or Crown Attorney refers victims and witnesses to the 
program once charges are laid. 

• Emotional support – staff will provide ongoing emotional support 
and assistance throughout the court process. 

• Needs assessment – staff members assess the needs and 
determine how best to help.  The development of a safety plan 
is often part of the service. 

• Referrals to community agencies – if another organization, 
agency, victim/witness doctor or community health facility can 
help, they will be referred to the right place. 

• Information – staff will help them understand how the court 
system works, keep them informed of court dates and explain 
courtroom procedures.  Staff can also provide copies of court 
papers. 

• Getting ready for court – staff can help they prepare for court 
and answer questions/concerns.   

• Waiting areas – staff will take them to a separate, safe waiting 
area. 

• Help with victim impact statements. 
• Help in other languages. 
• The staff can also set up appointments with the Crown Attorney, 

but they are not able to discuss evidence with victims or 
witnesses. 

• Staff work closely with the police and Crown attorney 
 

Currently, there are many potential problems with VWAP.  First, it is a 

volunteer program that operates on a priority basis.  Adult victims of 

historical abuse may not be a high priority compared to other victims of 

violent crimes.  If the volunteer level is low, then victims will not be getting 

support.  Second, because it is a volunteer association, the amount of 

attention a victim receives may be limited.  It appears that service depends 

on whether a victim draws a good VWAP worker or a bad one.  Third, 

because it operates on a volunteer basis, the hours that each volunteer 

works may vary and a victim may have to deal with a number of different 

people, as opposed to the same person, which is preferable.  The VWAP staff 

is not allowed to discuss evidence with the witnesses. Therefore, if the police 
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and Crown are too busy, there is no one who can discuss the case with the 

victim.   

 

We recommend that funding be increased to the VWAP program so that it is 

able to employ full time staff, as opposed to volunteer staffing.  Increased 

funding could increase the effectiveness and the scope of the program. 

 

The services should be expanded to contact the victim and relate information 

about the case to the victim.  The victims should have one case worker that 

they can call, not VWAP in general (this may be the case).  If the workers are 

not on a volunteer basis, this would likely allow for more consistency in 

availability of a specific case worker. 

 
 
 
Recommendation #4 – Dedicated Crown Attorneys 
 
It became apparent throughout the evidence of various police and Crown 

witnesses that complex investigations and prosecutions should be assigned 

dedicated Crown attorneys.   

 

 

 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

 

This 19th Day of February 2009. 

 

 

 

_________________    _________________ 

Dallas J. Lee      Allison Thiele-Callan 

 

On Behalf of the Victims Group 


