
CHAPTER 7

Institutional Response of the Ontario
Provincial Police

Introduction

The vision of the Ontario Provincial Police is “Safe Communities ... A Secure
Ontario.” This reflects the community policing philosophy mandated by the
government of Ontario in 1990, a philosophy that stresses collaboration with
other institutions and the community served in carrying out policing functions.1

Headquartered in Orillia, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) is responsible
for policing services in 400 communities across Ontario, including those out-
side the City of Cornwall in the United Counties of Stormont, Dundas &
Glengarry. In 2005, there were approximately 5,500 uniformed officers and
1,800 civilian personnel providing policing services in six Ontario regions,
including the Eastern Region, where the Counties of Stormont, Dundas &
Glengarry are located.
In addition to direct policing in communities across Ontario, the OPP is

responsible for provincial policing services that include policing on highways,
waterways, provincial parks, and trail systems; providing emergency police
response and resources for incidents or disasters beyond the ability of the police
service of the jurisdiction involved; and providing investigative expertise and
assistance to municipal forces. It leads many joint-force multi-jurisdictional task
forces, and is responsible for province-wide systems such as the Ontario Sex
Offender Registry and the Provincial Violent Crime LinkageAnalysis System. The
OPP also provides specialized services through various programs such as the
canine and collision reconstruction programs.

479

1. Community policing involves a number of activities to engage the community served, including

public consultation and education, protocols with community agencies and institutions, training to

increase police sensitivity to the diverse population served, being representative of the community

served, and respect for victims of crime and their needs.
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This chapter will consider the investigations conducted by the OPP in 1994 at
the request of the Cornwall Police Service and during Project Truth, a special
project assigned to the OPP in 1997 in response to allegations of historical sexual
abuse made in Cornwall and surrounding areas, as well as related investigations.
Interactions between the OPP and other institutions, such as the Ministry of the
Attorney General, will be examined.

History of the OPP

The Ontario Provincial Police was founded in 1909, with forty-five officers
appointed by the government of Ontario.2 By 1930, officers patrolling provincial
highways had joined the OPP. By the 1940s, the OPP had developed a Criminal
Investigation Branch (CIB) with specialized investigatory expertise.
In 1947, the first Police Act passed by the Ontario government came into

effect.3 Among other things, this legislation permitted the OPP to provide
full-time policing under contract to municipalities. It also formally recognized the
role of the CIB in assisting municipal forces. By 1949, the OPP had 1,083 officers
at 235 locations throughout the province. In the 1960s, the OPP experienced a
major reorganization and went through rapid growth and technology change.
By 1974, the OPP had hired its first female officers for active duty.
In 1972, the OPP began reporting to the Ministry of the Solicitor General,

rather than the Ministry of the Attorney General, following a major government
reorganization. The same Ministry continues to be responsible for the OPP,
though it is now called the Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional
Services.
The OPP has always had both commissioned and non-commissioned offi-

cers. Full-time constable is the first rank among non-commissioned officers,
followed by sergeant, staff sergeant, and sergeant major. The first level among
commissioned officers is inspector, followed by superintendent, chief superin-
tendent, and deputy commissioner.4 All investigative roles have “detective” added
to their title (e.g., detective sergeant or detective inspector). The most senior
officer of the OPP is the Commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police. Gwen
Boniface held this position at the inception of this Inquiry. Julian Fantino,
the current Commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police, succeeded her on
October 30, 2006.

2. At that time, it was called the Ontario Provincial Police Force.

3. 1946, S.O. 1946, c. 72.

4. To be commissioned means to be appointed by Order-in-Council. As of 2006, there were fewer

than 200 commissioned officers in the OPP.



OPP Reorganizations Since 1983

The organization of the OPP was unchanged from 1974 to early 1983. It had six
divisions, each headed by anAssistant Commissioner, who in turn reported to one
of two Deputy Commissioners, depending on whether the division provided
Services or Operations. The Operations area was larger, comprising the Traffic
Division, the Field Division, and the Special Services Division, which included
the Criminal Investigation Branch. The Field Division administered seventeen
district headquarters.
A major reorganization occurred in 1983. The two Deputy Commissioners

and sixAssistant Commissioners were replaced with three Deputy Commissioners.
One Deputy Commissioner was responsible for Investigations, made up of the
Investigation Division and the Investigation Support Division. The Deputy
Commissioner responsible for Field Operations administered sixteen districts
through the Chief Superintendent of the Field Operations Division.
In 1987, Field Operations was divided into three divisions, each led by a

Chief Superintendent. The sixteen districts were divided among these three field
divisions. The other areas of the OPP were not significantly changed in the 1987
reorganization.
There was another major reorganization of the OPP effective 1995. The three

Field Divisions and sixteen districts were replaced with six regional offices
reporting to the Deputy Commissioner of Provincial Command Operations. This
Deputy Commissioner was also responsible for the Criminal Investigation Bureau.
The reorganization also restructured detachments to establish a critical mass of
officers under one Detachment Commander. This substantially increased the
number of OPP locations providing twenty-four-hour “on duty” coverage.
In 2000, further changes increased the number of provincial commands headed

by a Deputy Commissioner from two to three and added a civilian Provincial
Commander. Responsibility for Traffic Services and Field Services was separated
from investigative policing functions. The Investigation Bureau, formerly known
as the Criminal Investigation Bureau, included a Criminal Investigations Branch,
formerly called the Major Cases Section. Throughout the various reorganizations,
there continued to be a criminal investigation branch that reported to OPP
Headquarters, as opposed to any individual region or district.
Further changes have occurred since 2000: a Highway Safety Division was

created in the Greater Toronto region and the Intelligence Bureau was made
independent of the Investigation Support Bureau. The Field Services and Criminal
Investigation areas were not part of this reorganization.
Organization charts set out in Schedule 1 to this chapter illustrate the changes

over time.
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Changing Legislative Parameters and Police Orders

Since 1947, the OPP has been subject to the provisions of the Police Services
Act or its predecessors.5 The Police Services Act applies to municipal police
forces as well as to the Ontario Provincial Police. Regulations under the Police
Services Act detail minimum standards for police forces in Ontario. An example
is the 2004 Major Case Management regulation that affects cases involving a
coordinated investigative team and a multidisciplinary approach.6

The most fundamental legislative change in recent years has come from the
passage of the 1999 Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police Services regulation7 that
details the “core functions” of all police forces identified under section 4(2) of the
Police Services Act. The regulation was filed on January 8, 1999, and provided
that police services boards had to evaluate the adequacy and effectiveness of
their services and be in compliance with the regulation by January 1, 2001. This
regulation set out areas in which police forces were required to have specific
policies and to meet minimum standards. An example of a minimum standard is
that a police officer performing criminal investigations has to have the skills,
knowledge, and ability to undertake such an investigation.
The Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police Services regulation requires all

police forces to have procedures and processes for undertaking and managing
general criminal investigations, and specifically to have procedures and processes
for investigations into physical and sexual abuse of children and sexual assaults.8

However, the regulation does not specifically require procedures and processes
for the investigation of historical allegations of abuse or assault. The Adequacy
and Effectiveness of Police Services regulation also reiterates requirements for
police services to have procedures for providing assistance to victims and setting
out police responsibilities in assisting victims.9

Police Orders are the mechanism used by the OPP to give broad direction
to officers and employees. Police Orders communicate policy, procedures,
directions, and guidelines from the OPP Commissioner to all employees. Police
Orders have been in place in some form since 1922. There was a major restruc-
turing of Police Orders in response to the Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police
Services regulation. This restructuring led to the creation of six sections for
Police Orders, following the Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police Services
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5. In 1947, the governing statute was the Police Act, 1946, S.O. 1946, c. 72.

6. O. Reg. 354/04.

7. O. Reg. 3/99.

8. Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police Services, O. Reg. 3/99, s. 12(1).

9. O. Reg. 3/99, s. 17.



regulation categories,10 and also provided a series of detailed manuals for the
guidance of officers. Police Orders are internal documents—they are not available
to the public.
Although Police Orders have existed for decades, they have never been “sub-

stitutes for sound judgment and discretion.” However, officers can be disciplined
if they do not follow mandatory aspects of Police Orders, and even non-mandatory
orders should be followed unless there is a cogent reason or circumstance.
Guidelines issued by the government of Ontario or guidelines included in manuals
as part of the Police Orders are not formal orders and are not mandatory.
The first Police Orders to deal specifically with abuse and neglect of children

were introduced in 2005. They cover historical abuse, although there are no
differences in investigative procedures for historical cases. Prior to 2005, the
Police Orders dealt only with children in need of protection under the Child and
Family Services Act. In 2006, a chapter on sexual assault investigations was
added to the Police Orders. This chapter contained information covered by
previous or existing policies. Police Orders related to victim assistance and
services were revamped in 2001 in response to the Adequacy regulation but have
existed since 1986. The 1995 Victims’Bill of Rightsmandated police forces to have
consideration for the needs of victims of crime, including information needs.
As a result, OPP policy in this area was developed before the Adequacy and
Effectiveness of Police Services regulation.
Since 1947, members of the public and members of the OPP have had a statu-

tory right to make a complaint about an officer that could result in an inquiry.11

In 1980, it was clarified that there was a six-month limitation period for making a
complaint, and that time period generally continues to apply.12 The procedures for
complaints by members of the public have changed several times—in 1990 and
1997. They changed again recently with the proclamation of the Independent Police
Review Act.13 These changes in the legislative regime governing public complaints
have related largely to the extent to which the mechanism for investigation or hear-
ing of public complaints against police officers is independent of police authorities.

Changing Record Keeping

Up until the 1970s, any criminal complaint was noted in a written “occurrence
book,” accompanied by a supplementary report if more serious. An occurrence
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10. The six areas are (1) crime prevention, (2) law enforcement, (3) victim assistance, (4) public order

maintenance, (5) emergency response services, and (6) administration and infrastructure.

11. Section 28(3) of the Police Act, 1946, S.O. 1946, c. 72, first established a statutory framework.

12. Public Authorities Protection Act, R.S.O 1990, c. P.38.

13. S.O. 2007, c. 5. This bill received royal assent on May 17, 2007.



book could contain up to fifteen years of reportable incidents, and yet there was
no retention policy for the books. In the 1970s, a “snap set” of reports was
introduced to supplement occurrence book reporting, and a retention period of
twenty years was established. Having to use one occurrence book created a
bottleneck of officers at shift change. This ultimately led in the 1980s to the use
of preprinted occurrence reports that could be completed at the scene of an incident
or in officers’ vehicles. Supplementary report forms were available for major
investigations. In the 1980s, the retention period was reduced to two years plus
the current year, but Detachment Commanders had discretion to hold files in
deferred status, as long as the deferred files were reviewed annually.
In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police

Automation Cooperative (OMPPAC) system was introduced. It facilitated the
preparation of all report types and information was stored in a central database
at OPP General Headquarters. There was a policy on what could be shared with
other organizations, such as other police forces. However, a Detachment
Commander had discretion to restrict sharing of data. The synopses prepared
for Crown briefs were not shared through OMPPAC. The file deferral system
continued, but retention periods for crimes like sexual assault grew to seven
years in OMPPAC.
In 2000, the Niche Records Management System (RMS) was introduced and

is still in use. There have been some difficulties in converting the OMPPAC data
to the Niche RMS. The extent of detail that can be recorded in Niche RMS is
limitless, and photographs and fingerprints are often appended to reports.
Detachment Commanders are responsible for monitoring quality and timeliness
of reports and the status of required tasks.
There were officers who did not provide their police notes prior to testifying

at the Inquiry, in particular Staff Sergeant Jim McWade and Chief Superintendent
Carson Fougère. Staff Sergeant McWade advised that he had turned over his
police notes to OPP Headquarters upon his retirement and that they could not be
located for production at this Inquiry. Retired Chief Superintendent Fougère had
his notes in his possession and brought them with him to the Inquiry.
When questioned about the difficulty in obtaining the notes of retired officers,

Deputy Commissioner Chris Lewis testified that the OPP has long had a policy
stating that officers are to turn over their notes to the OPP upon retirement.
Unfortunately, at the time of the investigations discussed in this Report, he stated
that the OPP had “dropped the ball” in communicating this policy to its employees.
Moreover, Deputy Commissioner Lewis acknowledged that some officers were
aware of the policy but ignored it. “In other cases,” he testified, “the people that
were to receive the notebooks weren’t aware of the policy and said, ‘No we’re not
taking them.’”
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Deputy Commissioner Lewis testified that the OPP has “cleaned that up” and
has now clearly defined who owns officers’ notebooks. They are the property of
the OPP, not of the individual officers, and they are retained and stored by the OPP
after retirement. That said, the Deputy Commissioner acknowledged that the
policy on retention and access to notebooks still needs to be “tightened up a
little bit.” I agree. I recommend that the OPP take appropriate measures to make
certain that it has a clearly defined, well-understood, and strictly enforced policy
on the retention of officers’ notes. Such a policy must also address an efficient way
to store these records so they can be searched and accessed whenever necessary.

Major Case Management Procedures

Since 1993, certain offences were to be coded as “benchmark” cases and notice
given to the supervisor to assess whether it should be assigned to a detective
from the Criminal Investigation Branch or, if not, to ensure the case was assigned
to a qualified investigator locally. All sexual occurrences and all crimes against
children are benchmark cases. However, benchmarking did not mean all sexual
assault cases were treated as major cases or assigned to the CIB, although some
cases, such sexual offences at training schools, were automatically assigned to the
CIB starting in 1997.
The OPP added major case management policies to Police Orders in 2002. The

1996 Report of Mr. JusticeArchie Campbell in the Bernardo Investigation Review
influenced both the 2002 Police Orders, which added the Major Case Management
Manual, and the 2004 Major Case Management regulation. This regulation,
made pursuant to the Police Services Act, required every police board to estab-
lish policies with respect to major cases, in accordance with the Ontario Major
Case Management Manual provided by the Ministry of Community Safety and
Correctional Services.14 The regulation mandates a specific software (PowerCase)
for the purpose of undertaking and managing investigations into major cases.15

The regulation defines all sexual assaults as “major” cases.
Major case occurrences are deemed to be either “threshold” or “non-threshold”

offences. As explained by Detective Staff Sergeant Paul Yelle, some cases of
sexual assault are threshold cases and others are non-threshold. According to case
management definitions, a major case occurrence is not a threshold offence if the
suspect is known and the case involves historical sexual offences (reported more
than one year after having been committed). In the language of the manual, these
offences do not pass the threshold for major case management unless they are
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14. O. Reg. 354/04, s. 1(1).

15. O. Reg. 354/04, s. 1(3).



“predatory or serial.” As well, if the offence involves a child who is abused by a
family member, the case does not pass the threshold for major case management.
If a case is found to pass the threshold for major case management, it will

be managed according to the related prescribed manual. A qualified major case
manager is assigned to take overall responsibility for the investigation. The
manager either acts as the primary investigation coordinator or assigns a coor-
dinator who reports to him or her. A file coordinator, search warrant coordinator,
media liaison, and victim liaison are also designated, all with specific responsi-
bilities. In multi-jurisdictional major cases, a joint management team is created,
involving representatives of the involved police services and other disciplines. The
multi-jurisdictional management team reports to the Major Case Management
Executive Board, which includes representatives from the Ministry of Community
Safety and Correctional Services, the Coroner’s Office, Criminal Intelligence
Service Ontario, the Ministry of theAttorney General, the OntarioAssociation of
Chiefs of Police, the Chief of Police of Toronto, and the OPP Commissioner.
Major cases have significant required structure and procedure, and greater access
to resources and senior oversight.

Training and the OPP

The OPP provides training primarily through its internal OPP Academy and
through the Ontario Police College in Aylmer. The OPP has had an internal
training facility since the 1920s,16 and the Ontario PoliceAcademy was established
in the 1960s. The OPP does send its employees to courses and conferences offered
by large municipal forces or the Canadian Police College, and to training facilities
in the United States, but most OPP training is offered either through the OPP
Academy or the Ontario Police College. Training is also offered on the job,
particularly for new recruits, who are formally coached by senior field officers.
The OPP provides orientation training to its new recruits and training that

may be unique to or of particular interest to the OPP, such as diversity and First
Nations awareness training. The OPP also offers block training, which includes
mandatory re-qualification courses such as advanced patrol training or first
aid training. The Ontario Police College, however, is a primary source of train-
ing for the OPP, whether for new recruits, who undergo a twelve-week Basic
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16. The OPP had a School of Instruction in 1920 that was replaced by an OPP Training School in 1929.

This was replaced in 1935 by a joint school for municipal and OPP forces, and in 1944 an OPP-only

Training School for new recruits was created. In 1974, an OPP Training and Development Centre

was established in Brampton, and in 1998, the OPP Academy opened in Orillia.



Constable Training Program, or for experienced detectives, who may take special-
ized courses related to their work.
About 25 percent of the seats at any course at the Ontario Police College are

allocated to the Ontario Provincial Police. Because demand for certain courses has
exceeded the seats available at the College, the OPP, working with the College,
has trained its own staff to deliver some Ontario Police College courses for which
participants receive credit as if the course had been offered directly through the
College in Aylmer. An example is the Sexual Assault Training Course, which
has been delivered by both the Ontario Police College and the OPP Academy
since 2002.
Following are the relevant investigative training courses that have been avail-

able from the Ontario Police College over time:

1964–1990 Criminal Investigation Training

1964–1990 Advanced Criminal Investigation, specialized training
and completion of several modules

1990– General Investigation Training Course, a prerequisite
to other investigation courses; this course is required
under the Adequacy and Effectiveness of Police Services
regulation for anyone investigating a crime

Prior to 1985 Sexual Assault Investigation Course, included in
Criminal Investigation Training

1985–1994 Advanced Criminal Investigation, with a five-day
module on sexual offences, domestic violence, and
child abuse; this module was updated in 1988 and
redesigned in 1994

1994– Sexual Assault Training; this course was updated in
1992 and 1999 to reflect the Adequacy and Effectiveness
of Police Services regulation standards; the course does
not include child abuse offences

1985– Case Management Training, a five-day module in the
Advanced Criminal Investigation course

1998– Major Case Management Course, developed following
release of the Campbell Report in 1996.

The Institute for the Prevention of ChildAbuse (IPCA) took the lead in deliver-
ing joint Children’s Aid Society/police outreach training, and the Ontario
Police College also participated in this training. The IPCA also developed more
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specialized courses, such as those involving the investigation and assessment of
sexual abuse of very young children or case management of complex investiga-
tions. The joint training started in the early 1980s and continued until 1994. In
1995, the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies took over this training,
and in 1996, there was a joint training protocol between the association and
the Ontario Police College to deliver this program. In 2003, joint training was
suspended and in 2005 the Ontario Police College started the delivery of a course
to police officers: Investigating Offences Against Children.
Almost all observers, whether police, child welfare organizations, or experts,

point to the end of joint training between child welfare agencies and police forces
as a great loss. Since these organizations need to work in partnership to help
children, the interaction afforded by training builds better day-to-day relationships
and also allows organizations to understand and benefit from the perspectives
and expertise offered by other organizations. The reinstitution of such training
should proceed immediately and include specific training on responding to
historical allegations of abuse. For some aspects of training, consideration should
be given to including other justice partners, such as Crown counsel or those
working in hospitals in specialized assault units. Joint training might also support
more standardization or the development of “best practices” protocols between
police and Children’s Aid Societies, an outcome of interest to the Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police.

The OPP in Eastern Ontario

The United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry are located in the
Eastern Region of the Ontario Provincial Police, bordering both the Quebec
and U.S. borders. Over time, the OPP personnel in the area have reported to
regional or district headquarters in either Kingston (1987–1995) or Smiths
Falls (since 1995). In 1995, reorganization within the three counties consolidated
detachments and converted some detachments into satellite offices reporting
to the “host detachment” of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry in Long Sault.
The satellite detachments are located in Lancaster, Alexandria, Morrisburg,
and Winchester.
In 2005, there were 108 uniformed officers and 50 civilian personnel serving

Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry, out of 990 officers and 288 civilian employees
working in the Eastern Region.
Starting in 1988, there were Sexual Assault Coordinators who would offer

resources to officers in the district. As of September 1994, there was a Regional
Abuse Issues Coordinator in District 11, which includes Stormont, Dundas &
Glengarry, as well as Prescott-Russell and Ottawa-Carleton. In 2001, Police
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Orders formalized the positions and duties of Regional Abuse Issues Coordinator
and Provincial Abuse Issues Coordinator.
There are a number of relevant protocols between the OPP and local organi-

zations and institutions. These include:

1987 Draft—Child Abuse Protocol (Proposed Guidelines
and Procedures for Response to Child Abuse in SD&G
County Board of Education17

1992 Child Sexual Abuse Protocol18

1995 Police Shelter Protocol Dealing with Women Abuse in
United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry19

2001 Eastern Ontario Region Police and School Board
Protocol20

2001 Child Protection Protocol; Coordinated Response in
Eastern Ontario21

2002 Child Protection School Handbook—Eastern Ontario22

2002 (updated) Police Shelter Protocol Dealing with Women Abuse in
United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry23
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17. Parties to this agreement were not specified. It was written by the Board of Education.

18. The protocol is among District 11—OPP, Cornwall Police Service, Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry

(SD&G) Roman Catholic School Board, SD&G County Board of Education, CAS of SD&G,

Religious Hospitallers of St. Joseph Health Centre, and Ministry of the Attorney General—

Cornwall Crown Attorney.

19. The protocol is among District 11—OPP, Cornwall Police Service, Alexandria Police Services,

Maison Baldwin House, La Montée d’Elle, and Naomi’s Family Resource Centre.

20. The signatories are not shown, but the protocol was developed by representatives of protocol

partner agencies and services, namely the Catholic District School Board of Eastern Ontario,

Upper Canada District School Board, Conseil Scolaire de District Catholique de Langue

Française de L’Est Ontarien, Conseil des Écoles Publiques de l’Est Ontarien, the OPP,

Cornwall Community Police Service, Brockville Police, Carleton Place Police, Perth Police

Services, and Leeds-Grenville CAS.

21. The protocol was endorsed by Crown Attorney’s Offices in Brockville, Cornwall, Smiths

Falls/Perth and Plantagenet; the OPP in Eastern Ontario; police services in Cornwall, Brockville,

Carleton Place/Perth, Gananoque, Prescott, and Smiths Falls; CAS in SD&G, Lanark County,

Leeds-Grenville, and Prescott-Russell; all Eastern Ontario school boards; all hospitals in the

area and the Children’s Hospital of Eastern Ontario; and several local agencies.

22. There are no signatories, but the following were involved in development of the handbook:

the OPP, Upper Canada District School Board, Catholic District School Board of Eastern Ontario,

CAS of Leeds-Grenville and of SD&G, and Prescott-Russell Child and Family Services.

23. The signatory organizations are unchanged since 1995.



2002 Protocol for Investigation of Sudden and Unexpected
Deaths of Children Under 2Years of Age24

2002 Mental Heath Protocol25

Date unknown Sexual Assault Response Team26

but before 1994

2005 (updated) Service Agreement Between Cornwall Community
Police Service, OPP, Partner Abuse Sexual Assault
Care Team, Cornwall Hospital.27

One of the tasks of the Regional Abuse Issues Coordinator has been to compile
a directory of services for victims. The most recent was produced in 2003. It
strikes me that such directories should be more current; it is also the case that the
provincial directory has not been updated since 2001.
Since 1994, there has been agreement between the OPP and the Cornwall

Police Service for mutual support and cooperation and for the provision by
the OPP of specialized services such as underwater searches or Breathalyzer
technicians. This agreement was updated in 2006.
The OPP in Eastern Ontario does not have a court management protocol with

the Crown Attorney’s Office in Cornwall, but the OPP generally follows the
OPP Court Case Management Manual and uses the Case Management and
Criminal Court Protocol from Prescott-Russell Counties as an unofficial guide.
The development of a court management protocol is overdue and should be
developed and set out as soon as possible.
I would note that it is important to establish protocols and keep them current,

reviewing them at least every three years. Even discussion of protocols is an
opportunity to build relationships and identify emerging issues and therefore
has value. John Liston of the Children’s Aid Society of London and Middlesex,
in expert evidence given before me regarding his experience in developing
protocols with the police, explained that it was an opportunity to bring different
but equally valuable work cultures together and to forge respectful partnerships.
More important, having leaders from various organizations come forward and sign
protocols related to abuse of children and sexual assault signals genuine commit-
ment to staff and the public. In Mr. Liston’s words, those leaders are standing
behind the protocols and saying, “We believe this.”
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24. No signatories. This appears to be largely guidelines from the Coroner.

25. Signatories are the Cornwall Hospital Emergency Room and Mental Health Crisis Team, the OPP,

Cornwall Community Police Service, and the Akwesasne Tribal Police.

26. Signatories are the OPP, SD&G OPP, and the Sexual Assault Response Team.

27. Signatories are the OPP, Cornwall Community Police Service, and the Sexual Assault Team.
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Ken Seguin’s Involvement in the Varley Investigation

In the early morning hours of January 9, 1992, Andrew MacDonald was fatally
shot by his cousin, Travis Varley. On the evening of January 8, 1992, these two
young men, accompanied by Bob Varley and Mark Woods, had visited Ken
Seguin at his home in Summerstown. At the time, Mr. Woods was a Ministry of
Correctional Services (MCS) client whomMr. Seguin had previously supervised
during a term of probation. In December 1991, Mr. Seguin had been assigned to
prepare a pre-sentence report for him. Each of the four young men consumed a
beer provided to him by Mr. Seguin while at his residence. TravisVarley took three
additional bottles of beer from Mr. Seguin’s fridge as they were leaving. Travis
Varley shot Andrew MacDonald approximately seven hours after the young men
had left Mr. Seguin’s residence.
Early in the homicide investigation, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP)

became aware of Ken Seguin’s involvement in this incident. The OPP did not
immediately provide Mr. Seguin’s employer, the MCS, with this information.
His involvement is discussed in detail in Chapter 5, “Institutional Response of the
Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services.”
This investigation provided an early indication of Mr. Seguin’s inappropriate

conduct with probationers. In the years that followed this event, a number of
former probationers came forward and alleged that Mr. Seguin had sexually
abused them. Mr. Seguin was a central figure in the sexual abuse allegations that
came to light during the OPP’s Project Truth investigations. He also had close ties
as a colleague or as a friend to others who were later investigated by the OPP for
sexual abuse, such as Nelson Barque, Richard Hickerson, Father Charles
MacDonald, Malcolm MacDonald, and Ron Leroux. However, the OPP missed
an opportunity to uncover further inappropriate behaviour by Mr. Seguin in
relation to his probationers and former probationers.

The Commencement of the Investigation

On January 9, 1992, Detective Inspector Tim Smith was assigned as the case
manager in theAndrewMacDonald homicide investigation. At the time, Detective
Inspector Smith was working from Ottawa on two major investigations into
allegations of sexual abuse at the St. Joseph’s and St. John’s Training Schools.
Detective Constables Randy Millar and Chris McDonell were assigned as

the case investigators. Due to their positions as detectives and experience in
handling major crimes, these two officers were involved in a number of the
investigations dealt with in this chapter.
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Randy Millar had joined the OPP in 1982. He received his senior constable
designation on May 12, 1992, and was promoted to detective constable at some
point before October 13, 1993. Chris McDonell had joined the OPP in 1968 and
became a detective constable in late 1991 or early 1992.

The Officers Take a Statement From Ken Seguin

Early in the investigation, through the questioning of two of the young men
present, the officers learned of Ken Seguin’s involvement on the night of the
homicide. Detective Inspector Millar testified that he did not know Mr. Seguin
before this incident and had never heard rumours about him before this incident.
Detective Constable McDonell had known Mr. Seguin as a probation officer for
twenty years. He stated that he had a good working relationship with him.
On January 15, 1992, Detective Constables Millar and McDonell took a state-

ment from Mr. Seguin at the probation office. In the statement, Mr. Seguin
described his professional relationship with MarkWoods and the circumstances
of the visit to his home on the evening of January 8, 1992.
After the statement, there was an informal discussion between Mr. Seguin

and the officers. Detective Inspector Millar testified that they discussed the fact
that Mr. Seguin had provided alcohol to these young men and that it was not
right. Detective Inspector Millar recalled that at some point, Mr. Seguin stated that
he would notify his employer of the incident.
Detective Inspector Smith became aware that the four young men had visited

Mr. Seguin’s home the night of the homicide. At the time, Detective Inspector
Smith was not familiar with Mr. Seguin or any of the local probation officers.
Although Detective Inspector Smith testified that he thought Mr. Seguin’s super-
visor was aware of the incident even before Mr. Seguin was interviewed by
officers, in light of the evidence of other OPP and MCS witnesses and their
subsequent actions, it is clear to me that the Detective Inspector was mistaken:
Mr. Seguin had not yet told Ministry personnel.
As discussed in Chapter 5, Mr. Seguin reported the incident to his supervisor,

Area Manager Emile Robert, on January 16, 1992, the day after his interview
by the OPP officers. However, Mr. Seguin failed to include any mention of alcohol
in his incident report, and there was evidence to indicate that he did not advise
Mr. Robert about the alcohol consumed by the young men in his home.

Decision toWait Before Notifying Probation Office

It appears that the OPP took no formal or informal steps at this time to contact Ken
Seguin’s supervisor to report what they had learned of his conduct on the night

498 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



in question. OPP contact with the Cornwall Probation Office at this time was
limited to informal discussions of the incident between Detective Constable
McDonell and Carole Cardinal, one of Seguin’s fellow probation officers.
Detective Constable Millar may also have informally discussed the case with
Jos van Diepen, another probation officer.
According to Detective Inspector Smith, the involvement of Mr. Seguin was

discussed between himself, Assistant CrownAttorney Guy Simard, and Detective
Constable Millar following Travis Varley’s conviction. He testified as follows:

We felt that although it may not have been the cause or the root cause
of what I refer to as a foolish drunken accident, that it could be a
contributing factor because I think, as I recall, they left there around
nine o’clock, and this shooting didn’t occur until some four or five
hours later.

But the concerns we had was that here’s a probation officer doing the
pre-sentence report for somebody the next day. Why is he doing it in
his residence and why is he offering them beer? And I feel it should
be on the record.

As to why formal notification had not taken place earlier, Detective Inspec-
tor Smith testified that they did not know there would be a guilty plea and
therefore anticipated that somewhere along the line, Mr. Seguin might have to
be called as a witness. They were concerned about antagonizing him before
he testified.
When the matter was resolved through a guilty plea, Detective Inspector

Smith made sure that the information about the young men drinking alcohol at
Mr. Seguin’s home was included in the agreed statement of facts so that it would
be a matter of public record. Detective Inspector Smith testified that while the
Crown was in agreement with his concerns regarding Mr. Seguin, the Crown
felt that any letter to the probation office should come from the police. On the
day of the sentencing, August 26, 1992, Detective Inspector Smith instructed
Detective Constable Millar to write a letter to notify the probation supervisor of
Mr. Seguin’s involvement.
On September 3, 1992, Detective Constable Millar sent a letter to Emile

Robert summarizing the OPP’s information relating to Mr. Seguin’s involve-
ment. In addition to some of the information contained in Mr. Seguin’s statement
of January 15, 1992, the letter made a number of other observations, including
the following:
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During the interview with Seguin, I felt Seguin was obviously
embarrassed and he made it clear he did not make a habit of having
clients at his residence.

...

Seguin stated he felt intimidated by their presence and did not argue
with Travis Varley when he took three beer from his fridge. He just
wanted them to leave.

Seguin stated that he would notify his superior of this incident and also
that without doubt he will be more selective on who he allows into his
house in the future.

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, Mr. Robert forwarded Detective
Constable Millar’s letter to the Regional Manager, Roy Hawkins. In the covering
letter, Mr. Robert wrote:

Due to the fact that Mr. Seguin’s involvement was very brief and that
he was embarrassed and made it clear that he had not the habit of
having clients at his residence, Constable Millar and I recommend
that no further action be taken.

Detective Inspector Millar testified that Mr. Robert did not provide him with
a copy of this covering letter. He did not agree with the comment Mr. Robert
attributed to him.

Police CommunicationWith Government Agencies

There is no doubt that the Varley incident was a serious matter. As has been
explained in Chapter 5, Ken Seguin lied about the full extent of his involvement
on the evening of the homicide and further follow-up by corrections officials
might have uncovered other inappropriate activity by Mr. Seguin.
It is unfortunate that the OPP officers’ initial efforts to bring this incident to

the attention of MCS staff were minimal. Ms Cardinal gained information from
Detective Constable McDonell informally, but it was not until eight months later
that the matter was finally raised formally and directly with MCS staff.
Given the serious nature of the incident involved, in hindsight it would have

been more appropriate for the letter to be sent by Detective Inspector Tim Smith,
the case manager, directly to Mr. Roy Hawkins, the Regional Manager for the
Cornwall Probation Office. Had a senior official at MCS, such as Mr. Hawkins,
been the point of first contact regarding the incident, the fact that Mr. Seguin
provided a misleading version of events could have become readily apparent
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and led to a more robust response and investigation. This was a missed opportunity
to uncover inappropriate behaviour.
As I have discussed in Chapter 5, even Mr. Seguin’s played-down version of

events should have raised significant warning flags and provoked a formal response
from his employer. Similarly, notwithstanding the perhaps uncritical and apolo-
getic nature of Detective Constable Millar’s letter and its tardiness in being sent,
it should have led to a more thorough investigation by the Ministry.
The letter appears to have been written at Detective Inspector Smith’s insis-

tence, and I credit him for his effort in bringing the matter to the attention of
Ministry officials.
Should similar circumstances arise in which public servants or officials are

engaged in inappropriate activity that comes to the attention of the police, whether
criminal in nature or not, police forces should contact the Ministry or Crown
agency to alert them of the conduct. Such correspondence should be addressed
to a designated senior person in the Ministry or agency. This would increase the
likelihood of a timely, objective, and appropriate response and would ensure
that no one involved in the occurrence or in regular contact with the impugned
employee would be involved in determining the proper response.

Videotapes Found in Ron Leroux’s House by the OPP

In early 1993, officers from the Lancaster Detachment of the Ontario Provincial
Police (OPP) seized a number of pornographic videotapes from Ron Leroux’s
residence in the course of conducting a search for firearms. These tapes, and
their possible linkage to Ken Seguin and other alleged perpetrators of child sexual
abuse, have been the source of significant commentary and controversy over the
past fifteen years. The seizure and subsequent destruction of the tapes has been
cited by several individuals, including Mr. Leroux, Constable Perry Dunlop, and
Garry Guzzo, as proof of police incompetence or cover-up and conspiracy. They
allege that the police went to Mr. Leroux’s house and executed a firearms search
warrant but that they were already aware of the existence of the tapes and were
able to locate them immediately upon their arrival. It was also alleged that the tapes
contained incriminating footage of prominent members of the Cornwall com-
munity with young boys and that the police therefore destroyed them.

C-8 Makes a Complaint Against Ron Leroux to the OPP

On December 18, 1992, Constable Steve McDougald of the OPP Lancaster
Detachment received a telephone call from C-8 reporting a complaint against
Ron Leroux. Constable McDougald had started his career with the OPP in
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November 1987 at the Marathon Detachment. In February 1992, at the rank of
constable, he transferred to the Lancaster Detachment.
In the telephone call, C-8 alleged that Mr. Leroux was harassing him, his

ex-girlfriend, and his current girlfriend and her family. C-8 also alleged that
Mr. Leroux was perhaps suicidal and possessed a number of weapons. C-8 further
advised that he was himself in possession of four of Mr. Leroux’s weapons.
C-8 attended the Lancaster Detachment the same day, gave a statement to

Constable McDougald, and turned over four handguns. C-8 explained that he
had taken the guns from Mr. Leroux’s home because he was worried that
Mr. Leroux would hurt himself or someone else. C-8 also said that lawyer
Malcolm MacDonald was handling a real estate transaction between himself
and Mr. Leroux.
On December 20, 1992, Constables McDougald and Patrick Dussault of the

OPP Lancaster Detachment attended at Mr. Leroux’s residence, advised him of
the complaint, and issued a warning. Mr. Leroux denied that he had engaged in
any harassing behaviour and denied being suicidal. On January 10, 1993,
Mr. Leroux told Constable McDougald that C-8 could have the guns that had
been turned over.

The OPP Learn That Ron Leroux Had Two More Firearms Registered

Staff Sergeant Jim McWade was, at the time, the Detachment Commander in
Lancaster. Staff Sergeant McWade had started with the OPP in 1969. He became
a staff sergeant and was posted at the Lancaster Detachment in January 1990.
He was the Detachment Commander there until he was transferred in November
1993 to Renfrew. He retired from the OPP in December 2001.
Having been made aware of the complaint and the weapons that were turned

over by C-8, Staff Sergeant McWade testified that he called the firearms regis-
tration office to obtain information about all weapons registered in Ron Leroux’s
name and the location to which they were properly registered. On February 9,
1993, Staff Sergeant McWade advised Constable McDougald that two out-
standing weapons were registered to Ron Leroux’s name at a Cornwall address
and that Mr. Leroux could be in possession of those weapons. It was decided to
obtain a search warrant to search Mr. Leroux’s property for these two firearms.

The OPP Execute a SearchWarrant at Ron Leroux’s Residence

On February 10, 1993, Constable McDougald swore an information to obtain a
search warrant to search Ron Leroux’s house, garage, and boathouse for the two
outstanding firearms.
Once the search warrant had been obtained, Constable McDougald and Detec-

tive Constable Randy Millar attended Mr. Leroux’s residence. Detective Constable
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Millar joined Constable McDougald in the search because this was the first
warrant that Constable McDougald had been involved with and he wanted some-
one with experience to assist. When the officers arrived, no one was there and the
house was locked. The officers returned to the detachment.
Upon returning to the detachment, Constable McDougald contacted C-8, who

said that he did not have a key to Mr. Leroux’s residence and that the locks had
been changed. Constable McDougald also called Malcolm MacDonald, who
advised that Mr. Leroux had been in Florida for two weeks, that he did not know
where a key to Mr. Leroux’s house was, and that he would not be available to
attend the house. C-8 then called Constable McDougald back and said that he had
obtained a key to Mr. Leroux’s house from his mother and that he was, in fact,
calling from inside the house. He further told the officers that he had already
located one of the handguns.
The officers returned to Mr. Leroux’s house and were let in by C-8. C-8 gave

them a handgun that he said he had found in the front closet. Constable
McDougald testified that he was not pleased that C-8 had done some of the work
for them already. However, there is no indication that this was expressed to C-8,
and C-8 was not asked to leave the residence while the officers conducted their
search. The officers commenced a search for other weapons. Detective Constable
Millar went upstairs on his own while Constable McDougald was speaking to C-8.
Detective Constable Millar searched a closet in the upstairs bedroom. From

inside the closet, he located a cubbyhole that led to a space underneath the tub
in the adjacent bathroom. In that cubbyhole, he located a suitcase that had
obviously been hidden and was locked with a small padlock. There were two
loose videotapes on top of the suitcase.
Having removed the case, Detective Constable Millar removed the padlock,

opened the case, and found it contained approximately twenty more videotapes.
Constable McDougald testified that some appeared commercially made and
some were store-bought blank tapes with labels on them.
C-8 testified that Detective Constable Millar found the tapes “way too fast,”

suggesting that the officer, once upstairs, went straight to the cupboard before
looking anywhere else. I have reviewed the sketch of the residence and in my view
this can be explained by the fact that the upstairs contained only one bedroom and
an adjacent bathroom.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that he did not view any of the tapes.

However, his suspicions were raised because the tapes had clearly been hidden.
He tried to call Project P, a specialized OPP unit that deals mainly with child
pornography, from the residence but was unable to reach them.
Like Detective Inspector Millar, C-8 also testified that he did not witness the

videotapes being viewed at the residence. Constable McDougald, however,
testified that one tape was placed in a video recorder at the residence and viewed.
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It contained scenes of male homosexual acts. This testimony is consistent with
Constable McDougald’s contemporaneous notes. It is possible that he viewed
the tape while neither Detective Constable Millar nor C-8 were present.
The tapes were seized, along with the suitcase, the gun turned over by C-8, and

an old rusty handgun subsequently found in a closet. Detective Constable Millar
had no further involvement in the matter after the search and seizure.

Return to Justice Form Does Not Identify Seized Materials

On February 16, 1993, Constable McDougald prepared a return to justice form
that identified the two firearms seized. He also checked a box to indicate that
items not identified on the search warrant were seized, but he did not specifi-
cally identify the videotapes or the suitcase, as required by law. The return to
justice form had a blank portion of the page for that very purpose. Constable
McDougald testified that he had made a mistake by not listing the videotapes
and that he had no explanation as to how this mistake occurred. Having reviewed
his evidence and others, I have no reason to doubt that his mistake, although
unexplained, was innocent in nature.

Review of the Videotapes

After seizing the materials, Constable McDougald had a discussion with Staff
Sergeant McWade about what should be done with them. Staff Sergeant McWade
asked Constable McDougald to review the videotapes and advised that some-
times videotapes were doctored and material of a criminal nature was spliced
partway into an existing tape. The videotapes were to be reviewed for the portrayal
of any kind of criminal activity, such as child pornography, snuff films, bondage,
or any violation of the Criminal Code.
Constable McDougald testified that he told Staff Sergeant McWade he was

neither interested in nor comfortable reviewing the tapes. When Constable
McDougald expressed his discomfort, Staff Sergeant McWade suggested that
he go through the tapes by pressing play and fast forwarding through parts. These
instructions did not require viewing the videotapes from beginning to end. Staff
Sergeant McWade recalled giving instructions to view the videos by looking at
the start, the finish, and randomly throughout.
In a statement given by Constable McDougald to Detective Sergeant Pat Hall

on December 11, 1998, he stated: “It was determined by S/Sgt. McWade, that I
view the videotapes randomly, to ascertain if there was any child pornography,
or home videos of local people.” In his testimony, Staff Sergeant McWade did not
recall instructing the officer to look for “home videos of local people,” and
Constable McDougald testified that he did not receive such an instruction from
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Staff Sergeant McWade. Constable McDougald testified that he had made this
comment in his notes but had used the wrong terminology—he did not mean
that he was looking for local people. There was, in fact, no reference to “local
people” in the notes of Constable McDougald that were put into evidence. The
officer’s assertion that he had used the “wrong terminology” is a possible
explanation of the conflict between his statement of December 11, 1998, and
his evidence before me.
Constable McDougald has notes of reviewing the videotapes on February 17,

1993, for approximately two and one-half hours, from 9:10 p.m. to 11:50 p.m.,
and on February 18, 1993, from 2:00 a.m. to 2:30 a.m. He testified that the
second review was conducted with Constable Dussault. Staff Sergeant McWade
testified that he was in the room for a short time while the officers were review-
ing the tapes and saw a bit of the contents of the videotapes himself. In a will-state,
Constable McDougald wrote, “Each tape was plays [sic] for several seconds to
determine what was on the tape and then fast forwarded to another section of
the tape and viewed again.” This seems consistent with the time expended by
the officers in the review. Constable McDougald testified that the officers did
not keep a log of the tapes, their length, or what portion was reviewed. Based on
their partial viewing, the OPP determined that nothing of a criminal nature was
on the tapes and that they could be returned to Mr. Leroux.

Ron Leroux Signs the Quit Claim

OnApril 25, 1993, Constable McDougald met with Ron Leroux at the detachment
regarding the firearms investigation. Mr. Leroux was charged with eleven firearms-
related criminal offences and released. Malcolm MacDonald represented Mr.
Leroux on these charges.
Constable McDougald testified that during this meeting, Mr. Leroux was

advised that the OPP was prepared to return the videotapes to him. Mr. Leroux
told Constable McDougald that he had found the tapes in a dumpster at a camp-
ground and had taken them because he didn’t want them to fall into the hands
of children. According to Constable McDougald, Mr. Leroux was emphatic that
he did not want the videotapes back. Constable McDougald explained to
Mr. Leroux that if he signed a quit claim on the property report, the tapes would
be destroyed.
Mr. Leroux testified that he found his residence in a mess when he returned

home in the spring of 1993. He spoke to Ken Seguin, with whom he had left a key.
Mr. Seguin told Mr. Leroux that he had gotten Mr. Leroux in a lot of trouble
because he had hidden a brown suitcase full of tapes in Mr. Leroux’s house and
the police had found them. Mr. Leroux testified that Ken Seguin was desperate
to get the tapes back because they would “destroy ... reputations.”
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Mr. Leroux went on to testify that he made up the story about finding the
tapes in the dumpster and advised the officer that he wanted the tapes back. He
said that the officer refused to return them. Mr. Leroux testified that he signed a
document that he thought was a release to get the videos back but was then
advised that the police were going to destroy the tapes.
This testimony, however, is inconsistent with some of Mr. Leroux’s previous

statements, in which he says he did not speak to Mr. Seguin about the tapes until
after he had signed the quit claim. Accordingly, I am inclined to agree with
Constable McDougald’s version of the events leading up to the signing of the
quit claim.
Mr. Leroux signed the quit claim onApril 25, 1993. Unfortunately, the form

does not specify who discussed the matter with Mr. Leroux and did not require
a witness to his signature. Constable McDougald’s notes do not refer to any
discussion with Mr. Leroux regarding the tapes, and, as previously mentioned,
Staff Sergeant McWade did not have his notes available to assist him.
Constable McDougald testified that the property report with the signed quit

claim would have been put back in the filing system to be processed. He had no
further involvement with the process.

Destruction of the Videotapes

In his will-state and in the statement he provided to Project Truth officers on
December 11, 1998, Constable McDougald stated that he was advised by Staff
Sergeant McWade on May 4, 1993, that the detachment caretaker had destroyed
all the tapes and the suitcase by burning them in a forty-five-gallon drum on that
same date. He testified at this Inquiry that he did not remember the specific
conversation but did recall being advised by Staff Sergeant McWade that the
suitcase and twenty-two videotapes had been destroyed locally.
The caretaker, Arthur Lalonde, testified that he could not recall ever being

involved in burning videotapes in his entire career. He testified that he had been
asked by officers from time to time to destroy property by fire. He testified that
whenever that occurred there would be an officer present who would stay with him
until the item was completely destroyed.
In his statement to the Project Truth officers on February 4, 1999, Staff

Sergeant McWade did not specify, nor was he asked, who actually destroyed the
tapes, simply stating, “Some time after that, they were destroyed by burning in
a fire barrel behind the Lancaster Detachment.” In his evidence at this Inquiry, Staff
Sergeant McWade testified that he personally destroyed the videotapes: “I’m
the one who put them in the fire and personally burned them. I did not leave
until they were completely on fire.” He had no specific recollection of whether
the caretaker, Mr. Lalonde, was present. He could not recall whether he had
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started the fire himself or whether any accelerant had been used. He had no
specific recollection of retrieving the items from the property room.
A note on the property report by Staff Sergeant McWade says that the materials

were “destroyed by fire.” There is no further information to indicate the process
of the destruction, the exact time and date, or who witnessed the destruction.
Staff Sergeant McWade, in his testimony, stated that his signature indicated only
that he gave the order for destruction, and does not provide any assistance as to
who actually destroyed the materials.
Staff Sergeant McWade acknowledged in his testimony that it might be helpful

to have a section on the property report to note who actually disposed of the
property. I agree. I am troubled both by the lack of record keeping with respect
to the destruction of property and by the inconsistency of the evidence regarding
who destroyed the tapes and how this was accomplished. In particular, I have
difficulty accepting that the Detachment Commander would personally attend
to the destruction of property by fire.

Poor Record Keeping Fuels Rumours

As noted above, the seizure of these tapes has garnered significant attention.
Some individuals have asserted that these videotapes contained proof of group
pedophilic activity in the Cornwall area. I neither heard nor saw any evidence to
suggest that the seized videotapes were of this nature (nor that a copy of the
tapes continues to exist today).
All of the OPP officers involved in the search, seizure, and apparent destruction

of the videotapes denied having any knowledge of rumours regarding wrong-
doing on the part of Ken Seguin or any connection between him and Ron Leroux.
The viewing or partial viewing of the tapes by the OPP officers was insuffi-

cient to determine whether they contained evidence of criminal activity. I find that
Staff Sergeant McWade failed in his managerial duties by not requiring the
investigators under his supervision to view the seized tapes in their entirety.
Whether or not the seized tapes were anything more than homosexual pornog-

raphy cannot be definitively confirmed given the likely destruction of these tapes
in 1993. It is unfortunate that the OPP officers involved did not handle the video-
tapes in a more thoughtful and thorough manner. The relative lack of documen-
tation, including the lack of a witness to the quit claim execution, the lack of a
witness to the alleged destruction of the videotapes, and the omission on the
return to justice form, along with the incomplete viewing of the tapes by a local
officer who was reluctant to do so rather than by Project P staff, are all causes
of concern.
Some of these issues can be addressed through the implementation of new

policies and protocols. As such, and if not already in place, I recommend that quit
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claim forms require a witness signature; that at least two people be present for the
complete destruction of property; that time, date, and method of destruction be
recorded along with both witnesses’ signatures; and that the viewing of tapes
with suspected criminal activity be better itemized and then archived for future
reference. As has been clearly demonstrated in this case, a lack of transparency
and poor record keeping can fuel rumours and must be avoided.

Investigation of Ken Seguin’s Sudden Death

Ken Seguin was found dead in his home on November 25, 1993. The facts
surrounding the discovery of Ken Seguin’s body, and those leading up to the
discovery, are set out in detail in Chapter 5, “Institutional Response of the Ministry
of Community Safety and Correctional Services.”
The death was investigated by Detective Constables Randy Millar and Chris

McDonell of the Lancaster Detachment of the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP).
During this investigation, these officers learned that David Silmser alleged that
Mr. Seguin had sexually abused him.
As discussed in detail in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall

Community Police Service, in December 1992 Mr. Silmser came forward to the
CPS and alleged that he had been abused by both his probation officer, Ken
Seguin, and a priest, Father Charles MacDonald. The Cornwall Police Service
(CPS) investigated the allegations against Father MacDonald but not Mr. Seguin.
In September 1993, the investigation into Father MacDonald was closed after
Mr. Silmser signed an illegal $32,000 settlement with the Diocese ofAlexandria-
Cornwall that required him to drop his criminal complaint against the priest.
The circumstances surrounding Mr. Seguin’s death became the subject of

considerable rumour and innuendo during the 1990s. I focus here on the quality
and scope of the investigation, including the treatment of the Seguin family by
Detective Constables Millar and McDonell.

Discovery of Ken Seguin’s Body

On November 25, 1993, OPP Constable Patrick Dussault attended at Ken Seguin’s
home at the request of Ken Seguin’s supervisor at the Ministry of Correctional
Services (MCS), Area Manager Emile Robert, who was concerned about Mr.
Seguin. Mr. Robert and one of his colleagues were at the residence when Constable
Dussault arrived. The three men looked through the windows but were unable to
enter the home. It was decided that if Mr. Seguin was not at work the following
morning, Mr. Robert would notify the OPP, which could take appropriate steps.
Constable Dussault noted advising Staff Sergeant Jim McWade and Sergeant
Andrew Vanderwoude.
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Ken Seguin’s neighbours, Ron and Cindy Leroux, discovered his body later
that afternoon. Mr. Leroux arrived home shortly before 3:00 p.m. His wife told
him that numerous cars had been coming and going from Mr. Seguin’s residence.
Ron and Cindy Leroux entered Mr. Seguin’s home using a spare key and found
his body in the bathroom. Ms Leroux called 911, but not until after Mr. Leroux
had retrieved Mr. Seguin’s personal phone book, called Father Charles MacDonald,
and left him an angry message blaming him for Mr. Seguin’s death. Mr. Leroux’s
actions, including his retention of the phone book, are described in more detail
in Chapter 5.

The OPP Are Notified and Attend the Scene

The first OPP officers to attend the scene were Constable Dussault and Sergeant
Vanderwoude. According to Constable Dussault’s notes, they arrived at
3:30 p.m. Ron and Cindy Leroux were at Ken Seguin’s home when the officers
arrived, and Constable Dussault took a brief written statement from Ron Leroux
describing his interactions with Mr. Seguin the previous day.While the Constable
was taking Mr. Leroux’s statement, C-8 arrived at the scene and left shortly
thereafter.
Detective Constable Millar became involved when Staff Sergeant McWade

advised him of a suspicious death. Detective Inspector Millar testified that he
and Detective Constable McDonell were assigned to the investigation of the
death because they were the only officers that did this type of work in the
Lancaster Detachment. Detective Constable Millar was the lead investigator and
had previously investigated suicides and sudden deaths.
Detective Constables Millar and McDonell arrived at the scene shortly after

4:00 p.m. The officers testified that any sudden death is treated as suspicious
until it is ruled otherwise. As a result, the proper procedure was to treat the matter
as a homicide until homicide was ruled out. Accordingly, Detective Constable
Millar gave instructions for Constable Dussault to secure the scene. This meant
ensuring that no one entered the house other than those with reason to be there,
such as the Coroner.
The Coroner arrived at the scene at approximately 4:00 p.m. Detective Inspector

Millar testified that typically when a Coroner arrives he or she declares death,
orders an autopsy, and then gives the police the authority to search for items that
would help explain what caused the death.

Seguin Family Members Attend the Scene

Doug Seguin, Ken’s brother, learned of Ken Seguin’s death when he received a
telephone call from Cindy Leroux that afternoon. He called his wife, Nancy, and
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his brother, Keith. Doug and Nancy Seguin then proceeded to Ken Seguin’s
residence. The OPP officers at the scene offered their condolences and asked if
he wanted to go up and see Ken Seguin. Keith Seguin arrived at the scene later,
and the Seguins were asked to leave until the OPP had finished its investigation.
Detective Constable McDonell testified that he spoke with members of the

Seguin family that day, including Doug, Keith, and their father. He did not, at that
time, take statements from them. Detective Constable McDonell had known Ken
Seguin for twenty years in Mr. Seguin’s capacity as probation officer.

Early Determination That DeathWas Self-Inflicted

Detective Inspector Millar testified that, formally, the determination of suicide
came after the autopsy, but, informally, the examination of the scene by the
officers suggested that Ken Seguin’s death was self-inflicted. This is consistent
with what the OPP told Mr. Seguin’s employer.
Once advised by his officers of Ken Seguin’s death, Staff Sergeant McWade

called Emile Robert. Mr. Robert testified that he received the call from the OPP
shortly after he returned to the office from checking Mr. Seguin’s residence.
Staff Sergeant McWade told Mr. Robert that Ken Seguin was deceased and that
his death appeared to be suicide.

Detective Constable Randy Millar Takes Statement From Ron Leroux

On the afternoon that Ken Seguin’s body was discovered, Detective Constable
Millar interviewed Ron Leroux in his cruiser for about thirty-five minutes. The
statement covered information about Mr. Seguin and Mr. Leroux’s activities the
night before and how Mr. Leroux came to discover Mr. Seguin’s body. Detective
Constable Millar also asked about Mr. Seguin’s sexual tendencies and further
asked, “Do you think maybe Ken was in love with you and was depressed because
you got married and now you are going to Maine?” Mr. Leroux answered that
Mr. Seguin had never made any advances toward him.
Significantly, Detective Constable Millar’s notes of the interview indicate

that Mr. Leroux did not advise him that David Silmser had made allegations of
sexual abuse against Mr. Seguin, that Mr. Silmser was attempting to negotiate
a civil settlement with Mr. Seguin through Malcolm MacDonald, nor that
Mr. Silmser had called Mr. Seguin about the civil settlement the night before
his death. The interview notes also do not refer to Mr. Leroux’s subsequent
allegation that the videotapes seized from his home in February 1993 were placed
there by Mr. Seguin. Mr. Leroux testified that he spoke to Detective Constable
Millar for five to ten minutes in his car and offered little information because
of his distrust of police officers.
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According to Mr. Leroux, Detective Constable Millar said he didn’t want Mr.
Leroux’s wife present for the interview. Mr. Leroux testified that Detective
Constable Millar said, “It’s going to go like this. You and Ken were lovers. You
got married, and he killed himself.” Mr. Leroux then kicked open the car door and
Detective Constable Millar told him to get the hell out of the car and that he
would deny the whole thing.
In relation to the different accounts of this interview, I prefer the evidence of

the officer. That said, I believe that the suggestion made by Detective Constable
Millar regarding Mr. Seguin’s motive for suicide, as reported in the officer’s
notes, was inappropriate in the situation.

Detective Constable Randy Millar’s Knowledge of Allegations Against
Ken Seguin

Later that evening, Detective Constables Millar and McDonell picked up Emile
Robert and went to Ken Seguin’s office to search for a suicide note. The officers
checked Mr. Seguin’s office and desk but did not locate a note. Mr. Robert
testified that during this time, he told the officers that there was a rumour that
Mr. Seguin was being criminally investigated.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that, before the investigation involving

Mr. Seguin’s death, he was not aware of allegations of a sexual nature against
Mr. Seguin by David Silmser. He had heard through the grapevine of a $32,000
settlement involving Father Charles MacDonald and Mr. Silmser but had not
paid much attention to it.

Detective Constable Randy Millar’s ContactWith Constable
Perry Dunlop

Detective Inspector Millar also testified that, around this time, he was starting
to have concerns about CPS Constable Perry Dunlop. He knew the Constable
from working with him on a joint forces operation in either 1991 or 1992.
Constable Dunlop had spoken to Detective Constable Millar about the $32,000
settlement, a cover-up, and a ring of pedophiles. Detective Inspector Millar
described Constable Dunlop as being “infatuated” with these ideas, which caused
him concern.
There is some indication that Detective Constable Millar was in contact with

Constable Dunlop during his investigation of Ken Seguin’s death. In his will-
state, Constable Dunlop recalls Detective Constable Millar approaching him
during dinner at a restaurant on November 25, 1993, to tell him about Mr. Seguin’s
death and ask for a copy of Mr. Silmser’s statement to the CPS. Helen Dunlop also
testified that this meeting took place. Detective Inspector Millar does not remember
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the meeting happening and testified that he could not see why it would have,
since he was going to get the statement from the CPS.
On November 29, 1993, Constable Dunlop met with Greg Bell of the

Children’sAid Society. According to Mr. Bell’s notes from the meeting, Constable
Dunlop had told Detective Constable Millar that Mr. Bell was investigating the
Silmser case. Constable Dunlop told Mr. Bell that Detective Constable Millar
would probably want to speak with him regarding Mr. Seguin’s death. I therefore
conclude that Detective Constable Millar had contact with Constable Dunlop
during his investigation.

Detective Constable Randy Millar Attends Cornwall Police Service

On the morning of November 26, 1993, Detective Constable Millar attended the
CPS station and spoke to Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet and Staff Sergeant Garry
Derochie while Detective Constable McDonell went to the autopsy. Detective
Constable McDonell joined them a little later but did not have any recollection
of the substance of the meeting. The officers discussed the CPS investigation
relating to Mr. Seguin and Father MacDonald.
According to Detective Inspector Millar, the CPS officers told him “in a

nutshell” about the allegations made by David Silmser. He was advised that Mr.
Silmser wanted to proceed with an investigation of only Father McDonald first
because that was all he could handle at once. Detective Constable Millar obtained
copies of statements and reports generated by the investigation. Staff Sergeant
Derochie noted that the OPP officers were provided with copies of Constable
Heidi Sebalj’s case history, Mr. Silmser’s statement, and Sergeant Ron Lefebvre’s
rough notes.
As discussed in Chapter 6, Detective Inspector Millar recalled being advised

that Mr. Silmser’s statement appeared truthful but that the Cornwall police felt
corroboration was required on the statement due to Mr. Silmser’s lengthy criminal
record, which included crimes of deceit.
Detective Constable Millar also learned of the November 24, 1993, call from

Mr. Silmser to Staff Sergeant D’Arcy Dupuis that I previously discussed in
Chapter 6, wherein Mr. Silmser said that in the event something happened to
him, the police should investigate Mr. Seguin and Father MacDonald. In the
course of the meeting, Constable Sebalj joined the officers and said that she had
just received a call from Mr. Silmser, who had heard about Mr. Seguin’s suicide
and was upset.
In Staff Sergeant Derochie’s notes of the meeting, he wrote that it was obvious

to all present that Mr. Silmser’s threats were most likely the reason Mr. Seguin
took his own life.
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Offence of Extortion Considered

After meeting with the CPS, Detective Constables Millar and McDonell met
with David Silmser at his residence in Bourget for about two hours. Detective
Constable Millar took a statement from Mr. Silmser in which he recounted the
events of the past year. Mr. Silmser told the officers that he was trying to negotiate
a settlement from Ken Seguin through Malcolm MacDonald and that he was
seeking $100,000 or he would sue the Ministry of Correctional Services.
Mr. Silmser testified that during the interview he was told that he was being

investigated for the possible offence of extortion. The officers do not recall
mentioning extortion. However, it is clear that the possibility of extortion was
contemplated, at least by Detective Constable Millar, in the course of the death
investigation. In the occurrence report he prepared, he wrote:

Their [sic] is no doubt that David Silmser was accusing Ken Seguin
of sexually assaulting him in years previous. David Silmser telephoned
Ken Seguin the night prior to finding Seguin—deceased and threatened
to sue him if he did not make settlement by Fri 26 Nov 93. After
investigation and autopsy there is no foul play suspected in Seguin’s
death. Extortion does not exist against Silmser as per 346(2) CCC.

Detective Inspector Millar testified that he stood by his findings to the present.
It was his view that Mr. Silmser had threatened to sue Mr. Seguin but that such
a threat did not amount to extortion pursuant to the Criminal Code, which
explicitly states that threatening to institute a civil action or liability does not
amount to extortion.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that the occurrence report referred to

above was completed on November 26, 1993, except for a final entry relating
to communication with the Ministry of Transport dated November 29, 1993.
This suggests that his findings with respect to possible extortion were made as of
November 26, 1993. Detective Constable McDonell was also involved in the
preparation of this report and believed the determination that there was no extortion
and no foul play happened “down the road,” after November 26, 1993. In any case,
the two officers agreed that a possible offence of extortion was ruled out by
November 29, 1993.

Officers MeetWith Seguin Family

On December 15, 1993, Detective Constables Millar and McDonell met with
members of the Seguin family, who had requested an update on the investigation.
This was the first contact Detective Inspector Millar recalled having with the
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Seguin family since the death. Detective Inspector Millar and Doug Seguin
provide different accounts of the meeting.
Detective Inspector Millar did not have detailed notes on the meeting but

testified that he recalled telling the family that Ken Seguin had committed suicide
and that he had been told Mr. Seguin was homosexual. Detective Inspector Millar
also testified that he told the family that he believed Ken Seguin had committed
suicide because Mr. Silmser wanted money and had threatened to sue Mr. Seguin
for sexually assaulting him a number of years ago. Detective Inspector Millar
said the family members were very upset and did not appear to know any of this
information. He said he told them the truth and did not tone it down.
In notes prepared by Doug Seguin in 1997, he claimed that during this meeting,

Detective Constable Millar “gave us an atrocious description of what they said my
brother and others had been doing to young boys.” Detective Inspector Millar
did not agree with this characterization of the meeting. He did not recall referring
to young boys aside from his reference to Mr. Silmser’s allegations.
Doug Seguin testified that during the meeting, Detective Constables Millar and

McDonell also told the family about allegations of sexual abuse made against
Milton MacDonald and about finding videotapes at Ron Leroux’s that he said
belonged to Ken Seguin.
It seems clear that these two topics would not have arisen during the December

15, 1993, meeting with the Seguin family. Detective Constable Millar did not
learn of the recent allegations made against his father-in-law, Milton MacDonald,
until February 1994. There is no indication that the OPP were aware of Mr.
Leroux’s claim that Ken Seguin placed the tapes in his house until March 1994.

The End of the Investigation

Following Detective Constable Millar’s apparent determination by November
26, 1993, that extortion could not be established, he appears to have taken only
two further investigative steps: a meeting with Emile Robert on December 17,
1993, and an interview of Malcolm MacDonald on December 21, 1993.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that, in his mind, by the time of his

interview with Malcolm MacDonald, the extortion investigation was over. He
thought that he and Detective Constable McDonell must have been ordered to
interview Mr. MacDonald but could not recall by whom.
Detective Constables Millar and McDonell interviewed Mr. MacDonald on

December 21, 1993. Mr. MacDonald provided his version of the events from
the time of Mr. Silmser’s complaint leading up to the suicide. He reported that Mr.
Silmser had referred to bringing a complaint to the Ministry, as opposed to a
civil action. He also said he had been encouraging Ken Seguin to take action
against Mr. Silmser for extortion. Mr. MacDonald provided the officers with
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notes apparently prepared by Mr. Seguin at Mr. MacDonald’s request, regarding
his dealings with Mr. Silmser. Detective Inspector Millar could not recall what he
did with those statements. Detective Constable McDonell had no recollection
of receiving the statements prepared by Ken Seguin and said that he saw them only
in preparation for this Inquiry.
According to CPS Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet, on January 7, 1994, Detective

Constable McDonell advised him that the OPP had a statement in Ken Seguin’s
own handwriting and he would try to make it available to the CPS. Staff Sergeant
Brunet recalled reading the statement. The Staff Sergeant noted that Detective
Constable Millar delivered a package to him on January 12, 1994.
Detective Constable Chris McDonell was eventually assigned to assist Inspector

Fred Hamelink in the subsequent extortion investigation, which will be addressed
in the next section of this chapter.
While the sudden-death investigation is not one of sexual abuse involving

young people, it did involve Ken Seguin and is therefore relevant to my mandate.
Based on the evidence I have reviewed, I find nothing untoward or unusual about
the officers’ conclusions.

Investigation of David Silmser for Extortion

Ken Seguin died on November 25, 1993, and the investigation of his death is
described in a previous section of this chapter. On January 28, 1994, Ontario
Provincial Police (OPP) Superintendent Carson Fougère met with Doug, Nancy
and Keith Seguin, at their request, to discuss their concerns about that investigation.
Following the meeting, an investigation was launched into the possible extortion
of Ken Seguin by David Silmser. In the course of this investigation, the officers
involved obtained information relevant to Detective Inspector Tim Smith’s
concurrent investigations of sexual abuse by Father Charles MacDonald,
conspiracy, and obstruction of justice, which are the subject of the next three
sections of this chapter.

Meeting Between Superintendent Carson Fougère and the Seguin Family

Doug Seguin requested the meeting with Superintendent Fougère due to concerns
he had after meeting with Detective Constables Chris McDonell and Randy
Millar on December 15, 1993, regarding the investigation of his brother’s death.
The family expressed concerns about statements made by Detective Constables
McDonell and Millar about Ken Seguin that may have “coloured” their investi-
gation. Superintendent Fougère did not consider those expressions of concern
to amount to complaints of misconduct on the part of the officers and as a result
did not notify the Professional Standards Bureau.
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While it appears Doug Seguin was of the view that he was making a complaint
against the officers, he testified that he did not feel the need to follow up on it once
an investigation into Mr. Silmser was initiated.
According to Chief Superintendent Fougère, the family came to request

charges of attempted extortion against Mr. Silmser and a copy of the Lancaster
OPP report on the death of their brother. Doug Seguin testified that he learned from
Superintendent Fougère that Mr. Silmser was going to be investigated for extortion.
Chief Superintendent Fougère’s recollection was that following the meeting,

he called the Criminal Investigation Branch (CIB) and asked Detective Super-
intendent Wayne Frechette to assign a Detective Inspector to conclude or take
over the investigation. He testified that the investigation he requested was a
re-investigation of the sudden death of Ken Seguin.
It is clear on the evidence that the investigation that was actually commenced

as a result of Superintendent Fougère’s call to Detective Superintendent Frechette
was an investigation into David Silmser for allegedly attempting to extort Ken
Seguin. This is consistent with the instructions given to Detective Inspector
Hamelink, the case manager, upon his assignment as well as with the letter
written byActing Inspector N.J. Duhamel to Detective Superintendent Frechette
on February 2, 1994.

Assignment of Detective Inspector Fred Hamelink and the
Investigating Officers

On February 1, 1994, Detective Inspector Fred Hamelink was dispatched by
Detective Superintendent Frechette to Long Sault concerning allegations of
extortion. Detective Inspector Hamelink had joined the OPP in 1969. By 1994,
he had attained the rank of detective inspector and was assigned to the CIB at OPP
headquarters in Orillia.
Detective Inspector Hamelink’s role in the investigation was that of case

manager. He was regularly briefed by, and regularly provided instruction to, the
investigating officers. Ultimately, whether or not to lay charges at the conclu-
sion of the investigation was Detective Inspector Hamelink’s decision.
The day after his assignment, Detective Inspector Hamelink attended at the

District Headquarters in Long Sault and was briefed by Detective Inspector
Duhamel on the allegations. Detective Inspector Duhamel gave him Detective
Constable Chris McDonell’s name, and Detective Constable McDonell became
the lead investigator in Detective Inspector Hamelink’s investigation. The following
day, Constable Don Genier was assigned to assist.
With respect to Detective Constable McDonell’s assignment as lead investi-

gator, Chief Superintendent Fougère testified that given the family’s expressed
concerns, the optics of assigning Detective Constable McDonell to the subsequent
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investigation were poor. Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that had he been
advised of the Seguin family’s allegations regarding the conduct of Detective
Constable McDonell, he might have addressed those concerns when he found
out the officer was assigned to his investigation.
However, Detective Inspector Hamelink made it clear that he viewed Detective

Constable McDonell as a seasoned and thorough investigator. He was not con-
cerned by Detective Constable McDonell’s work on the extortion investigation.
According to Detective Inspector Hamelink, Detective Constable McDonell did
not appear to have any predisposition to a particular outcome nor did he try to
influence Detective Inspector Hamelink in deciding the results of the investigation.
In light of the Seguins’ concerns, it may have been unwise to assign Detective

Constable McDonell to the extortion investigation. That said, there is nothing in
the evidence to suggest that he was biased or unprofessional in fulfilling his duties.

CoordinationWith Detective Inspector Tim Smith’s Investigations

Around the time of Detective Inspector Hamelink’s assignment, there were
discussions between the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and OPP about the need
for further investigations with respect to David Silmser’s allegations of sexual
assault by Father Charles MacDonald and possible criminal conduct relating to
the illegal settlement entered into between the Diocese and Mr. Silmser. Detective
Inspector Tim Smith was assigned to conduct these investigations, the details of
which are in the following three sections, on February 3, 1994.

Meeting of Detective Inspectors Tim Smith and Fred Hamelink

On February 8, 1994, Detective Inspectors Smith and Hamelink met in Bells
Corners to exchange information. At some point, either at this meeting or
subsequently, the officers discussed issues raised by their concurrent investiga-
tions. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he was concerned about proceeding
with David Silmser as a victim in one investigation and a suspect in another. He
was also worried that, because both investigations were interested in some of
the same people, the investigators would “trip over each other.”

Meeting of Officers and Peter Griffiths

Following his meeting with Detective Inspector Hamelink, Detective Inspector
Smith called Peter Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region.
They discussed the method of interviewing David Silmser and whether he would
have to be cautioned regarding possible extortion.
On February 21, 1994, the day before the interview with Mr. Silmser, Detective

Inspector Smith, Detective Inspector Hamelink, and their investigating officers
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met with Mr. Griffiths. According to Constable Genier’s notes, the meeting was
approximately two and one-half hours long and was followed by a one-hour
debriefing among the officers regarding follow-up on Mr. Silmser.

Agreement That Detective Inspector Fred Hamelink Avoid David Silmser

Detective Inspectors Smith and Hamelink discussed with Mr. Griffiths the need
for coordination because Mr. Silmser was both a complainant and a suspect in their
concurrent investigations. Detective Inspector Smith suggested that he deal with
Mr. Silmser as a victim first, before Detective Inspector Hamelink approached
Mr. Silmser as a suspect. They agreed that Detective Inspector Hamelink would
avoid Mr. Silmser until Detective Inspector Smith had what he needed for
his sexual assault investigation. As a result, Detective Inspector Hamelink’s
investigation “circled around getting all the background information they could,
staying away specifically from David Silmser.”
At some point, it was agreed between the two officers that Detective Inspector

Hamelink would watch Detective Inspector Smith’s interview of Mr. Silmser
from behind one-way glass, while Detective Inspector Smith, at Detective
Inspector Hamelink’s request, would gently probe Mr. Silmser with a few
questions relevant to extortion. Mr. Griffiths testified that he was not aware of this
arrangement between the officers.

Agreement to Exchange Crown Briefs

The two officers further agreed that once the investigations were complete, they
would “compare notes” before delivering their Crown briefs to Peter Griffiths. As
I discuss below, this agreement was not followed: Detective Inspector Hamelink
submitted his brief without informing Detective Inspector Smith.

Interview of David Silmser

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Michael Fagan interviewed
Mr. Silmser on the afternoon of February 22, 1994. Detective Inspector Hamelink
watched the interview from behind one-way glass. Detective Inspector Smith
did not caution Mr. Silmser with respect to the allegations of extortion but did ask
a few questions relating to the allegations “in passing” at the request of Detective
Inspector Hamelink.
In response to Detective Inspector Smith’s questions, Mr. Silmser stated that

he had been in contact with Ken Seguin’s lawyer, MalcolmMacDonald, regarding
a civil settlement and that he did not intend to bring another complaint to the
police because “the police weren’t doing nothing in the first place.”
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Detective Inspector Hamelink’s team did not conduct its own interview of
Mr. Silmser. Detective Inspector Hamelink completed his investigation and took
his brief to the Crown before Detective Inspector Smith finished his investigation.
Based on the reply he received from the Crown, Detective Inspector Hamelink
decided not to interview Mr. Silmser. When asked during his testimony whether
an interview should have been done, Detective Inspector Hamelink stated, “There’s
a lot of things that in hindsight should have been done.”

Information Sharing Between the Investigations

In addition to David Silmser, the investigations had other areas where potential
witnesses and evidence overlapped. In some instances, Detective Constables
Fagan and McDonell conducted joint interviews, and in these cases, of course, both
teams would be apprised of the evidence obtained. Where one team only
conducted interviews, Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that it was his
expectation that Detective Constables Fagan and McDonell would have been
sharing information. Detective Inspector Hamelink also testified that he did not
have to explicitly instruct Detective Constable McDonell to share information with
Detective Constable Fagan because he was “seasoned enough to do it on his
own.” Detective Inspector Hamelink was satisfied that the information sharing
occurred at the level of the investigating officers as opposed to at the level of
the case managers.
However, Detective Constable McDonell testified that he did not share

information directly with the other team; instead, he would report it to Detective
Inspector Hamelink. He testified that he did not know if Detective Inspector
Hamelink was then sharing this information with the other team.
It was clearly Detective Inspector Smith’s expectation that his team would

be provided with all relevant information, either in the course of the investigations
or through the final comparison at the conclusion of the investigations.

Investigative Steps of Extortion Investigation

Interviews with Cornwall Probation Office Staff

Between February 3 and February 17, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink’s
investigators took statements from staff at the Cornwall Probation Office. The staff
members were questioned about what they knew of the events leading up to
Ken Seguin’s suicide. Some said they had heard rumours that Mr. Seguin was
under investigation. However, some of them told the officers they were unaware
of discussions between Mr. Silmser and Mr. Seguin regarding Mr. Silmser’s
allegations of abuse.
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Statement From Jos van Diepen

Detective Constable McDonell and Constable Genier had a lengthy interview
with Jos van Diepen on February 14, 1994.
Mr. van Diepen provided information regarding a former probation officer,

Nelson Barque, in his statement. In particular, he claimed that he had “gone
through Nelson’s desk and saw a paper back of men in sexual positions.”
Mr. van Diepen told the officers that Mr. Barque’s career had ended when he
resigned following a complaint that he was sexually involved with one of his
probationers.
Mr. van Diepen also provided information about a probationer who Mr. Barque

had suggested live with Father Charles MacDonald. The probationer told Mr.
van Diepen that he didn’t want to live there, allegedly reporting that Father
MacDonald “was a queer—he liked little boys.”According to Mr. van Diepen, the
probationer said that he woke up to find Father MacDonald sitting on his bed
but wouldn’t say anything more.
Mr. van Diepen also mentioned hearing about a dinner party at which Father

MacDonald sodomized Mr. Silmser and said Mr. Seguin was there and did
nothing about it.
In his statement, Mr. van Diepen also provided information about who in the

community was friends with, or spent a lot of time with, Mr. Seguin. Among
others he named Gerald Renshaw, Ron Leroux, C-8, Malcolm MacDonald, and
Father MacDonald.
Clearly this statement contained information relevant to Detective Inspector

Smith’s investigation and should have been shared with him. It referenced Father
MacDonald both in relation to allegations of inappropriate sexual conduct and as
a close friend of Mr. Seguin. In this regard, it was consistent with Mr. Silmser’s
claims. Unfortunately, it appears that the statement was not provided to Detective
Inspector Smith either by the investigating officers or by Detective Inspector
Hamelink, who reviewed the statement on June 1, 1994. Detective Inspector
Smith had no recollection of the statement and it was not included in the Crown
brief prepared by Detective Inspector Smith regarding the allegations against
Father MacDonald.

Other Information Obtained About Nelson Barque

In addition to Mr. van Diepen, two other probation office staff members inter-
viewed by Detective Inspector Hamelink’s team mentioned past allegations
against Nelson Barque. In Emile Robert’s statement of February 15, 1994, he
told Detective Constable McDonell and Constable Genier that when he joined the
office, Ms Marcelle Léger was filling him in on his staff and, according to
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Constable Genier’s notes, she “advised him on Nelson Barque and that there
was possibly another officer involved in sexual activities with clients.”
Two days later, the two officers interviewed Stewart Rousseau, who in his

statement said that Mr. Barque got in trouble when he became “involved” with
one of his probationers and the Ministry had him resign.
Detective Inspector Hamelink’s notes show that he reviewed these statements

on May 16, 1994. However, he did not follow up on the information provided
regarding Mr. Barque. As I understand Detective Inspector Hamelink’s evidence,
this was because he did not see any connection between those allegations and his
investigation into extortion. Similarly, Detective Constable McDonell did not
view Mr. Barque as relevant to the investigation and did not follow up with the
CPS regarding the information it received about Mr. Barque.
I agree that the information provided about Mr. Barque was not related to

the extortion investigation. It did, however, indicate potential sexual miscon-
duct on the part of Mr. Barque and warranted further investigation. I find that
Detective Inspector Hamelink should have ensured such follow-up occurred.
This was another missed opportunity to uncover criminal activity by a former
probation officer.
In 1995, Mr. Barque was charged and pleaded guilty to indecent assault and

gross indecency in relation to incidents involving a former probationer. He was
again charged with indecently assaulting former probationers in 1998 and
committed suicide soon after. These charges are discussed in more detail in later
sections. I mention them here only to note the extent of the wrongdoing the OPP
might have uncovered had it taken appropriate action in 1994.

Meetings With the Childrenʼs Aid Society (CAS)

Detective Constable McDonell and Constable Genier met with Greg Bell of the
CAS on February 8, 1994, and twice on February 14, 1994. Over the course of
those meetings, the OPP and CAS shared information, and Mr. Bell provided
the officers with a transcript of the statement David Silmser gave to the CAS on
November 2, 1993, a copy of the CAS investigation strategy, and a copy of case
note pages where Ken Seguin’s name appeared. On this last item, Mr. Seguin’s
name was highlighted in yellow and an entry where Malcolm MacDonald was
referenced as a possible perpetrator was blanked out.
Detective Inspector Smith’s team later made its own requests for information

from the CAS. Again, it seems that full information may not have been shared
between the two OPP investigations. In particular, Detective Inspector Smith
testified that he did not have a copy of David Silmser’s November 2, 1993, state-
ment to the CAS when he interviewed Mr. Silmser on February 22, 1994.
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Interviews With Friends and Neighbours

Early in the investigation, Detective Inspector Hamelink’s team conducted
interviews of friends and neighbours of Ken Seguin, including Gerald Renshaw,
C-8, and Fern Touchette.
Detective Constable McDonell and Constable Genier interviewed Mr. Renshaw

on February 9, 1994. Although Mr. Renshaw later reported allegations of being
sexually abused by Mr. Seguin, he did not disclose this claim to the officers. He
testified that he knew Detective Constable McDonell and did not trust him.
He felt that the officer had hassled him in the past and was looking for ways to
put him in jail. Mr. Renshaw testified, “I didn’t want help from them [the OPP];
I didn’t want them anywhere near me.”
Within the statement taken from Mr. Renshaw, there is reference to Father

MacDonald. He stated that he moved out of Mr. Seguin’s residence because he
didn’t like the fact that Father MacDonald “would always go over with guys.” This
statement was not listed in any of the materials that Detective Inspector Smith
submitted to the Crown and thus was probably not provided to him.
Detective Constable McDonell and Constable Genier interviewed C-8 on

February 11, 1994. C-8 testified that he did not want to get involved so he did not
tell the officers much. In fact, he told the officers that he “never heard of that
David Silmser guy, until [he] read it in the paper after Ken’s death.” In his testi-
mony, C-8 stated he knew who Mr. Silmser was and that he wanted money from
Ken Seguin.
On March 28, 1994, Detective Constables McDonell and Fagan jointly

conducted an interview of Ron Leroux at his residence in Maine. Like Mr.
Renshaw and C-8, Mr. Leroux was not completely forthcoming in his interview.
In his statement, Mr. Leroux referred to Ken Seguin receiving a phone call and

being distressed, but he did not reveal the full knowledge that he later claimed to
have about Mr. Silmser’s demands for money fromMr. Seguin. Nor did he advise
the OPP officers of any knowledge he had about Mr. Seguin having sexual
relationships with probationers. It was in this statement that Mr. Leroux first
told the police that the tapes found in his home in February 1993 had been put
there by Mr. Seguin.

Interview of Malcolm MacDonald

On May 12, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink and Detective Constable
McDonell met with Malcolm MacDonald. Mr. MacDonald was a key witness
in the extortion investigation, because he was a friend of Ken Seguin, had
acted as his lawyer in discussions with David Silmser, and had obtained written
statements from Mr. Seguin regarding his contact with Mr. Silmser. As the friend
and legal counsel of Father Charles MacDonald and because of his involvement
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in the illegal settlement agreement, Mr. MacDonald was also a key witness
in Detective Inspector Smith’s sexual assault, conspiracy, and obstruction of
justice investigations.
Despite the overlap in interests, Detective Inspector Hamelink did not see

the need to coordinate with Detective Inspector Smith before interviewing
Mr. MacDonald. He testified that he expected that Detective Constable McDonell
would share information from the interview with Detective Constable Fagan the
next time they met.
The interview lasted approximately one hour and included a discussion of

Mr. MacDonald’s representation of Father MacDonald with respect to Mr.
Silmser’s complaint, an area that would clearly have been of interest to Detective
Inspector Smith. Mr. MacDonald chose not to provide a statement at the interview,
but he delivered a written document to the investigators the following day.
Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that he did not give this statement directly
to Detective Inspector Smith but that it would have formed part of his Crown
brief (which, as noted above, Detective Inspector Smith did not receive).
There was also information recorded in Detective Inspector Hamelink’s notes

of the meeting that was not included in the statement prepared by Mr. MacDonald.
One portion of the notes refers to Mr. MacDonald reviewing his file in the
presence of Detective Inspector Hamelink:

I then asked him if he had any notes of any conversations he had had
with David Silmser. He unlocked his desk & from the top left hand
drawer (his left) he removed a manila file folder which contained
numerous documents, some with a red seal on the bottom of the page,
newspaper clippings, an envelope with a handwritten statement which
he said was Ken Seguin’s. Malcolm MacDonald looked through this
file. He then closed the file.

MacDonald when asked if he had any notes in this file about
conversations between himself and David Silmser said he
didn’t think so but there may be in another file which he kept.
(Location of this file wasn’t disclosed.)

The information that Mr. MacDonald had a file on the matter and notes on his
conversations with Mr. Silmser should have been of critical importance to both
Detective Inspector Hamelink’s and Detective Inspector Smith’s investigations.
Certainly, one could assume that a lawyer would have a file and would have
made notes of his conversations. Because Detective Inspector Hamelink
had actually confirmed the existence of the file and notes, he might have estab-
lished grounds for a search warrant with respect to Detective Inspector Smith’s
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investigations into conspiracy and obstruction of justice. In my view, this
information was of such significance that Detective Inspector Hamelink ought to
have ensured that it was immediately brought to his colleague’s attention rather
than relying on his expectation that it would make its way to Detective Inspector
Smith through Detective Constables McDonell and then Fagan.
Also, Detective Inspector Smith ought to have had the opportunity to review

Detective Inspector Hamelink’s notes and Mr. MacDonald’s statement prior to his
own interview of Mr. MacDonald, which took place in October 1994 and is
described in a later section, “Obstruction and Conspiracy Investigations.”

Interviews of CPS Officers

Constable Genier and Detective Constable McDonell spoke to Constable Heidi
Sebalj, the officer who investigated David Silmser’s complaint to the CPS, on
February 3, 1994, for almost an hour regarding her investigation. Detective
Inspector Hamelink then spoke with Constable Sebalj on June 9, 1994. On
June 13, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink attended CPS and spoke to
Acting Chief Carl Johnston and Deputy Chief Joseph St. Denis. He asked for a
statement from Constable Sebalj regarding any conversations she had had with
Mr. Silmser regarding sexual assault charges being laid against Ken Seguin.
Acting Chief Johnston said they would have to get a legal opinion because there
was a pending lawsuit.
On July 20, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink attended to interview

Constable Sebalj. Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that he did not think
it would be helpful to him to get any information or update from Detective
Inspector Smith with respect to Constable Sebalj. The statement he took from
Constable Sebalj refers to the original investigation and the involvement of Chief
Claude Shaver and Sergeant Ron Lefebvre, matters that would have been relevant
to Detective Inspector Smith’s investigation. The statement does not appear in any
of Detective Inspector Smith’s materials submitted to the Crown.
Detective Inspector Hamelink’s team also obtained statements that were

prepared by Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet and Sergeant Lefebvre, who were also
involved in the David Silmser case. It appears that only Staff Sergeant Brunet’s
statement was provided to Detective Inspector Smith and included in his brief on
the conspiracy investigation.

InteractionsWith Seguin Family During the Investigation

One of the first steps taken by Detective Inspector Hamelink in his investiga-
tion was to meet with members of the Seguin family. On February 3, 1994,
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Detective Inspector Hamelink spoke to Nancy Seguin and arranged to meet with
her, Doug Seguin, and Keith Seguin that afternoon. Following the three-hour
meeting, Detective Constable McDonell took statements from each of the three
family members. These statements do not appear to have been shared with
Detective Inspector Smith.
Detective Inspector Hamelink and his officers had regular contact with

members of the Seguin family through the course of their investigation. In a
letter to Doug Seguin, the Chief Coroner wrote that his review of the case indicated
that investigators spent a total of 83.5 hours with Seguin family members between
November 25, 1993, and July 6, 1994. Detective Inspector Hamelink explained
the contact he had with the family members as an attempt to ease their grief by
sharing information:

... I was dealing with a grieving family, I was aware of that, a grieving
family that had difficulty coming to terms with the death of a loved one,
a brother and a brother-in-law. A grieving family that had difficulty
coming to terms with the fact that there was community rumours about
his alternate lifestyle. And a grieving family that had difficulty coming to
terms with the fact that their brother was tied in some fashion to pedophilia.

Although Detective Inspector Hamelink had ongoing contact with several
members of the family, he testified that Nancy Seguin came to see him most
frequently. He said that she had difficulty coming to terms with the fact that Ken
Seguin had killed himself and he tried to alleviate her concerns about the death.
In particular, the officer assisted in providing her an opportunity to review
photographs of the death scene, and later contacted the Coroner, the identification
officer, and Detective Constable Randy Millar to provide answers to some of
her questions.
In one meeting, Ms Seguin provided Detective Inspector Hamelink with two

letters written to Ken Seguin’s mother following his death, one from Father
MacDonald and one from Mark Woods. Detective Inspector Hamelink did not
recall taking copies of the letters and did not advise Detective Inspector Smith that
Ms Seguin had a letter written by Father MacDonald in her possession. I did not
have the benefit of reviewing those letters.
Detective Inspector Hamelink did advise Nancy Seguin to contact Detective

Inspector Smith regarding information she had obtained when she met with
Bishop Eugène LaRocque in January 1994. She did so and met with Detective
Inspector Smith on March 8, 1994. This meeting will be discussed in the section
“Obstruction and Conspiracy Investigations.”
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No Charges Laid in Extortion Investigation

On September 28, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink met with Detective
Constable McDonell, who said that the Crown brief was complete. Arrangements
were made to meet with Mr. Griffiths the following afternoon. There is no indi-
cation that Detective Inspector Hamelink made any effort to contact Detective
Inspector Smith to compare information before meeting with Mr. Griffiths.
Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that the investigating officers assembled

the brief on the extortion investigation. After he had read all the statements, he
prepared the synopsis to be added to the brief as an outline of the investigation.
Although Detective Inspector Hamelink testified that before he went to the
meeting with Mr. Griffiths he had not formed an opinion, even tentatively, as to
whether there were reasonable and probable grounds to lay a charge, it appears
he had, because his synopsis states in conclusion, “At this time, the police
investigation has failed to provide the evidence to substantiate a criminal offence
of Extortion pursuant to Section 346.(1) [sic] of the Criminal Code.”
On September 29, 1994, Detective Inspector Hamelink met with Mr. Griffiths

in his Ottawa office and presented him with the Crown brief and a verbal briefing.
The officer received Mr. Griffiths’ opinion in a letter dated October 12, 1994.
Mr. Griffiths’ conclusion was that there was not sufficient evidence to provide
reasonable and probable grounds to support a criminal charge of extortion against
David Silmser. No charges were laid.
In his opinion letter, Mr. Griffiths noted that the only witness statement that

provided any evidence of an extortion threat was the one from Malcolm
MacDonald. It appears from this statement that the supplementary occurrence
report of Staff Sergeant D’Arcy Dupuis was not included in the Crown brief. In
that report, Staff Sergeant Dupuis described a telephone call he received fromMr.
Silmser on November 24, 1993, during which Mr. Silmser told him that “if they
don’t pay within the next 48 hours,” he would go to the press.
Detective Inspector Hamelink met with the Seguin family on December 19,

1994. According to his notes, the meeting was arranged the week before when the
Detective Inspector called Doug Seguin and advised him of the Crown’s decision
regarding charges. At the meeting, the officer read them the letter from the Crown
attorney and explained its contents.

Insufficient Coordination and Information Sharing Among Investigators

Detective Inspector Hamelink was unable to explain why he did not follow
through on the agreement to get together with Detective Inspector Smith before
the officers jointly submitted their briefs to Mr. Griffiths. Detective Inspector
Hamelink did state that he was being “fiscally responsible” by concluding the
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investigation so that the investigating officers could go on to other investiga-
tions. This does not, however, amount to a reasonable explanation for not sharing
his brief with Detective Inspector Smith and comparing information before
submitting it to the Crown, as had been previously agreed.
It was clear from Detective Inspector Smith’s testimony that he was relying on

this agreement to ensure that he had full information prior to the submission of
his brief to Mr. Griffiths. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he spoke to
Detective Inspector Hamelink on the telephone some time after October 4 and
expressed his displeasure that Detective Inspector Hamelink had submitted his
brief in contravention of their agreement. Detective Inspector Hamelink testified
that he was not aware that Detective Inspector Smith was displeased with his
actions nor that he had reported his concerns to his supervisor.
I do not doubt Detective Inspector Smith’s frustration in failing to receive

Detective Inspector Hamelink’s brief as planned. Nor do I condone the decision
of Detective Inspector Hamelink not to share his brief with his colleague. I do
question, however, whether Detective Inspector Smith could have made more
of an effort at the time to remedy the situation. During his testimony, he could not
recall, for instance, whether he spoke with Mr. Griffiths and asked him to look over
the briefs together to ensure nothing was missed.
In any case, having reviewed the evidence, I find that there was insufficient

coordination between Detective Inspector Hamelink’s extortion investigation
and Detective Inspector Smith’s 1994 investigations. I point in particular to the
failure to share information obtained in interviews with probation staff, Malcolm
MacDonald, Gerald Renshaw, and the CPS officers.
Given the extent of overlap between the investigations and the evidence of

common interest that was uncovered, Detective Inspector Hamelink should have
taken steps to provide the relevant information to Detective Inspector Smith
rather than relying solely on informal coordination between the investigating
officers. Detective Inspector Smith also could have made greater efforts to provide
Detective Inspector Hamelink with relevant information uncovered during his
investigations. For example, he did not speak with Detective Inspector Hamelink
about Detective Constable Fagan’s interview with Father MacDonald, during
which, as is described in a later section, “Re-Investigation of Father Charles
MacDonald,” he claimed Mr. Silmser would often call him in a drunken state
and was clearly after money.
The failure to share information is yet another missed opportunity. As I will

discuss, Detective Inspector Smith testified that the issue of reasonable and
probable grounds with respect to Mr. Silmser’s allegations against Father
MacDonald was a very close call. He should have had all of the evidence available
at the time before forming his opinion.
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Commencement of Detective Inspector Tim Smith’s
1994 Investigations

As previously discussed in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall
Community Police Service, on January 6, 1994, a story broke in the regional
media about David Silmser’s allegations against Father Charles MacDonald, the
settlement he reached with Father MacDonald and the Diocese, and the decision
by the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) to close its investigation into this complaint.
In the days that followed, Acting CPS Chief Carl Johnston contacted the Ottawa
Police Service and asked it to review the CPS investigation into the Silmser
matter, and to look into whether members of the CPS downplayed or concealed
Mr. Silmser’s allegations.
The Ottawa Police Service found a number of deficiencies in the CPS inves-

tigation and recommended an outside police agency be brought in to re-investi-
gate Mr. Silmser’s allegations and to investigate the events surrounding his
settlement with Father MacDonald and the Diocese and the CPS decision to stop
its investigation. Acting Chief Johnston asked the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) to conduct this investigation. The details of the resulting investigations
are described in the next two sections. However, before turning to those investi-
gations, I think it useful to look briefly at the overall mandate under which they
took place.

Communication Between Acting Chief Carl Johnston and Deputy
Commissioner Ronald Piers

On January 28, 1994, Acting Chief Johnston wrote to Deputy Commissioner
Ronald Piers following their telephone conversation earlier that day. In the letter,
Acting Chief Johnston requested “the assistance of [the OPP] to conduct a com-
pletely new investigation of the allegation, as it appears to me that there were
witnesses who were not interviewed,” and because individuals other than David
Silmser had made allegations against Father Charles MacDonald.
A second letter, dated January 31, 1994, also appears to have been written

following a telephone conversation between Acting Chief Johnston and Deputy
Commissioner Piers during which they discussed the mandate of the OPP
investigators. In his letter, Acting Chief Johnston suggests the OPP mandate be
expanded. In particular, he asks that it cover media allegations of a conspiracy
between the Cornwall police and the Catholic Diocese; reports of abuse at a
group home in Cornwall; the possibility of an obstruction of justice investigation
in relation to the David Silmser settlement; and whether the CPS should proceed
with an investigation of a local priest without cooperation from the victim.
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A third letter from Acting Chief Johnston to Deputy Commissioner Piers,
dated February 1, 1994, was written pursuant to a telephone call between them
on the same day regarding “the specific mandate of your personnel conducting
an investigation of the David Silmser alleged sexual assault by a local priest.”
Acting Chief Johnston writes:

I would request that your Police Service re-investigate the Silmser
matter in its entirety, the results of which, will respond to media
allegations of a conspiracy between the Cornwall Police Service and
the local Catholic Diocese, to effect a civil settlement with the alleged
victim, Silmser. Your investigation will also make a determination if
the priest can or should be prosecuted, given the civil settlement to
Silmser and his refusal to testify.

Police Press Releases

The OPP issued a press release on February 2, 1994, regarding the CPS request
that the OPP “conduct a new investigation into allegations of sexual assault
against a local clergy which occurred approximately twenty years ago.” The
release states that a member of the Criminal Investigation Branch has been
assigned to the case and lists Superintendent Wayne Frechette as the contact.
The release does not mention the other aspects of Acting Chief Johnson’s request,
such as the allegations of conspiracy or obstruction of justice. This is a just one
example of an incomplete press release. Others will be discussed in more detail
in later sections of this chapter.
As described fully in Chapter 6, the Cornwall Police Services Board issued its

own press release on the same day, which gave the incorrect impression that the
Ottawa Police Service’s report (the Skinner Report) found little wrong with the
CPS investigation of Mr. Silmser’s complaint. In combination, these press releases
failed to provide appropriate and accurate information to the public about the
extent of the problems associated with the CPS investigation and the scope of the
re-investigation by the OPP.

Assignment of Detective Inspector Tim Smith

On February 3, 1994, Detective Inspector Tim Smith was assigned by Super-
intendent Frechette to conduct an investigation in the Cornwall area. At the time,
Detective Inspector Smith was at the Special Investigations Division of the
Criminal Investigation Branch (CIB), Kingston Unit. Superintendent Frechette was
the Director of the CIB and Detective Inspector Smith’s supervisor.

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 529



Detective Inspector Smith had been a member of the OPP since he joined as
a probationary constable at the Barrie Detachment in 1967. He had extensive
experience in criminal investigations, including investigations into allegations
of police corruption, municipal corruption, and conspiracy to obstruct justice.
From February 1990 to August 1997, he was assigned as the case manager in
the investigations of St. Joseph’s Training School for Boys, in Alfred, Ontario,
and St. John’s Training School, in Uxbridge, Ontario, both of which involved
allegations of historical sexual abuse against young people.
When Detective Inspector Smith was assigned as case manager of the 1994

investigations in Cornwall, he continued in his role as case manager of the training
school investigations. According to Detective Inspector Smith, the investigations
themselves were mostly wound up but the prosecutions were ongoing. In addition,
he was concurrently responsible for a number of other cases, including homicides.
In my view, Detective Inspector Smith’s workload was such that he had insuffi-
cient time to devote to the investigations in Cornwall. As I discuss in later sections,
he was similarly overstretched during the Project Truth investigations.
In Detective Inspector Smith’s notes from his call from Superintendent

Frechette on February 3, 1994, he recorded that the OPP had been asked to do a
complete re-investigation. He lists the “Questions to answer” as follows:

1. Was there a conspiracy between the Cornwall Police and Catholic
Diocese to effect a civil settlement with alleged victim thus terminating
criminal proceedings?

2. [W]as there obstruction of justice by lawyers who brought about civil
settlement of assault victim which resulted in termination of police
investigation upon consultation with local [C]rown attorney?

3. In absence of co-operation of alleged assault victim should Cornwall
police consider proceeding with the prosecution against priest?

Detective Inspector Smith testified that these questions were dictated by
Superintendent Frechette in their telephone call and that it was his understanding
that they reflected the subjects of the investigation. Detective Inspector Smith
understood that these questions had come fromActing Chief Johnston. Detective
Inspector Smith also received a copy of the January 31, 1994, letter fromActing
Chief Johnston to Deputy Commissioner Piers.
Detective Inspector Smith therefore understood that his investigation was

threefold. First, he was being asked to re-investigate allegations of sexual assault
perpetuated by Father Charles MacDonald.
Second, in relation to conspiracy allegations, Detective Inspector Smith

testified that in his view he was not asked to look at any type of conspiracy or
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collusion between the Cornwall police and the Diocese but rather just the specific
allegation that the two institutions conspired to effect an illegal settlement with
Mr. Silmser.
And third, with respect to obstruction of justice, Detective Inspector Smith

testified that he understood that he was being asked to investigate the roles of
the lawyers, specifically Malcolm MacDonald and Jacques Leduc. He was not yet
aware of Sean Adams’ involvement in the settlement. There was also a mention
of the local Crown attorney in the January 31 letter, and so Detective Inspector
Smith understood that he was to look at Murray MacDonald’s actions as well.
Murray MacDonald, the local Crown attorney, had prosecuted some of the cases
resulting from the Alfred investigation, into the St. Joseph’s Training School,
and Detective Inspector Smith had worked with him on previous cases. The fact
that Detective Inspector Smith was now assigned to investigate Mr. MacDonald
may have amounted to a conflict of interest and at the very least created the
appearance of a conflict.
Although the letter of January 31 refers specifically to the actions of the

lawyers, and not their principals, Detective Inspector Smith testified that he saw
the actions of the lawyers and principals as part and parcel of the same thing.
He recognized that the lawyers would be acting on behalf of their clients and
therefore the clients, including the Bishop and the Diocese, were also subjects in
his investigation.
While the investigation with respect to the illegal settlement was initially

framed in terms of an investigation of conspiracy to effect the settlement between
the CPS and the Diocese and an investigation of obstructing justice with respect
to the actions of the lawyers, Detective Inspector Smith testified that he would have
considered any criminal activity relating to the settlement or anything that might
have caused the illegal settlement to have been brought about as part of his
mandate. However, a review of his investigations suggests that Detective Inspector
Smith had a narrower view of his mandate.

Assignment of Detective Constable Michael Fagan

Detective Inspector Smith testified that he asked for one officer to assist him in
these 1994 investigations and specifically requested Detective Constable Michael
Fagan. He had worked with the Constable for three years on the Alfred investi-
gation. He wanted Detective Constable Fagan on the team because he had
a knack of getting along with people and was comfortable dealing with
victims of child sexual abuse. Detective Inspector Smith described Detective
Constable Fagan as being very empathetic and doing a wonderful job with the
most difficult victims in the Alfred investigation. The Detective Inspector had
heard that Mr. Silmser could be a difficult complainant to work with, which was
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one of the reasons that Detective Inspector Smith wanted Detective Constable
Fagan assigned.
Detective Inspector Smith felt that he would require the assistance of only

one officer because he expected to take a hands-on investigative role himself.
He was of the view that as an officer with a bit more experience and higher rank,
it would be more appropriate for him to conduct the interviews with the Chief of
Police, the Crown attorney, and the Bishop.

Comments on the Mandate of the Investigations

Having reviewed the evidence, I find that for the 1994 investigations assigned to
Detective Inspector Smith, the OPP failed to define a mandate that would have
provided appropriate direction and structure. As will be discussed in the section
“Project Truth’s Mandate,” the mandate for the Project Truth investigations was
similarly convoluted and ill-defined. In my view, weaknesses in both investiga-
tions can be attributed, in part, to their imprecise mandates.
It appears from the correspondence between Deputy Commissioner Piers and

Acting Chief Johnston that the two discussed a number of issues and envisioned
a broad and open-ended mandate for the OPP to investigate Mr. Silmser’s alle-
gations and the associated settlement. However, this was ultimately communicated
to Detective Inspector Smith as an assignment to conduct three separate and
distinct investigations.
This is unfortunate, as a broad and global investigation would probably have

been more efficient and effective. Such an investigation would have encouraged
a re-investigation of the David Silmser matter in its entirety and brought to light
any conspiracies or cover-ups in relation to the illegal settlement.
Instead, a significant portion of the investigation focused on the particular

issue of whether the CPS had conspired with the Catholic Diocese to effect the
civil settlement. Although this allegation, or rumours of it, was reported in the
media, it is not clear that this should have been the focus of the investigation. A
more appropriate focus of the investigation would have been the broader question
of whether the CPS, or anyone else, was involved in ensuring that the allegations
of sexual abuse did not become known.

Re-Investigation of Father Charles MacDonald

At the request of the Cornwall Police Service (CPS), the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) conducted a re-investigation into the allegations by David Silmser of abuse
by Father Charles MacDonald in 1994. Detective Inspector Tim Smith was assigned
to conduct the investigation.Although he described it as “very close,” he ultimately
concluded that he had insufficient grounds to charge Father MacDonald.
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Timing and Strategy of the Investigation

As discussed in the previous section, at this time, Detective Inspector Smith was
also tasked with investigating an allegation of obstruction of justice and an alleged
conspiracy between the CPS and the Diocese to effect an illegal settlement.
However, the bulk of his team’s investigative activity in the early months of 1994
was focused on re-investigating Mr. Silmser’s complaint against Father
MacDonald. Detective Inspector Smith explained that he knew there was some
media attention at the time and he felt strongly that there were other victims out
there. He believed that if those victims did not come forward by Christmas, the
likelihood of anyone coming forward was remote. He testified that he initially
thought they could finish the investigation by December but that he did not want
to put a deadline on it.
Although he was aware that Mr. Silmser’s complaints had previously been

investigated by the CPS, with the involvement of the Children’s Aid Society
(CAS), it was Detective Inspector Smith’s intention from the beginning to conduct
his own investigation. His direction to Detective Constable Michael Fagan was
to re-interview everyone who had been interviewed by Constable Heidi Sebalj in
the initial investigation. He described his approach as taking a portion of the
CPS investigation and “fine-tuning it.”
Detective Inspector Smith was also looking for other alleged victims to help

corroborate the complaint. Based on his previous experience, the officer considered
this type of evidence of particular importance. Although he was aware that there
was no longer a requirement of corroboration, it was his view that in historical
cases, there was a very low chance of a conviction unless there were multiple
victims. He testified, “There was a never a conviction on the one and one,”
referring to cases of one accused and one alleged victim.
While this statement may reflect his experience, I want to make clear that it

does not reflect any requirement of Canadian criminal law. Not all perpetrators
will have more than one victim. Such an accused will still be convicted where there
is sufficient evidence of guilt. The testimony of a complainant does not need to
be corroborated by other alleged victims. While the existence of multiple
complaints may improve the likelihood of conviction, the lack of other victims
should not unduly influence the police in determining whether reasonable and
probable grounds exist to charge a suspect.
In addition to re-interviewing the altar boys identified in the CPS investigation,

Detective Inspector Smith testified that the OPP also made some effort to find other
altar boys who had served at St. Columban’s between 1969 and 1975. He could
not remember if they made any effort to interview other priests who would have
lived in the rectory with Father MacDonald at St. Columban’s.
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Limited ContactWith CPS and CAS

According to Detective Inspector Smith, he had “complete cooperation” from
the CPS and “anything [he] wanted or required was provided.” He testified that
everything he was given by the CPS would have been included in his Crown
brief. The Crown brief synopsis of the CPS investigation and David Silmser’s state-
ment to the CPS are the only CPS materials listed in the index to Detective
Inspector Smith’s Crown brief. This indicates to me that he did not receive
important materials from the CPS, including copies of the notes taken by
Constable Sebalj, Sergeant Ron Lefebvre, and Constable Kevin Malloy during
their first interview with Mr. Silmser on January 28, 1993 (discussed in Chapter
6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall Community Police Service). In
2002, the notes of Sergeant Lefebvre were found by Michael Neville, the lawyer
representing Father MacDonald, when he was granted access to materials collected
by Constable Perry Dunlop. This incident will be discussed in Chapter 11,
”Institutional Response of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”
Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet testified that he briefed Detective Inspector Smith

in early February and that his only other involvement in the re-investigation was
a statement he gave to the OPP on August 18, 1994. Detective Inspector Smith
spoke to Acting Chief Carl Johnston from time to time to keep him updated.
Detective Inspector Smith also met briefly with Constable Sebalj on March 22,
1994, and they went over her notes of the investigation of Mr. Silmser’s complaint.
Although aware of the CAS investigation of Father MacDonald, Detective

Inspector Smith appears not to have contacted the CAS until March 21, 1994. At
a meeting the following day, the officer informed Greg Bell, Bill Carriere, and
Richard Abell of his plans for the investigation. The CAS provided him with
some file materials, and arrangements were made for Detective Constable Fagan
to come back to review the entire file. He did not come in to review the file until
June, after Mr. Bell had made several follow-up calls to the OPP.
In my view, this was a missed opportunity for the OPP and CAS to coordinate

their efforts and conduct a joint investigation. Moreover, it appears that the OPP
did not take full advantage of the information sharing that did occur. It is unclear
what use, if any, the OPP made of the materials provided by the CAS. Only Mr.
Silmser’s statement to the CAS is referenced in the Crown brief. Other items,
including the minutes of the Project Blue meetings wherein the team laid out
its reasons for the agency’s position that Father MacDonald presented a risk to
children and male adolescents, could have been quite useful. While clearly not
equivalent to reasonable and probable grounds, the factors and evidence used
to justify the CAS position should have been of interest to the OPP.
On March 10, 1994, Detective Inspector Smith spoke toActing Chief Johnston,

who requested that he speak to Constable ShawnWhite and Staff Sergeant Garry

534 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



Derochie and provide them with advice on an investigation they were conduct-
ing into sexual assault allegations. On March 22, 1994, Detective Inspector Smith
met with these CPS officers and discussed Constable White’s investigation into
historical allegations of physical and sexual abuse at a local group home. Detective
Inspector Smith provided the CPS officers with some advice on historical sexual
abuse investigations and discussed some of the techniques the OPP had used
when it investigated St. Joseph’s Training School. Presumably, Detective Inspector
Smith was providing this advice to the officers while at the same time investigating
the CPS’s handling of Mr. Silmser’s complaint. This raises questions of trans-
parency and the appearance of conflict of interest.
According to Staff Sergeant Derochie, at this meeting the officers discussed

whether Detective Inspector Smith’s investigation might be expanded to include
the allegations that the CPS was investigating. Detective Inspector Smith advised
that he was investigating only David Silmser’s allegation of abuse. Detective
Inspector Smith testified that he was not requested to become involved in the
CPS investigation and that such a request would have to have been made to the
Commissioner, not to him personally. I note that Acting Chief Johnston, in his
January 31, 1994, letter to Deputy Commissioner Piers, did request that the OPP
look into reports of abuse at a Cornwall group home. Detective Inspector Smith
was provided with a copy of this letter, but he testified that he was not asked to
investigate these allegations.

Interview of David Silmser

Location of the Interview

Detective Inspector Smith took a statement from David Silmser on February 22,
1994, in the presence of Detective Constable Fagan and Mr. Silmser’s lawyer,
Bryce Geoffrey, at the OPP station in Kanata. Prior to Mr. Geoffrey arriving,
Detective Inspector Smith observed that Mr. Silmser was “quite antsy” and
“very, very nervous.” Detective Inspector Smith testified that he chose the
location because it was equipped to videotape interviews, a feature he said was
uncommon at the time. Moreover, the station was near Ottawa, where Mr. Geoffrey
was located.
Unfortunately, at the time, the station had only “hard interrogation-type rooms”

for the taking of videotaped statements, which, Detective Inspector Smith said,
created a bad atmosphere for this type of interview. In hindsight and after
learning of Mr. Silmser’s prior experience with police stations, Detective Inspector
Smith testified that the location may have contributed to some of the difficulties
during the interview and started it off on the wrong foot. He acknowledged that
he would do things differently today:
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Today if I was to interview Mr. Silmser I would use a soft interview
room, off site, I would speak to his lawyer and ask if he had had the
chance to review all of the other statements prior and then proceed
from there.

Preparation for the Interview

Before this interview with Detective Inspector Smith, Mr. Silmser had already
given at least five statements to various agencies. However, Detective Inspector
Smith was in possession only of the written statement Mr. Silmser had provided
to the CPS. He testified that he believed he also had Constable Sebalj’s notes. He
may have been aware of some of the other statements at the time, such as the
one given to the CAS, but he did not have copies of them.
Detective Inspector Smith failed to realize that this was about the sixth

interview of Mr. Silmser on the same subject matter. As a result, neither he nor
Mr. Silmser were as prepared as they could have been for this interview. Detective
Inspector Smith did not recall having any discussion with Mr. Silmser or his
lawyer about the benefits of reviewing previous statements or what Mr. Silmser
might do to prepare for the interview. Detective Inspector Smith expected that
Mr. Silmser’s lawyer would have prepared him. I note that this assumption
presumed that his lawyer would have knowledge of and access to all of Mr.
Silmser’s previous statements.

David Silmserʼs Experience of the Interview

Mr. Silmser testified that every time he gave a statement he had to relive the
events, which was hard on him. He noted that the interview with Detective
Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan was particularly tough. In this
interview, he talked about all three individuals who abused him, and he described
it as the “broadest” interview he had had to date. He felt that Detective Inspector
Smith “just pushed and pushed” and would not allow him to have a break.
Mr. Silmser testified that by the time of this interview he had been questioned so
much his patience was low.
Detective Inspector Smith recalled a point in the interview when Mr. Silmser

left the room in an agitated state, and he agreed that Mr. Silmser had some typical
victim symptoms and reactions. The Detective Inspector said he was trying to
get, as quickly as he could, what was needed from that statement, and he thought
it was done as easily as possible. He testified that he felt this was his one and
only opportunity. He did not want to take another statement because defence
counsel would have a “heyday” with that, which would be even harder on
the complainant.
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Detective Inspector Smith’s concern about multiple statements was warranted
but perhaps late. By the time of his interview with Detective Inspector Smith,
Mr. Silmser had already provided at least five statements that could have provided
material for defence counsel. In this regard, given Detective Inspector Smith’s
recognition of the dangers associated with victims providing multiple statements,
it is difficult to understand why he did not advise Mr. Silmser of the benefits of
reviewing his other statements instead of relying solely on Mr. Silmser’s lawyer
to do so.

Decision to Ask About Extortion and Not Caution

As noted above in the section “Investigation of David Silmser for Extortion,”
Detective Inspector Smith had agreed with Detective Inspector Fred Hamelink to
ask some questions of Mr. Silmser relating to extortion. At the time of the
interview, Mr. Silmser was unaware that he was being investigated for extortion,
and he did not know that Detective Inspector Hamelink was observing through
one-way glass.
During the statement, Detective Inspector Smith discussed Mr. Silmser’s

allegations against Ken Seguin. He asked if Mr. Silmser had contacted Mr. Seguin
in regard to a settlement. Detective Inspector Smith testified that nowhere in
Mr. Silmser’s answers did he feel Mr. Silmser was incriminating himself.
Detective Inspector Smith’s notes indicate that some advice was sought from

regional Crown Peter Griffiths regarding the need to caution Mr. Silmser,28

but Detective Inspector Smith could not recall if he received advice on the point.
Still, he was confident that he could deal appropriately with the issue himself:

I’m experienced enough that if I’m interviewing somebody on a sexual
assault, and I want to put a question to him somewhere of something
else and they’re going to get into it, then I would stop and caution and
charter them and give them a secondary caution. And I wanted to avoid
that at all costs when dealing with Mr. Silmser as I did.

Detective Inspector Smith said he was “walking on eggshells” when he put
questions to Mr. Silmser about Mr. Seguin. Detective Inspector Smith was
concerned that if Mr. Silmser was approached as a suspect, they were “liable to
lose everything.”
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Deterioration of Detective Inspector Tim Smithʼs Relationship With David Silmser

Unfortunately, the relationship between Detective Inspector Smith and Mr.
Silmser deteriorated somewhat after the interview. The officer had further
contacts with both Mr. Geoffrey and Mr. Silmser. However, in or around March
1994, Detective Inspector Smith advised Mr. Geoffrey that should he require
anything further from Mr. Silmser, he would go through Mr. Geoffrey rather
than “confront Silmser.”

Allegations Against Marcel Lalonde

In the course of the interview, Detective Inspector Smith asked Mr. Silmser about
difficulties he had had with a schoolteacher. Detective Constable Ron Wilson
of the OPP had told Detective Inspector Smith that Mr. Silmser made allegations
against a teacher named Marcel Lalonde during his statement to the CAS on
November 2, 1993. The CAS felt unable to act on the allegation because it was
too vague.
In response to Detective Inspector Smith’s questioning, Mr. Silmser disclosed

that Mr. Lalonde was a grade 8 teacher at Bishop Macdonell School who had
molested him at Mr. Lalonde’s home. Mr. Silmser went on to provide more
specifics of the alleged assaults and to confirm that Mr. Lalonde was his teacher
at the time of the incident.
On March 22, 1994, there was a meeting between the OPP and CAS.

According to Greg Bell’s notes, they discussed why the CAS felt that it could not
pursue the allegation against Mr. Lalonde without more details from Mr. Silmser.
Detective Constable Chris McDonell said that Mr. Lalonde was still teaching at
Sacred Heart. There is no indication in the notes that CAS was advised of the
further details obtained by Detective Inspector Smith in his February 22, 1994,
interview of Mr. Silmser.
On July 21, 1994, Detective Inspector Smith wrote to Acting CPS Chief Carl

Johnston about the allegations against Mr. Lalonde. On a review of the evidence,
it appears that this was the first time the information about Mr. Lalonde was
referred to the CPS by either the OPP or the CAS. The letter sent to Acting Chief
Johnston referred only to information in the CAS statement fromMr. Silmser, not
to the additional information obtained by Detective Inspector Smith during Mr.
Silmser’s February 1994 statement.
Detective Inspector Smith, in his testimony, was shocked that he had delayed

in referring the matter to the CPS and that he had missed providing both the
CAS and the CPS with the information in his possession from Silmser’s statement
of February 22, 1994: “I’m being honest with you. It appears I missed it. I was
unaware somehow or I’ve missed it, and it should have been reported.”
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When asked about the importance of providing the CAS with the further
information, Detective Inspector Smith responded, “If I had given that informa-
tion there’s no doubt in my mind that they would have acted on it.”
I agree with Detective Inspector Smith that “there’s no excuse” for not promptly

sharing the information in his possession and appreciate his candour in acknow-
ledging this oversight. As discussed in Chapter 6, the CPS concluded that it
could not take further steps in part on the basis that it did not have any details that
would allow it to pursue the matter further.
I am also concerned that the OPP referred Mr. Silmser’s complaint to the

CPS rather than following up itself. I understand that allegations against Marcel
Lalonde were not part of the mandate given to Detective Inspector Smith.
However, referring the matter to CPS meant that Mr. Silmser had to deal with two
police agencies: one for the Father MacDonald complaint and another for Mr.
Lalonde. This problem was compounded by the fact that Mr. Silmser had already
had a negative experience with the CPS following his original complaint against
Father MacDonald.
Two years later, in fall 1996, the OPP did investigate Mr. Lalonde after

receiving a further complaint of historical sexual abuse. The CPS conducted its
own investigation of Mr. Lalonde in 1997 in relation to allegations by other
complainants. Marcel Lalonde was charged by both agencies and eventually
found guilty on a number of counts. However, none of the charges related to
Mr. Silmser’s allegations. These two subsequent investigations are discussed in
detail in Chapter 6 and later in this chapter.

Witness Statements Taken

The Crown brief of the re-investigation of Father Charles MacDonald lists twenty
witnesses, in addition to Mr. Silmser, from whom the OPP had statements. The
majority of these individuals had been previously identified and interviewed by
Constable Sebalj in the CPS investigation.
C-3 and C-56 each had made allegations against Father MacDonald during the

CPS investigation. On February 16, 1994, Detective Constable Fagan spoke to
C-3, who said he did not want to get involved in the OPP investigation. C-3 did
advise Detective Constable Fagan of communications that he had recently had with
Bishop Eugène LaRocque about his allegations. Detective Constable Fagan asked
C-3 for a copy of his letter to the Bishop, but there is no indication he requested
a copy of the Bishop’s response. In my view, this should have been done. Detective
Inspector Smith’s team had no further contact with C-3 in the course of this
investigation. Detective Inspector Smith acknowledged that C-3 was a poten-
tially important witness but did not feel that the OPP ought to have taken further
steps to try to encourage his cooperation. He stated:
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We’ve banged on doors and we’ve written letters and we’ve done other
things with others that were reluctant, good witnesses we could have
had, and they’ve told us, “Leave me alone. Stay away from me. I’ve put
that behind me.” And if you leave them alone after a while and they see
some things happen slowly after they’ll come back; “Well, here’s the
phone number. Give us a call.”

...

But if you hound them, sir, you reopen wounds and they’ll disassociate
themselves from it ... it’s a balancing act, sir. You walk on eggshells
when you deal with these reluctant victims. Sometimes you can get
them; sometimes you can’t.

C-56 was also re-contacted by the OPP in 1994. He provided a statement to
Detective Constable Fagan on March 19, 1994, regarding the same incident he had
described to Constable Sebalj, an allegation of uninvited sexual contact. There is
nothing in the statement to indicate that C-56 did not want to participate in the
investigation.
Two other witnesses who had not been identified in the CPS investigation,

C-88 and C-89, gave statements to the OPP about their interactions with Father
MacDonald. Detective Inspector Smith learned of C-88 during the initial meet-
ing between his team and the CPS on February 7, 1994. Staff Sergeant Brunet
advised Detective Inspector Smith of the telephone call that the CPS had received
from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police referring an alleged victim, C-88.
Detective Constables Fagan and McDonell travelled to New Brunswick to take
a statement from C-88 on March 27, 1994. C-88 in his statement referred to an
alleged incident that occurred in his young adulthood when he was subject to
an unwanted sexual advance by Father MacDonald.
On April 5, 1994, Detective Constable Fagan took a statement from C-89,

who described an alleged sexual incident that occurred between himself as a
young man and Father MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith’s team also had information that Monsignor Donald

McDougald had told the CAS that in the fall of 1991 an anonymous person
called the Diocesan Centre and claimed that Father MacDonald had committed
an impropriety of a sexual nature.
Detective Inspector Smith was of the view that they had located at least four

or five other possible alleged victims in addition to David Silmser. In reference
to C-88 and C-89, Detective Inspector Smith stated, “They were persons of
interest to send to the Regional Director for recommendations, whether they
were going to be used as similar fact or whether they were going to be victims.”
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Detective Inspector Smith later pointed out concerns in using these other alle-
gations as support for the allegations made by Mr. Silmser, given the ages of the
individuals and the nature of the allegations.

Interview of Father Charles MacDonald

On June 7, 1994, Detective Constable Fagan conducted an interview of Father
MacDonald in the presence of Detective Constable Norman Hurtubise and Father
MacDonald’s lawyer, Malcolm MacDonald. Detective Inspector Smith testified
that it had been his intention to be present for the interview but he was out of
town at the time. He did not consider rescheduling the interview because he had
been attempting to arrange it for some time and was anxious to get it done.
Detective Inspector Smith agreed it was an important interview and it had

been his intention to be at important interviews; however, he felt that Detective
Constable Fagan was fully capable of conducting this interview based on his
experience working with him in the St. Joseph’s Training School investigation
in Alfred.
Detective Inspector Smith did not write out all the questions for Detective

Constable Fagan but did fax him a list of some questions to address. He believed
that he also reviewed some of the background facts with Detective Constable
Fagan prior to the interview.
In reviewing the statement taken by Detective Constable Fagan, a number of

weaknesses are evident. Many of these were acknowledged by Detective Inspector
Smith in his testimony.
Father MacDonald had his lawyer, Malcolm MacDonald, present at the

interview and according to Detective Inspector Smith, Mr. MacDonald did
“all the talking.” Detective Inspector Smith testified that had he been there “the
interview would have been conducted differently ... MalcolmMacDonald wouldn’t
control it.” With or without a lawyer present, and even in the face of an outright
denial by the suspect, important information could be gleaned from an interview.
As Detective Inspector Smith testified:

I tried to conduct interviews of a number of religious people in the past
and basically all I got from them was denial and self-serving statements.
But what we did get mostly was that there was a knowledge between
themselves and the victim which I was—that helped—that assisted.

Accordingly, Detective Inspector Smith would have asked about the rela-
tionship between Father MacDonald and Mr. Silmser.
Unfortunately, Detective Constable Fagan failed to explore this important

area. He did not ask about how well Father MacDonald knew Mr. Silmser or
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about his relationship with altar boys generally. Detective Constable Fagan did
not confirm the dates that Father MacDonald was assigned to particular parishes
or confirm the roles he had in relation to young people. He also neglected to ask
whether Father MacDonald had knowledge of parish records that would help
clarify dates and events.
Among the various statements given by Mr. Silmser and his family members

up to this point, there were some discrepancies and uncertainties about the date
that Mr. Silmser first became an altar boy and the year of the retreat where Mr.
Silmser alleged he was assaulted. Some of these uncertainties could, and in my
view should, have been investigated and potentially resolved by the OPP before
the interview with Father MacDonald by reviewing school records, property
records, and, of course, parish records. Detective Inspector Smith thought that an
attempt was made to clarify those dates. However, it appears that in the inter-
view, Detective Constable Fagan relied solely on the information provided by
Mr. Silmser in the February 22, 1994, interview. These dates are inconsistent
with his earlier statements and were later proved incorrect.
Detective Inspector Smith agreed that in historical sexual abuse situations, it

is useful for an investigator to accurately nail down as best as possible the dates
in question. I agree and note that given the difficulties of memory over time,
having independent records to verify recollection is of assistance to both the
complainant and the alleged perpetrator who is responding to the allegations.
Detective Inspector Smith noted that this was the first time that he had done

a non-institutional historical sexual abuse case:

Now, when I had an institution, sir, I had records—unbelievably—
and I could—I had no difficulty on that.

You’ve brought to my attention now some of the things that we missed
or maybe we should have thought about, and I agree with you.

While access to records is certainly made easier during an institutional
investigation, nothing prevented Detective Inspector Smith and Detective
Constable Fagan from attempting to obtain records during their re-investigation
of Father MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that Mr. Silmser and his lawyer had said

they would provide him with school records that were never forthcoming. Because
of the importance of this evidence, I find that the OPP should have taken steps to
obtain these records rather than relying on Mr. Silmser.
The interview with Father MacDonald had other shortcomings. Detective

Constable Fagan raised and then, inexplicably, did not follow up on Father
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MacDonald’s involvement with C-3 and C-56. The entirety of the exchange he
had with Father MacDonald on both was as follows:

M. Fagan: No I’m jus I’m ... are you familiar with a person by
the name of [C-3]

C. MacDonald: Yes he was ... in the Parish when I was there
um (pause)

M. Fagan: Are you familiar with a person by the name of [C-56]?
C. MacDonald: He was also a member of the Parish (inaudible) years

[C-56] yes

Detective Inspector Smith testified that he would have explored Father
MacDonald’s relationship with these two individuals further. In addition, there
were no questions about C-88, C-89, or the unidentified individual who had
called the Diocesan Centre in 1991 with allegations against Father MacDonald.
Again, Detective Inspector Smith agreed questions in this area might have been
helpful.
The interview also could have further explored Father MacDonald’s knowl-

edge of the circumstances of the illegal settlement with Mr. Silmser. Detective
Inspector Smith notes that while questions could have been asked on this area, his
understanding was that Father MacDonald “had little if anything to do with the
settlement other than being—I think contributing some money.” Given that the set-
tlement came into existence only because of allegations made against Father
MacDonald and that he was the direct beneficiary of the settlement, in my view,
it would have been worthwhile to question him at least on his involvement and
what he knew of the involvement of others.
As it happens, both Malcolm MacDonald and Father MacDonald raised the

illegal settlement in response to Detective Constable Fagan asking why Mr.
Silmser would make these allegations. Father MacDonald stated that he believed
Mr. Silmser’s motivation was money:

... with the telephone calls the screaming and the cursing and the
drunken behaviour that he exhibited over these past ... eighteen months
not to me but to different people it was evident he was after money ...

He went on to state:

... the columnist Claude McIntosh I think explained it very very well in
um the article in the Free Holder [sic] some months ago about why if
one would do that sometimes people in high profile positions panic at
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the thought of there [sic] name being publicly connected to a crime
especial especially sexual assault rather than go through the agony of
proving their innocence and enduring the stigma they are willing to buy
the accusors silence (pause) I couldn’t say it better myself I didn’t like it
go it goes against my principle to pay money on the other hand I had an
excellent reputation and name in the diocese ...

Malcolm MacDonald similarly commented:

... I told the Bishop when he talked to then I said you know you even in
a drunken state I could have defended this case from the charges from
the way we knew what we had in front of us anyway ... the allegations
cause were so I wouldn’t give a cent an then I found out that they were
gonna divvy up the money I said do what you want with it save the
embarrassment the only reason

It is apparent from these answers that Father MacDonald had some knowledge
of the interactions between Mr. Silmser and others leading up to the settlement.
No questions were put to Father MacDonald about his conversations with the
Bishop or the Bishop’s delegate. In fact, no follow-up questions to the comments
about the settlement were put to Father MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith indicated that he probably would have reviewed

the statement taken by Detective Constable Fagan within two weeks of June 7,
1994. Detective Inspector Smith was not sure whether or not he noted any defi-
ciencies in the statement when he did review it, but he was clear that he was not
going to do a second interview of Father MacDonald.
This is an interview that Detective Inspector Smith ought to have done himself.

In his testimony, he took responsibility for the deficiencies in the statement and
stated that he could have assigned a better interviewer to the case.

Preparation of Crown Brief

Detective Inspector Smith was contacted by Peter Griffiths on October 11, 1994,
and asked to finish his three investigations soon because they were “dragging.”
Soon afterward, Detective Inspector Smith learned that Detective Inspector
Hamelink had already submitted his brief in the extortion matter.
The Crown brief was finalized over the next month. Detective Inspector Smith

stated he would have reviewed all of the statements. He did not know if he
reviewed the final brief completely but he would have reviewed a rough version
and directed Detective Constable Fagan to put it together and deliver it.
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Detective Inspector Tim Smith’s Views on Reasonable and
Probable Grounds

With respect to reasonable and probable grounds, the brief’s synopsis concluded:

Because of SILMSER’s credibility, and selective memory, the
investigators find it difficult to obtain the necessary reasonable
grounds to believe these offences took place as indicated.

However there still remains strong suspicion that SILMSER was
sexually assaulted in some manner by Father Charles MacDONALD.

Part of this suspicion would be supported by the Church providing
a monetary settlement to SILMSER, without the necessity of a
court hearing.

Should, on a review of all the evidence, by the prosecutors, indicate
the investigators have misinterpreted the evidence obtained, and there
exists probable grounds, charges may still be preferred.

In his testimony, Detective Inspector Smith made it clear that he formed the
opinion early on that Silmser was a victim of sexual abuse:

... I’ll go back to Silmser, and I’ll tell you, I believed him, and I’ll tell
you why.

Within the statement and early in the statement, he mentioned that
he went to the Archdiocese or the Diocese seeking an apology and
a letter. And he stated that, “All I want is a letter of apology so I
can show it to my mother, to show her that I’m not all that bad;
that there were things that happened in my life to cause me to be
the way I am.”

And I can show you 100 other statements that we took in St. John’s,
in St. Joe’s that were the same. These guys, all they wanted was
recognition that it happened, an apology, and show it to their parents
or loved ones and got on with life.

So when I saw that out of Dave Silmser, no doubt in my mind, he
was a victim.
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Detective Inspector Smith later testified that while he believed that Mr. Silmser
had been sexually assaulted, he did not know who had done it and had difficul-
ties with the “when and where.”
However, when questioned about the conclusion in the synopsis, Detective

Inspector Smith stated his decision on reasonable and probable grounds was
“very, very close.” He testified that he had no difficulty believing Mr. Silmser
regarding his allegations about events in the sacristy in the church and the events
at the retreat, although he was not able to find corroboration of the events at the
retreat. Detective Inspector Smith did “have difficulty” with the allegation
regarding the assault during the car ride because it was quite different from the
other complaints and because the violent nature of the assault seemed to him to
be out of character for Father MacDonald. Of course, it would have been open
to Detective Inspector Smith to lay charges on the first two allegations but not
the third.
It seems his view on laying charges was influenced by his experience with the

difficulties of succeeding in a historical sexual abuse prosecution where there
is only one complainant. It was Detective Inspector Smith’s preference to wait for
more victims to come forward who would strengthen the case. He stated:

... I could have laid the charges, but I’ll tell you that, from my
experience, a Crown attorney would have no reasonable prospect
of conviction and he wouldn’t proceed. And once that’s done, then
I could never revisit it.

I am of the view that in making his decision about reasonable and probable
grounds, Detective Inspector Smith was overly concerned with the probability of
conviction. Crown counsel, not the police, is responsible for deciding whether a
reasonable prospect for conviction exists in a particular case. Detective Inspector
Smith was entitled to lay charges where he believed on reasonable grounds that
an offence had been committed. If he felt more evidence was needed to bolster
the prospect of conviction he should have taken further investigative steps.
I also note that Detective Inspector Smith’s comment that he could “never

revisit” charges after a Crown decided not to proceed is incorrect. While it is
not particularly common, Crown counsel may stay the prosecution of a charge
for up to a year to allow the police to continue their investigations.29 Charges
withdrawn because the Crown determines there is no reasonable prospect of
conviction may also be re-laid where new evidence comes to light. I accept that
these could, however, lead to other possible Charter applications.
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On December 21, 1994, Detective Inspector Smith received a letter from Mr.
Griffiths advising that reasonable and probable grounds did not exist to lay
charges in respect of any of the four incidents alleged by Mr. Silmser. Mr. Griffiths’
views and his communications with Detective Inspector Smith on this matter
are set out in detail in Chapter 11.

David Silmser As a Complainant

In the synopsis, Detective Inspector Smith described Mr. Silmser as a “most
difficult victim to deal with.” In his testimony, the officer stated, “Silmser, I can
tell you was, of all the victims that I have ever investigated, is the most troubled
individual I’d ever had as a victim.” I note that Detective Inspector Smith also
agreed that much of Mr. Silmser’s behaviour was consistent with that of victims
of sexual assault whom the officer had encountered in prior investigations.
Mr. Silmser’s behaviour during the investigation also appears consistent with

the expert evidence I heard regarding adult survivors of historical sexual abuse.
Dr. Peter Jaffe testified:

Survivors aren’t always friendly, cooperative people; survivors are
angry, distrustful, suspicious of any professional, even their own lawyer.
When you’re talking about being violated in childhood, you know, in
a trust relationship, you remain vigilant about every relationship, and
many survivors are angry, suspicious, distrustful. They use alcohol and
drugs to medicate themselves and deal with the pain.

Dr. Jaffe emphasized the importance of those in the justice system—lawyers,
judges, and police officers—understanding the potential long-term effects of
abuse. While not wishing to stereotype all victims, he noted, “Survivors are not
polite, friendly, cooperative sometimes ... They make it very difficult.”
In my view, Detective Inspector Smith did have this understanding. He testi-

fied, again in relation to his investigation in Alfred, that some of the victims he
encountered did not trust the police and generally had difficulties dealing with
people in positions of authority.
Detective Inspector Smith also testified that he was not concerned by Mr.

Silmser’s past experience with the police:

[Silmser’s] record was, he was an angel compared to some of the ones
that we’d—we were dealing with murderers and rapists and robbers and
everybody, and [Silmser’s] criminal record was—I don’t know if I can
say it here and that, but it was really insignificant.
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Given his appreciation of the difficulties involved with victims of historical sex-
ual abuse, I find several of the comments in the Crown brief synopsis troublesome.

For instance, Detective Inspector Smith pointed to Mr. Silmser’s selective
memory, particularly in regard to the alleged rape, as one problem. However, in
his earlier testimony, Detective Inspector Smith gave evidence about his experi-
ence in Alfred and noted that victims were “selective” in describing details of
abuse and particularly reluctant to disclose offences of penetration. The expert
evidence heard during this Inquiry confirmed that the disclosure of abuse is often
incremental in cases of historical sexual assault.
Detective Inspector Smith also noted in the synopsis:

SILMSER’s recent request following news releases that he still wishes
charges laid despite receiving a monetary settlement is suspect.

He is presently pursuing a civil action against the Cornwall Police
Service, relating to the release of his statement to the press, and
the findings of this investigation can only enhance his position in
that endeavour.

I disagree with Detective Inspector Smith’s assertion that the findings of his
re-investigation of Father MacDonald would affect the determination of civil
liability for the unauthorized release of a victim’s statement to the press.
In any case, Detective Inspector Smith expanded on his use of the word

“suspect” during his testimony before me:

I questioned his sincerity. You know, okay, he wants to proceed with
charges now at this point and then also that he wouldn’t speak to me
without a lawyer being present—that further back—and that all of a
sudden I had a feeling that we’re being used for—to pursue his civil
suit now that the—he’s got his $32,000.

Earlier, however, Detective Inspector Smith stated that he was very familiar
with concurrent civil and criminal proceedings as those had happened all through
the St. Joseph’s and St. John’s training school investigations. Detective Inspector
Smith testified that the fact that a victim was seeking a civil settlement did not
affect his view of the credibility of that victim.

ProblemsWith the Investigation

Having reviewed the evidence, I find that the OPP failed to take proper inves-
tigative steps and employ proper techniques in the 1994 re-investigation of Father
Charles MacDonald. In addition, I find that Detective Inspector Smith failed to
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sufficiently supervise Detective Constable Fagan to ensure that interviews were
properly conducted.
As set out above, there were significant flaws in the preparation and execution

of the key interviews of David Silmser and Father MacDonald. Also, insuffi-
cient investigative steps were taken to obtain independent records verifying
important dates and to identify and follow up with further victims.
Although Detective Inspector Smith had experience investigating historical

sexual abuse in an institutional setting, he had no experience with non-institutional
cases, which he acknowledged were more difficult. While such investigations
are now part of the OPP’s major case management plan, given the particular
complexities and sensitivities that arise in historical sexual abuse cases, I recom-
mend that case managers consult with the Regional or Detachment Sexual Abuse
Coordinator early in the planning phases of such investigations and include these
experts as part of the investigative team.

Obstruction and Conspiracy Investigations

In addition to the re-investigation of Father Charles MacDonald, Detective
Inspector Tim Smith also investigated two related issues in February 1994: the
alleged conspiracy between the Cornwall Police Service and the Diocese of
Alexandria-Cornwall to effect a civil settlement that terminated the CPS inves-
tigation of David Silmser’s sexual assault allegations; and the alleged obstruction
of justice by lawyers who brought about that civil settlement in consultation
with the local Crown attorney.

MeetingWith CPS Chief Claude Shaver

It was clear that the Diocese had been involved in effecting the civil settlement
with Mr. Silmser. Therefore, with respect to this conspiracy investigation,
the question for Detective Inspector Smith was whether the Cornwall Police
Service had conspired with it in deciding not to pursue criminal charges against
Father MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith’s theory was that if there was a conspiracy involving

the Cornwall police, Chief Claude Shaver had to be involved:

The common denominator in the whole issue of the charges not
proceeding and the settlement coming about and the catalyst for
everything was Malcolm MacDonald.

So for that theory to work, Malcolm had contacted the Bishop, he had
contact with Jacques Leduc, he had contact with Luc Brunet and he had
contact with Murray MacDonald. But for the whole thing to work there
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had to be the okay of the Chief. Luc Brunet couldn’t make that decision,
nor could Constable Heidi Sebalj, nor could anybody else in that
department because the Chief was the one that assigned and nobody
in there could bypass the Chief to make that theory work.

I question Detective Inspector Smith’s starting premise that Chief Shaver
had to be complicit in any conspiracy involving the CPS. Police officers do not
need to inform their chief when they decide whether or not they have formed
reasonable and probable grounds for a charge. Moreover, it is unclear to me why
Detective Inspector Smith believed that the CPS officers could not have acted
without the approval and knowledge of their chief. Other than the initial assign-
ment of the investigating officer, Chief Shaver had had very limited involvement
in the investigation of Father MacDonald.

Prior to meeting with the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) officers, Chief
Shaver sent Detective Constable Fagan a seven-page statement summarizing the
case, which he had prepared for his lawyer.
On the afternoon of July 13, 1994, Detective Inspector Smith and Detective

Constable Fagan met with Chief Shaver for two hours at his home. This was the
only time that Detective Inspector Smith spoke with Chief Shaver. Detective
Inspector Smith testified that he remembered that meeting “very vividly.” He
and Detective Constable Fagan met and reviewed Chief Shaver’s statement just
before the interview.
Detective Inspector Smith described Chief Shaver as “a hard interview”—an

individual who is very dynamic and who takes over a conversation. Aside from
some additional information Chief Shaver conveyed about his career and his
teaching profession, Detective Inspector Smith did not see anything in what Chief
Shaver told him that was glaringly different from the statement he had provided.
Detective Inspector Smith did not take notes during the interview, at Chief

Shaver’s request. He made very few notes after the interview. It is my view that
Detective Inspector Smith should have taken notes during the interview, or failing
that, he should have made detailed notes about the discussion afterwards.

Admission by Father Charles Macdonald to Bishop Eugène LaRocque

In his statement, Chief Shaver wrote that Bishop Eugène LaRocque had advised
him that Father MacDonald had made an admission in October 1993. The state-
ment reads, “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.”
In his testimony, Detective Inspector Smith recalled that Chief Shaver did

not have notes of the conversation, but confirmed that the Bishop said that Father
MacDonald admitted the assault.
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Chief Shaver, in his testimony before me, said that the statement was incom-
plete. The Bishop at first said that Father MacDonald admitted the assault but then
immediately corrected himself and said that Father MacDonald had admitted to
an isolated homosexual relationship (see Chapter 6, “Institutional Response of the
Cornwall Community Police Service”).
That said, it was clearly Detective Inspector Smith’s understanding at the

time that Chief Shaver had been told by the Bishop that Father MacDonald
admitted sexually assaulting David Silmser. During this Inquiry, Detective
Inspector Smith was asked if it seemed reasonable to him to have an agreement
to have a priest removed from the parish if he admitted to an alleged assault.
Detective Inspector Smith said:

In the absence of anything else that was being done, and I guess the
Chief—I know that he hasn’t got very much investigative background,
criminally anyway—that this was probably the best-case scenario he
could make since the case had been closed on him. The allegation
dates—only one allegation dates back to the seventies, which would
be 20-some odd years prior, and this priest would be taking treatment.
That seems reasonable to me at that—you know, at that juncture.

In my view, Detective Inspector Smith should have considered the impact of
what Chief Shaver and the Bishop had decided. The agreement to remove Father
MacDonald from the parish could have been explored in more detail to see if it
was also an attempt to obstruct justice, given that with Father MacDonald’s
apparent admission, Chief Shaver might have been able to re-open the investigation
into Father MacDonald, even without the cooperation of Mr. Silmser.

Source of Settlement Funds

Another area of interest identified by Detective Inspector Smith in his testimony
was Chief Shaver’s information regarding the settlement funds. In his statement,
Chief Shaver stated that the Bishop had advised him that of the $32,000 paid to
David Silmser, the Diocese had contributed $10,000, Father MacDonald had
contributed $10,000, and another $12,000 came from an unnamed source.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that this was of interest to him because he
had a feeling that the unnamed source was Malcolm MacDonald.
Despite this interest, Detective Inspector Smith said the question of who paid

the money was not really an issue for him in his investigations of the alleged
conspiracy or obstruction of justice.
In my view, the source of the funds was potentially important evidence and

given that Detective Inspector Smith was tasked with investigating the circum-
stances of the illegal settlement, I am surprised that he did not make more effort
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to confirm this information. There is no indication that the payments were made
illicitly, and so presumably the amounts and payers could have been traced
through financial records. The source of the funds might have helped identify
co-conspirators. Yet it appears that Detective Inspector Smith did not make any
effort to obtain these records either by requesting them or seeking search warrants.

Quality of the CPS Investigation

According to Detective Inspector Smith, during the interview, Chief Shaver read-
ily admitted that the Cornwall Police Service’s investigation of David Silmser’s
complaint was poor. But Detective Inspector Smith testified that this admission
did not make it a conspiracy.
Detective Inspector Smith agreed that it was troubling that the Children’s Aid

Society (CAS) and the probation office were not notified by CPS of the allega-
tions in the course of the investigation. However, the level of secrecy surrounding
the CPS’s file on David Silmser’s complaint did not raise his suspicions. As
discussed in Chapter 6, very limited information about the matter was initially
entered on the Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police Automation Cooperative
(OMPPAC) system, nor was anything further entered during the active investi-
gation. After the decision was made to close the investigation, when Chief Shaver
discovered the investigation had not been documented, he ordered Constable
Sebalj to enter it as a project file, which was only accessible to a limited number
of people.According to Detective Inspector Smith, it was not unusual to keep high-
profile investigations “under wraps” in the early stages.

No InterviewsWith Other CPS Officers

As noted above, Detective Inspector Smith believed that none of the other officers
involved in the David Silmser complaint could have conspired with the Diocese
without the Chief being involved, and he was convinced that the Chief would
not have conspired with the Bishop because, he said, “When I spoke to the Chief
it was abundantly clear that he and the Bishop did not get along at all and really
would not agree to anything.”
Accordingly, Detective Inspector Smith testified that he did not feel it was

necessary to pursue any further investigation of Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet or
any other senior CPS staff. In early 1994, prior to his meeting with Chief Shaver,
Detective Inspector Smith had spoken informally with Constable Sebalj and
Staff Sergeant Brunet. Staff Sergeant Brunet provided a statement to Detective
Inspector Hamelink’s team that was shared with Detective Inspector Smith, and
Constable Sebalj provided a brief statement to Detective Constable Fagan relating
to her contacts with Murray MacDonald. Detective Inspector Smith did not feel
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the need to interview these officers to take formal statements. He also chose not
to speak with other officers who were involved in the David Silmser complaint,
such as Sergeant Steve Nakic, Staff Inspector Stuart McDonald, Deputy Chief
Joseph St. Denis, Sergeant Claude Lortie, Sergeant Ron Lefebvre, or Constable
Kevin Malloy.
Another reason Detective Inspector Smith gave for not interviewing officers

was “fear of reprisal.”Yet he also testified that he did not have any concerns that
the disciplinary proceedings against Constable Perry Dunlop might make officers
less willing to come forward.
Finally, Detective Inspector Smith testified that in his experience, officers

would come forward if they had information:

One reason—another reason is that they wouldn’t tell us anything, but
if we were around, we used to get notes slipped under our door or back
at your hotel room or you would get some indication as to what was
going on and where to look. In this case—and we waited quite a period
of time and the police department knew what we were there for—
we didn’t get one, what we call a kite or a note or a telephone call
or anything dropped off, an envelope, from anybody regarding this.

Detective Inspector Smith was of the view that when investigating a police
force you either interview everyone on the police force or no one.
Detective Inspector Smith did state that in hindsight it would probably have

been beneficial to get statements from more officers. I agree and find his justi-
fications for not interviewing CPS officers less than satisfying. I am unconvinced
that officers who may have been involved in a conspiracy would have come
forward on their own. Moreover, several of the officers had already been
interviewed during the investigation by the Ottawa Police Service as set out in
Chapter 6.

No Interview of Constable Perry Dunlop

Detective Inspector Smith also chose not to interview Constable Perry Dunlop. He
was aware of Constable Dunlop’s involvement in releasing Mr. Silmser’s statement
to the CAS but was of the view that he had no other relevant information:

He’s the one that made the allegations against the police force. He
wanted the matter investigated. We investigated. What other information
did he have at that point other than what I already had? And that was
that he disclosed the statement to the CAS and that was it.
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Detective Inspector Smith also said that he was concerned because Constable
Dunlop was on sick leave and could have claimed that an interview would exacer-
bate his stress.
Given the allegations of cover-up that Constable Dunlop made against the

CPS, it would have been prudent to interview him to determine what, if any,
information he had to justify those claims. Detective Inspector Smith should not
have decided, without even attempting to speak to Constable Dunlop, that he
had no information to offer.

Investigation of the Crown’s Involvement

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan took a statement
fromMurrayMacDonald on July 14, 1994. Detective Inspector Smith knew Crown
Attorney Murray MacDonald before this investigation. They had worked together
on a homicide case and on some of the Alfred training school prosecutions.
Detective Inspector Smith did not think that his professional relationship with

Mr. MacDonald created a conflict of interest, but he agreed there could have
been a perception of conflict. Given the publicity surrounding these allegations
and the widespread controversy in the community over them, Detective Inspector
Smith should have been more alert to the possibility of a perceived, if not actual,
conflict of interest in investigating Mr. MacDonald. He should have put his mind
to this issue before embarking on the investigation.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that he considered Mr. MacDonald

a suspect but he did not caution him. Mr. MacDonald, in his testimony, stated
that he was told he was a “person of interest” with respect to the investiga-
tion. The tone of the interview, however, suggests that Detective Inspector
Smith was not seriously looking at Mr. MacDonald as part of a conspiracy
or obstruction of justice. Detective Inspector Smith did not challenge him on
his answers and at one point seemed to be prompting him to say that he
recognized that it was not unusual to have a civil settlement in the course of a
criminal prosecution.
Murray MacDonald testified that he had never seen a copy of the settlement

document before Detective Inspector Smith showed it to him in the interview. He
also stated that he was not aware that it contained a bar on criminal proceed-
ings. It is unclear from the statement, but presumably he meant that he was not
aware of a bar on criminal proceedings when he was asked to give an opinion in
1993; it would be surprising if he were not aware of it at the time of the interview,
given the widespread publicity surrounding the incident in January 1994. Detective
Inspector Smith evidently believed Mr. MacDonald on this point because he
testified that if Mr. MacDonald had seen the settlement documents at the time,
there would have been a big difference in what transpired.
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Investigation Into the Diocese

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan interviewed at
least five Diocesan officials. Detective Inspector Smith also had a meeting with
Doug and Nancy Seguin that touched on the involvement of the Diocese in the
illegal settlement.

Information From Nancy and Doug Seguin

On March 2, 1994, Nancy Seguin called Detective Inspector Smith at the
suggestion of Detective Inspector Hamelink, who thought she might want
to speak with Detective Inspector Smith “regarding the settlement.” Detective
Inspector Smith met with Nancy and Doug Seguin at their home on March 8,
1994, for just over three hours and discussed, among other things, a meeting she
had with Bishop LaRocque on January 10, 1994. Detective Inspector Smith took
notes but did not take a statement.
Ms Seguin told Detective Inspector Smith that the Bishop had admitted to

her that in return for the settlement monies, David Silmser was to “stay quiet” and
“not bring charges against Father Charles.” Detective Inspector Smith asterisked
that portion of his notes because he intended to bring it to the Bishop’s atten-
tion when they spoke. These comments were significant because, if accurate,
they would indicate that the Bishop knew, no later than January 10, 1994, that the
purpose of the settlement was to terminate criminal proceedings. Ms Seguin also
recalled that the Bishop told her he was against the settlement but that the canon
lawyer had made the decision.

Interview of Jacques Leduc

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan took a statement from
the Diocese’s lawyer, Jacques Leduc, on August 2, 1994. Detective Inspector
Smith testified that he did not caution Mr. Leduc because Mr. Leduc’s signature
was not on the final settlement document. I note that Detective Inspector Smith
did caution the Bishop, whose name also was not on the documents and whose
instructions would have been carried out by Mr. Leduc. Detective Inspector
Smith suggested the difference may have been that he had different information
by the time he interviewed the Bishop one month later. He did not, however,
elaborate on what information that might be.
It is evident that when he interviewed Mr. Leduc, Detective Inspector Smith

already believed that MalcolmMacDonald was the prime target and, in his words,
that Jacques Leduc would “be a better witness than an accused.” Detective Inspec-
tor Smith also testified, “I was satisfied at this point, pretty well in my own mind,
that Malcolm MacDonald had drafted that document.”
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Detective Inspector Smith’s views in this regard seemed to be largely based
on his opinion that Mr. Leduc was not a criminal lawyer and therefore would
not have known enough about criminal law to insert the illegal clause in the
settlement document. This conclusion was based on an assumption by Detective
Inspective Smith. He did not investigate Mr. Leduc’s knowledge of criminal law
by asking Malcolm MacDonald or others about Mr. Leduc’s experience.
In addition, I note that the drafting of civil settlements, including the inclusion

of non-disclosure clauses, was probably more familiar to a civil lawyer like
Jacques Leduc than to a criminal lawyer like Malcolm MacDonald. In fact, Mr.
Leduc testified at this Inquiry that in 1992 he had helped an alleged victim of
sexual abuse obtain a civil settlement from a diocese in Quebec. Further, Mr.
Leduc’s answers during the interview clearly indicate that he did know that the
parties could not seek to end criminal proceedings through a civil settlement
and that he was involved in the drafting process.
In regard to the reference to “criminal proceedings” in the settlement document,

Mr. Leduc testified, “there is no doubt in my mind ... that, then and now, that ...
the ... release was not to refer to any criminal proceedings whatsoever.”
In his interview, Mr. Leduc told Detective Inspector Smith that both he and

Malcolm MacDonald believed the matter was purely civil and did not involve
criminal matters. Mr. Leduc went on to say that had he caught the inclusion of the
reference to criminal proceedings, he would have asked Mr. MacDonald to remove
it. In his testimony, Detective Inspector Smith agreed that he had some
“preconceived notions” about the settlement agreement based on the legal
background of the lawyers involved. In my view, these notions should have been
revisited, particularly given the different information that was provided by Mr.
Leduc in his interview.
Mr. Leduc told Detective Inspector Smith that he prepared a draft “Release and

Undertaking Not to Disclose” and faxed it toMr.MacDonald, who was having some
difficulties because he had never prepared this type of document. After a break in
the taped interview, Mr. Leduc clarified his description of the drafting process:

... I prepared a draft, which I faxed to Malcolm MacDONALD.
We had a telephone conversation ... about the ... the draft, and ...
Malcolm ... fine tuned it, and he may have ... sent it back to me, I’m
not sure whether he did or not, but I suspect he did, and I would have
made some corrections, particularly to the way in which the Bishop was
described, and the way in which I believe the Episcopal Corporation
was ... described. So I would have at that time, had an opportunity of ...
looking at the document that was presented to me by Malcolm. ... I have
no reason to believe that ... that document ... that I looked at in draft is
not one and the same document that was signed ... but I don’t know
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that for a fact. ... also I can indicate to you that ... the word criminal
in paragraph two of the document, could have been there at the time,
and ... I certainly did not catch it ...

It is apparent from this description that Mr. Leduc was involved in the drafting
process and that a paper trail of draft versions of the document at the centre of the
investigation probably existed. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he did
not think it was important to examine the faxes going back and forth between the
lawyers nor any notes the lawyers may have made during this time period. I
disagree. In my view, reviewing the drafts exchanged between the lawyers could
have been of great assistance in determining who had inserted and who had
reviewed the illegal clause.
Mr. Leduc’s own statements indicate that he did know that a settlement could

not legally terminate criminal proceedings and that he was aware of the issue.
Nevertheless, Detective Inspector Smith conducted the interview as though Mr.
Leduc was a witness rather than a potential suspect. The recorded portion of the
interview was only twelve minutes long. There was a twenty-six-minute gap in the
middle of the interview that was not part of the recorded statement. Unfortu-
nately, Detective Inspector Smith again took no notes of this discussion. During
the interview, Detective Inspector Smith simply asked what happened and allowed
Mr. Leduc to tell his story. Detective Inspector Smith did not challenge Mr. Leduc’s
version of the events; he did not ask Mr. Leduc follow-up questions about the
drafting of the release; he did not confront him with the information provided by
Nancy Seguin; nor did he ask why the Diocese was willing to pay thousands of
dollars without a lawsuit underway or any formal threat of legal action.
It is not within my mandate, and I do not wish, to make any finding as to

whether Mr. Leduc inserted the illegal clause in the settlement agreement with
David Silmser. It is clear to me, however, that Detective Inspector Smith did not
sufficiently probe Mr. Leduc’s involvement. He was not assertive in the interview
with Mr. Leduc, did not attempt to obtain search warrants for Mr. Leduc’s files
relating to this matter, and failed to interview any of Mr. Leduc’s staff. Further
investigation might have uncovered important information. Further preparation
and consultation with others who had investigated lawyers would probably have
been helpful.

Interview of Bishop Eugène LaRocque

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan interviewed Bishop
LaRocque on September 12, 1994, for one hour and fifteen minutes. The first
part of the interview dealt with the background of David Silmser’s complaint. The
Bishop was then cautioned and questioned about the settlement document.
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Detective Inspector Smith testified that he spent a fair bit of time preparing for
this interview. He reviewed statements, notes, and the Diocesan protocol. Having
reviewed the transcript, I consider this interview to have been considerably more
thorough than the one he conducted with Mr. Leduc.
During the interview, Detective Inspector Smith questioned the Bishop on a

number of topics. He asked the Bishop about the alleged admission made by
Father MacDonald and reported to Chief Shaver. The Bishop stated that Father
MacDonald never admitted to any sexual contact with young people. Detective
Inspector Smith also put to the Bishop the comments made by Nancy Seguin. The
Bishop denied telling her that he paid the money to keep Mr. Silmser from
continuing with the criminal charges. Similarly, when Detective Inspector Smith
questioned the Bishop about inconsistencies between his version of the events
leading up to the settlement and those of Malcolm MacDonald and Jacques
Leduc, the Bishop maintained that he had been convinced by the lawyers to enter
the settlement and would not have agreed had he known about the illegal clause.
After testifying about these inconsistencies, Detective Inspector Smith was

asked if he found it suspicious that the Bishop had met with Chief Shaver, met
with officials from the Children’s Aid Society, and then held a press conference,
all to discuss aspects of the settlement, yet without unsealing the settlement
documents to confirm what it said. He answered, “It’s easy to be suspicious
about everything, but—but people make honest mistakes.” Detective Inspector
Smith testified that generally he found the Bishop to be truthful and forthright.
He then acknowledged in his testimony that “not opening the very documents in
question is something that would cause some suspicion.” After reviewing the
investigation documents and listening to his testimony, Detective Inspector
Smith’s suspicions appear to have been much more pronounced when he testified
then during his investigation.

Interviews of Other Diocesan Officials

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan interviewed Mr. Gordon
Bryan, the Bursar of the Diocese, on September 13, 1994, and obtained the
envelope containing the original settlement documents. The officers also took
an eight-minute taped statement. In the interview, Detective Inspector Smith
asked questions regarding the cheque that Mr. Bryan provided to Mr. Leduc and
the envelope he received from Mr. Leduc shortly thereafter. Unfortunately, in
my view, Detective Inspector Smith did not ask what Mr. Bryan knew about the
settlement, including whether he had any information about the source (or sources)
of the payment.
Detective Constable Fagan interviewed Father DenisVaillancourt in September

and Monsignor Donald McDougald in October, primarily regarding the Diocese’s
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response to David Silmser’s complaint and the minutes of the meeting held with
Mr. Silmser in early 1993.

Interview of Father Charles MacDonald

In the previous section, I described Detective Constable Fagan’s interview with
Father MacDonald during the 1994 investigations. As mentioned, Detective
Constable Fagan failed to ask Father MacDonald any questions with respect to
the conspiracy and obstruction of justice investigations. In my view this was
a significant oversight. Father MacDonald was the direct beneficiary of the settle-
ment agreement, and he should have been questioned as to his knowledge of
and involvement with it.

Statements From Other Lawyers

Interview of Sean Adams

Detective Inspector Smith met with Sean Adams on September 13, 1994. Mr.
Adams had provided Mr. Silmser with independent legal advice on the settle-
ment and was being interviewed with respect to the allegations of obstruction
of justice. Detective Inspector Smith said Mr. Adams was cautioned because his
name appeared on the settlement document.
Mr. Adams advised that this was not his normal area of practice and that he did

not recognize the significance of the clause regarding the termination of the
criminal process. Detective Inspector Smith did not ask why he agreed to act
for Mr. Silmser and provide advice when he was not familiar with this area of law.
Having reviewed the interview statement and hearing Detective Inspector Smith’s
evidence about the interview, I again point out that further preparation and perhaps
consultation with others who had investigated lawyers would probably have
been helpful.
With respect to the preparation of the settlement, Mr. Adams could only advise

that Malcolm MacDonald provided the document to him. He could not say who
prepared it.

Interview of Malcolm MacDonald

The final interview in the investigation was that of Malcolm MacDonald on
October 28, 1994. Detective Inspector Smith cautioned Mr. MacDonald because
his signature was on the document. The taped interview was approximately one
hour in length. Detective Inspector Smith described Mr. MacDonald as “a hard
man to pin down” and “as slippery as an eel.”
Mr. MacDonald stated that both he, on behalf of Father Charles MacDonald,

and the Bishop were reluctant to make any settlement. He suggested it was Mr.
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Leduc who pushed for a settlement. Mr. MacDonald’s account of the process of
drafting the release was similar to Mr. Leduc’s.
Significantly, Malcolm MacDonald suggests in his statement that, in his view,

the understanding among the parties was that the settlement would conclude
both the civil and criminal proceedings. He also suggests that this would have been
clear to Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald when he discussed the proposed
settlement with Murray MacDonald before it was finalized.
Detective Inspector Smith formed the opinion, having interviewed the three

lawyers involved in the settlement, that MalcolmMacDonald was the least credible.

Conclusion of Investigations

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan prepared the Crown
briefs in November 1994. Detective Inspector Smith reviewed the rough versions
but did not think he reviewed the finished versions because there was some rush
to get them to the Regional Director.
In the synopsis of the conspiracy brief, Detective Inspector Smith stated that

the OPP had found “no evidence” to support the allegation that an agreement
had ever been reached by the Cornwall police, the Crown attorney and the Diocese
to not proceed with charges in the David Silmser matter. Detective Inspector
Smith agreed that his decision that there were no reasonable and probable grounds
in relation to conspiracy “was not a close call.”
Significantly, in the obstruction synopsis, nothing singles out Malcolm Mac-

Donald as the target of the investigation. The synopsis states:

This document [the settlement agreement] was prepared, and
reviewed by three practicing lawyers for the Province of Ontario.

It is difficult to understand how three knowledgeable, and experienced
solicitors, could condone, and approve of such a document, not
realizing Section two of the contract clearly obstructs justice.

Peter Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, concluded
that the evidence in the conspiracy brief did not reveal criminal activity. No
charges were laid (see Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of
the Attorney General”). In relation to the obstruction brief, Mr. Griffiths advised
Detective Inspector Smith that there might be grounds to charge Malcolm
MacDonald and that he was going to consult with another Crown. On January 30,
1995, Detective Inspector Smith spoke to Mr. Griffiths, who indicated that charges
should be laid against Mr. MacDonald for obstruction of justice.
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Malcolm MacDonald was charged by the OPP with attempt to obstruct justice
on February 3, 1995. The OPP prepared and issued a press release about the
arrest. Detective Inspector Smith prepared a draft and sent it to Orillia within
hours of Mr. MacDonald being charged.
The details of the prosecution are set out in Chapter 11. I note here that the OPP

did have some continuing involvement in gathering evidence. In early January
1995, Jacques Leduc, upon the request of Detective Constable Fagan, sent a
letter enclosing a redacted release that he had on file from a previous settlement
in a Quebec matter where he was acting for the victim. He specified to Detective
Constable Fagan that he would not have faxed this document to Malcolm
MacDonald because Mr. MacDonald did not read French. Accordingly, this was
not one of the documents that were exchanged between Mr. Leduc and Mr.
MacDonald during the preparation of the David Silmser settlement.
Detective Inspector Smith told Mr. Griffiths of the release precedent when

they spoke on January 30 and advised that it did not contain any mention of
criminal matters. Unfortunately, it appears clear from the transcript of the Malcolm
MacDonald court proceedings that the Crown attorney assigned to the case was
under the impression that the French precedent provided to the OPP by Mr.
Leduc was the same document that Mr. Leduc had sent to Mr. MacDonald as a
precedent during the settlement with David Silmser.
On September 12, 1995, Malcolm MacDonald pleaded guilty to unlawfully

attempting to obstruct justice and received an absolute discharge.

Flaws in the Conspiracy Investigation

It is apparent that Detective Inspector Smith came to the conclusion early on,
and primarily on the basis of his meeting with Chief Shaver, that the CPS was not
involved in any conspiracy to effect a civil settlement with David Silmser.
Detective Inspector Smith believed that if a conspiracy existed, it had to involve
Chief Shaver, and he was convinced Chief Shaver would not have agreed to
anything with the Diocese because of his poor relationship with the Bishop.
As a result, he did not feel the need to further investigate other officers involved.
In my view this was an error and Detective Inspector Smith’s starting premise
was flawed.
I note that Chief Shaver wrote a letter to Archbishop Carlo Curis after his

meeting with Bishop LaRocque stating that the Bishop was “extremely helpful
and understanding.” He also wrote a letter to the Bishop indicating his pleasure
at their meeting. Moreover, there was evidence before Detective Inspector Smith
that Chief Shaver and the Bishop did in fact come to an agreement, namely
that if Father MacDonald admitted the assault, he would be removed from the
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parish and sent to Southdown, a psychological treatment centre for members of
the clergy.
This is not to suggest that I believe Detective Inspector Smith came to the

wrong conclusion regarding CPS’s role in the settlement. I have heard nothing to
suggest that the Cornwall Police Service was involved in conspiring with the
Diocese to effect a civil settlement with Mr. Silmser or conspiring with the
Diocese to terminate the criminal proceedings. I do, however, believe Detective
Inspector Smith’s conclusion was premature and arrived at without fully inves-
tigating the allegations. I point in particular to his failure to formally interview the
CPS officers involved, including Staff Sergeant Brunet, Constable Sebalj, and
Constable Dunlop.

Flaws in the Obstruction Investigation

Having reviewed the evidence, I find that Detective Inspector Smith and Detective
Constable Fagan failed to take the proper investigative steps and employ proper
techniques in their investigation of obstruction of justice. In particular, I note a
lack of rigour in confirming the information provided to them by witnesses.
It appears that Detective Inspector Smith relied almost exclusively on the

statements taken from the potential suspects and witnesses as the foundation for
this investigation. He made no request of Mr. Leduc for any documents or notes
in his possession relevant to the settlement. I note that Mr. Leduc subsequently
provided a copy of the draft release with handwritten notations in a civil pro-
ceeding. This was never provided to the OPP, and would have been of far more
use than the generic precedent Mr. Leduc sent to them. Detective Inspector Smith
acknowledged at the hearing that he would have liked to have seen this during his
investigation and that it would have led him to question Mr. Leduc more carefully.
Nor did Detective Inspector Smith ask Malcolm MacDonald to provide certain

relevant documentation in his possession, despite the fact that during the interview
he actually mentioned his notes and his deposit book as places where there might
have been further information.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that he was satisfied with having obtained

the original settlement agreement because it made his case. He had Malcolm
MacDonald “cold.” He believed that evidence of criminal activity on the part of
the other lawyers could be uncovered at Mr. MacDonald’s trial. Because Mr.
MacDonald pleaded guilty, there was no trial and apparently no follow-up by
Detective Inspector Smith.
This is consistent with Detective Inspector Smith’s testimony that from early

in the investigation, Malcolm MacDonald was his prime target. However, it is
somewhat incongruent with the conclusion in the Crown brief synopsis, which
does not differentiate among the lawyers in relation to their involvement with
the settlement.
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I believe that some of the shortcomings in this investigation can be explained
by the investigators’ lack of knowledge about how lawyers operate. A number of
claims made by the lawyers involved should have raised Detective Inspector
Smith’s suspicions. I am thinking, for example, of Mr. Leduc’s claim that
he delivered a cheque to Mr. MacDonald and authorized its release to Mr.
Silmser without reviewing the final release documents, not even to confirm they
were signed.
In addition, Detective Inspector Smith cited solicitor-client privilege as one

reason he did not request the lawyers’ files. While lawyers’ communications
with clients are usually confidential, an exception exists where those commu-
nications are criminal themselves or made in furtherance of a crime.
Accordingly, I recommend that if not already established, a procedure should

be put in place to ensure OPP officers investigating lawyers as suspects have
specialized training and knowledge, or are able to consult with someone who
does, such as a Crown attorney in the Special Prosecutions Unit.

Final Comments on the 1994 Investigations

The Mandate

The foundation of the three investigations was the illegal settlement with David
Silmser. There was inevitable overlap between the witnesses, suspects and illegal
acts in the three investigations. It was Detective Inspector Smith’s understanding
that the terms of the investigation were in large part framed by the media. While
he did not think this caused any detriment to his investigation, Detective Inspector
Smith did agree that in hindsight, it would have been easier for him to have
simply approached this as an investigation into an illegal settlement and gone
from there. I agree, as I have set out in the section relating to the mandate
Detective Inspector Smith was given, “Commencement of Detective Inspector Tim
Smith’s 1994 Investigations.”

First Press Release

Following the receipt of regional Crown Attorney Griffiths’ opinion letters on
December 21, 1994, advising that there were no reasonable and probable grounds
in either the Father Charles MacDonald sexual abuse investigation or the con-
spiracy investigation, Detective Inspector Smith prepared a draft press release.
Mr. Griffiths also had some input. The draft was then sent to the OPP’s media staff,
who released the final version.
Both the draft sent by Detective Inspector Smith and the version released to the

public address only two of the three investigations Detective Inspector Smith
conducted in 1994. The release is titled “No Charges Laid inAlleged Conspiracy”
and advises that no grounds exist “to lay charges against a Cornwall priest in the
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alleged assault, nor to lay charges in the alleged improper relationship between the
Diocese and the Cornwall Police.” It makes no reference to the illegal settlement
or the obstruction of justice investigation, which was still ongoing at that point and,
as set out above, did lead to charges being laid against Malcolm MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith agreed that more should have been included in the

press release so that public would not have been left with the impression that
there was “no issue here.”
In my view, the press release left the impression that Detective Inspector’s

nine-month investigation revealed no wrongdoing in relation to the settlement
made with David Silmser. This was incorrect and misleading, and demonstrates
one instance where the OPP failed to provide appropriate information to the
community through the media. The OPP’s relationship with the media is dis-
cussed further in the section, “External Pressures: The Media, Websites, and
Garry Guzzo.”

Investigation of Milton MacDonald

In early 1994, a criminal investigation was commenced into Milton MacDonald,
a former Reeve of Lancaster, Ontario. Milton MacDonald is Crown Attorney
Murray MacDonald’s father and Detective Inspector Randy Millar’s father-
in-law.

Background

Milton MacDonald had been investigated for and convicted of child sexual abuse
in the late 1960s or early 1970s. His wife was aware of the incident; his children,
including Murray MacDonald and Detective Inspector Millar’s wife, Marlene,
were not. Detective Inspector Millar had heard rumours of the allegations as a
child. He assumed the MacDonald children knew about these allegations and
that they were not discussed. In 1994, neither Murray MacDonald nor Detective
Constable Millar had heard any rumours regarding recent misconduct by Milton
MacDonald prior to C-91 coming forward with allegations.

The MacDonald Family Learns of the Allegations

In the early evening of February 11, 1994, Murray MacDonald received a tele-
phone call from his father. According to Murray MacDonald’s statement to the
police five days later, his father said that a man, C-91, had called to tell him that
he had been instructed by his parents to give a statement to a local OPP officer,
Constable Hugh McClement, by 6:00 p.m. that day. C-91 said his parents told him
“person[s] who don’t act properly with children should be reported.”
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After the call from his father, Murray MacDonald questioned whether this
might be an extortion attempt. He called back his parents to ask if they thought
money was involved. During this call, his mother advised him of Milton
MacDonald’s previous conviction. Murray MacDonald then contacted his sister,
Marlene (Detective Inspector Millar’s wife), because he “felt he should share
the information with a family member.” He asked Detective Constable Millar
to join the call.
According to Murray MacDonald, he was cognizant of “the precarious

position” both he and Detective Constable Millar were in with respect to this
complaint, given their relationship with Milton MacDonald and their professional
positions. He advised Detective Constable Millar in their very first conversation
regarding the matter that if a complaint was reported, Detective Constable Millar
ought to ensure that the District Commander, Superintendent Carson Fougère,
was immediately made aware of the situation. Detective Constable Millar con-
tacted Constable McClement that evening, who confirmed that he had not
received a complaint. Detective Constable Millar advised Murray MacDonald
of this fact.
The following day, February 12, 1994, a family meeting was arranged among

the siblings. At the meeting, Detective Constable Millar suggested to the family
that they go to see C-91 to “confront him to see what he was going to do with his
complaint.” According to Detective Constable Millar, “everyone seemed to think
that since there had been no formal complaint that it might be better to leave it
alone for now.” Detective Inspector Millar testified that Murray MacDonald
would have been part of any discussions that day.

Detective Constable Randy Millar MeetsWith C-91’s Father

The following day, February 13, 1994, Detective Constable Millar and Murray
MacDonald spoke just before Murray MacDonald left for the Royal Ottawa
Hospital to seek to have his father admitted. At this time, Detective Constable
Millar said that he was going to see C-91’s father. Murray MacDonald told
Detective Constable Millar that he trusted his judgment and that whether or not
to speak to C-91’s father was his call. Either in this or an earlier conversation,
Murray MacDonald told Detective Constable Millar to be careful in contacting
C-91’s father. Detective Constable Millar responded that he thought he could
make contact without compromising his position.
While Murray MacDonald was in Ottawa, Detective Constable Millar met

with C-91’s father at the officer’s home. The two had been neighbours for a
number of years and knew one another. Detective Constable Millar described
his conversation with C-91’s father as follows:
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I told [C-91’s father] that I was concerned that maybe something had
happened and that I wanted to get to the truth to find out if this was a
criminal or moral issue. I told him that it hinged on the age of [C-91]
at the time. That if they were adults it would be a moral issue but if
[C-91] was younger that perhaps it would be a criminal issue.

Detective Inspector Millar did not see how his speaking with C-91’s father
could be perceived as using his position as a police officer in an inappropriate way.
He testified that he was trying to “get to the truth of whether this actually happened
or not and it did happen and we turned him in.”
Given Detective Constable Millar’s position as a police officer and his family

relationship with Milton MacDonald, it is unfortunate that he chose to visit C-91’s
father. This is mitigated, however, by the fact that he and C-91’s father had been
neighbours and were on good terms. In addition, I think it is clear from the officer’s
subsequent actions in reporting the complaint that he did not intend to use his
position to attempt to conceal the matter or to prevent a proper investigation.

Detective Constable Randy Millar Reports Allegation to Superintendent
Carson Fougère

According to Detective Constable Millar’s statement, after this meeting, he was
“feeling very bad about the situation,” so he called Superintendent Fougère and
advised him of what had occurred to date. Superintendent Fougère said that the
matter would have to be investigated. Detective Constable Millar then received
a call from C-91’s father, who told him that Milton MacDonald had molested
C-91 when C-91 was fourteen years old. According to Detective Constable
Millar’s statement, he told C-91’s father that he should not hear any more but
would arrange for outside investigators to be assigned. He then called Super-
intendent Fougère back to advise him of this call.
Chief Superintendent Fougère recalled that Detective Constable Millar made

it clear that he wanted the matter properly and transparently investigated and
asked the District Commander to assign an outside Detective Inspector. As a
result, Superintendent Fougère called the Director of the OPP Criminal Investi-
gation Branch to request that the matter be investigated by that branch. Chief
Superintendent Fougère did not recall Detective Constable Millar advising him
of his conversations with C-91’s father.
In his statement, Detective Constable Millar said that he eventually got hold

of Murray MacDonald and told him that an officer from outside the area would
be assigned to perform an investigation.
In his testimony before me, Murray MacDonald recalled that he and Detective

Constable Millar agreed that the officer would report the complaint to the OPP
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before Murray MacDonald took his father to the hospital. However, I prefer the
accounts of the events given directly after the disclosure in February 1994 and find
that Detective Constable Millar made the decision to notify Superintendent
Fougère after his first conversation with C-91’s father, before any complaint
was made. Still, it appears that from the outset, Murray MacDonald was rightly
of the view that any complaint ought to be referred to outside investigators.
Accordingly, it appears likely that Detective Constable Millar’s decision to call
Superintendent Fougère was based, at least in part, on Murray MacDonald’s
prior advice to him. In any event, it is clear that the allegation was initially
disclosed to Detective Constable Millar by Murray MacDonald, albeit in his
capacity as a family member rather than as a police officer, and it was that
disclosure that set in motion the events leading up to Detective Constable Millar’s
report to Superintendent Fougère.

OPP InteractionWith the Children’s Aid Society (CAS) During
the Investigation

On March 4, 1994, CAS social worker Bill Carriere contacted the OPP after
hearing on the news that a Lancaster-area man was suspected of child sexual
abuse. As discussed in Chapter 9, on the institutional response of the Children’s
Aid Society, the CAS had already heard from CAS employees that there were
rumours about Milton MacDonald in the Lancaster community. According to
Mr. Carriere’s notes, Sergeant Norm Duhamel advised him that the OPP were
investigating a matter related to an individual in the Lancaster area but he was not
at liberty to give Mr. Carriere details. Sergeant Duhamel said that the matter
related to historical sexual abuse and did not involve children currently under
the age of sixteen, and that there was no indication that the accused was in a
position of authority with children or that any children were currently at risk.
On March 30, 1994, Mr. Carriere received a call from Constable Ben Beattie

advising that the OPP had received information about a child, currently four-
teen, who was allegedly abused when he was thirteen. After discussion, the two
agreed that the OPP would proceed without the involvement of the CAS and
update the CAS on progress.
On April 11, 1994, Mr. Carriere called the OPP for an update on the victim

interview. He was provided with information and told that he would be provided
with the victim’s statement. He was also told that he would be provided with a list
of victims’ names so that he could cross-check CAS records. OnApril 19, 1994,
Mr. Carriere was informed that the OPP would not release the victims’ names to
CAS. He was not given an explanation.
It is difficult to understand the OPP’s concerns about providing the CAS with

further details in this case. I neither heard nor saw any reason not to disclose
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the information that had been promised to Mr. Carriere. Indeed, the failure to
disclose prevented the possibility of a joint investigation with the CAS and
prevented the CAS from providing any victim assistance it might have wanted to
facilitate. Moreover, cooperation with the CAS might have assisted the OPP in
finding other victims.
I want also to comment here more generally on the problems that arise from

the lack of clarity regarding the duty to report in cases of historical sexual abuse.
This situation reinforces the need to have the Child and Family Services Act
duty-to-report clause amended to specifically include historical sexual abuse.
Public institutions would therefore need to amend their existing protocols to
reflect this amendment.

Arrest and Prosecution

In May 1994, Milton MacDonald was charged with eleven offences relating to the
sexual molestation of eight young boys over a thirty-year period. He pleaded
guilty to nine of the charges and was sentenced to a period of incarceration of
twenty-two months. An outside Crown attorney handled the matter.

1994 Investigation of Nelson Barque

As discussed in Chapter 5, on the institutional response of the Ministry of
Community Safety and Correctional Services, Nelson Barque was a probation and
parole officer in Cornwall from August 19, 1974, to May 4, 1982. He was the
probation officer for Robert Sheets, C-44, and Albert Roy, all of whom alleged
that he sexually abused them. He also allegedly abused C-45, a probationer of Ken
Seguin, at the probation office. Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, on the institutional
response of the Cornwall Community Police Service, describe Mr. Barque’s
background, as well as the investigations conducted in 1982 and in 1994 into
allegations that he sexually abused Mr. Sheets and C-44. The Ontario Provincial
Police (OPP) became involved in 1994, when Mr. Roy made a complaint against
Mr. Barque. In 1998, the OPP investigated Mr. Barque again, this time in relation
to allegations made by C-45 and Mr. Sheets. That investigation will be discussed
in a later section of this chapter.

Complaint Made by Albert Roy

In November 1994, Albert Roy contacted the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and
alleged that Nelson Barque and Ken Seguin sexually abused him when he was
on probation in the mid-1970s. Mr. Seguin, who committed suicide in November
1993, was Mr. Roy’s probation officer in 1977 when Mr. Roy was sixteen years
old. Mr. Roy testified that after about three months, Mr. Barque took over as his
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probation officer while Mr. Seguin went on vacation. Mr. Roy alleged that it was
during this period that Mr. Barque sexually abused him. He said that when he
reported the abuse to Mr. Seguin, Mr. Seguin also began to abuse him sexually.
As discussed in Chapter 6, Mr. Roy gave a statement to CPS Constable Heidi

Sebalj on November 24, 1994. Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet of the CPS contacted
Detective Inspector Tim Smith and Detective Inspector Burns of the OPP’s Long
Sault Detachment because the alleged abuse might have occurred outside of CPS
jurisdiction. As detailed earlier in this chapter, the OPP had also been involved
in the investigation related to Mr. Seguin’s death and possible extortion by David
Silmser earlier in 1994.
On November 25, 1994, Constable Sebalj and OPP Detective Constable Chris

McDonell attempted to identify Mr. Barque’s residence to determine if it was
outside of CPS jurisdiction. Ultimately, the OPP and CPS decided to jointly
investigate the allegations, and OPP Detective Constable William Zebruck was
assigned to work in collaboration with CPS Constable Heidi Sebalj.

Information Sharing Between Constable Heidi Sebalj and Detective
ConstableWilliam Zebruck

Constable Sebalj briefed Detective Constable Zebruck on November 29, 1994. She
contacted C-44 on December 1, 1994, to obtain a witness statement but he was
adamant he did not want to be involved in the police investigation. She obtained
a copy of Mr. Barque’s file from the Cornwall Probation Office as well as a copy
of the Ministry of Correctional Services’ investigation into allegations of
unprofessional conduct by Mr. Barque. Constable Sebalj provided copies of
these materials to Detective Constable Zebruck.
Detective Constable Zebruck testified that he and Constable Sebalj shared

information during the joint investigation and for a time after he arrested Mr.
Barque and laid charges. However, it seems that Detective Constable Zebruck
either did not receive or did not follow up on information from Constable Sebalj
regarding C-44, although he noted he may have attended the interview. Similarly,
Detective Constable Zebruck testified that he and Constable Sebalj did not discuss
her investigation of complaints by Mr. Silmser, who had also made allegations
against Mr. Seguin. This is unfortunate. Corroborative evidence is difficult to
find in cases of historical sexual assault. Where it is found, it should, of course,
be shared with all relevant parties.

Interviews of Robert Sheets and C-90

Early in the investigation, Detective Constable Zebruck met with Robert Sheets
at his parents’ residence. According to Detective Constable Zebruck, Mr. Sheets
alleged that he was a victim of Mr. Barque but he did not want to cooperate

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 569



with the investigation and refused to provide a statement. The date of the meet-
ing is unclear as there is no record of it in Detective Constable Zebruck’s notes.
The officer testified that he would not take notes if he did not feel that the
information was of interest or if the person giving the information did not want
to be a witness.
Detective Constable Zebruck interviewed C-90 on December 3, 1994, but

did not take a recorded statement. According to Detective Constable Zebruck’s
notes, C-90 alleged that Mr. Barque kept pornographic magazines in the locked
left-hand drawer of his desk, that he always kept his office door locked, and that
he once walked in on Mr. Barque engaged in a sexual activity with Mr. Sheets.

Multiple Interviews of Albert Roy

Albert Roy gave three statements over the course of the CPS/OPP investigation.
On December 6, 1994, OPP Detective Constable McDonell interviewed Mr. Roy
at Constable Sebalj’s office. It is unclear how Detective Constable McDonell
became involved in the investigation and why this second interview of Mr. Roy
was necessary. Mr. Roy provided essentially the same information regarding his
abuse by Mr. Seguin and Mr. Barque as he had provided to Constable Sebalj on
November 24, 1994.
Mr. Roy testified that he did not understand why he was being interviewed a

second time but that he was told it was regarding someone else’s allegations
of sexual abuse against Mr. Seguin. Mr. Roy also said he experienced anxiety
at being interviewed by multiple police officers and that he found Detective
Constable McDonell to be particularly intimidating:

And I felt intimidated by him. I felt belittled by him. I felt that he didn’t
care. He placed me in a position that was—physically he placed me in
a position in front of him that was intimidating and made me feel very
uneasy, and he was very bold to me, very brisk, and he had no patience
for whenever I had a hard time answering one of his questions ... He
wanted to know details and he pushed it.

After I talked to this police officer, I was sick.

Through no fault of his own, Detective Constable McDonell’s body language
and mannerisms clearly made Mr. Roy uncomfortable. This complaint reinforces
the need for training on the sensitivity required when investigating allegations of
sexual assault. I reiterate here the importance of proper training and periodic
refresher courses or seminars for all officers involved in these investigations.
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Mr. Roy was interviewed for a third time on December 16, 1994; this time by
Detective Constable Zebruck at the Cornwall Police Service. Detective Constable
Zebruck testified that he conducted this interview to “make sure I—you know,
he didn’t have anything further to add to what he already said.” He conceded
that no new information was gleaned from the third interview and that it was
probably unnecessary.
Although sometimes necessary because complainants will only disclose the

full extent of their abuse over time, taking multiple statements from a complainant
should be avoided where possible. Providing these statements can re-traumatize
a victim and increases the risk of inconsistencies in a complainant’s evidence
that could be exploited by defence counsel at trial.

Incident in the Car Between Detective ConstableWilliam Zebruck and
Albert and Vicky Roy

After taking a statement fromMr. Roy on December 16, 1994, Detective Constable
Zebruck asked him to identify Mr. Barque’s residence. Mr. Roy testified that
while they were driving there, Detective Constable Zebruck commented that Mr.
Barque’s arrest would be hard on his family. Mr. Roy recalled Detective Constable
Zebruck saying that Mr. Barque would likely commit suicide:

He used, I guess, the official term for oral sex and he said, “What’s a
little,” the word, and then he said—I believe his exact wording was,
“What’s the harm in a little,” again the technical word he used for oral
sex “going to do?”

In his testimony, Detective Constable Zebruck was certain he would not
have made this sort of comment, but he did not independently recall not
saying it. Vicky Roy corroborated her husband’s version of the incident and
stated that she encouraged him to make a complaint to Detective Constable
Zebruck’s superiors. Mr. Roy testified that when he arrived home, he con-
tacted the Long Sault Detachment and asked to speak to Detective Constable
Zebruck’s supervisor. Mr. Roy said that the person he spoke to told him he
would “take care of it.” Mr. Roy testified that he heard nothing further about
the matter.
It is evident to me that Roys are still bothered by these alleged comments.

Having heard the Roys’ version of the event and Detective Constable Zebruck’s
testimony, I believe some sort of comment was made that upset the Roys. Police
officers should be sensitive and supportive when dealing with victims, particularly
victims of sexual assaults and abuse.
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Interviews of Probation Staff

Between January 3 and February 6, 1995, Detective Constable Zebruck inter-
viewed a number of people—including Carole Cardinal, Louise Quinn, Marcelle
Léger, Gerald Desnoyers, Peter Sirrs, and Jos van Diepen—who were employed
at the Cornwall Probation Office at the time that Mr. Barque worked there. At the
hearings, Detective Constable Zebruck said he did not know if he took recorded
statements from all of these individuals. Ms Quinn, Ms Léger, Mr. Sirrs, and
Mr. van Diepen could even not recall being interviewed by Detective Constable
Zebruck when questioned before this Inquiry.
It is unclear from Detective Constable Zebruck’s notes whether he followed

up on information obtained during these interviews. For example, Ms Quinn
gave the officer the names of three people who might be able to assist in the
investigation as potential victims or witnesses. There is no indication in Detective
Constable Zebruck’s notes that any of these people were contacted. He explained
during his testimony that at the time of the investigation, he only made note
of a contact with an individual if that person had “something to contribute to
the investigation.”
Detective Constable McDonell had interviewed most of the staff of the

Cornwall Probation Office in February 1994 during the investigation of David
Silmser for extortion. He testified that as a result of the statement he had
taken from Mr. van Diepen, he became aware of allegations of inappropriate
sexual contact between Mr. Barque and his clients. As noted in the section
on that investigation, the allegations made against Mr. Barque were not
followed up.
Detective Constable Zebruck testified that Detective Constable McDonell

did not brief him, nor did he know that Detective Constable McDonell had
previously interviewed probation office staff. Accordingly, when conducting his
own interviews, Detective Constable Zebruck did not have the statements taken
in February 1994. It is unfortunate that Detective Constable McDonell did not tell
Detective Constable Zebruck about these interviews. He should have. Better
communication between these officers could have reduced the number of inter-
views Detective Constable Zebruck had to conduct and it could have improved
the quality of information he obtained in his interviews.
Detective Constable Zebruck testified that it occurred to him during the

investigation that Mr. Barque might have sexually abused other probationers
while employed by the Ministry of Correctional Services. However, he never
raised this possibility with his superiors, nor did he discuss it with Constable
Sebalj or Detective Constable McDonell.
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Deficiencies in the Investigation

On January 3, 1995, Nelson Barque was charged with indecent assault and gross
indecency in relation to incidents involving Albert Roy. Mr. Barque pleaded
guilty to the indecent assault of Mr. Roy on July 10, 1995, and was sentenced to
four months of incarceration and eighteen months of probation.
Despite these results, in my view the 1994 investigation of Mr. Barque

displayed a disappointing lack of thoroughness. Detective Constable Zebruck
failed to take proper investigative steps and employ proper techniques, including
not taking proper actions in the taking of statements, the identification of
corroborative evidence, and the identification of, and follow-up with, further
possible victims.
In particular, I point to Detective Constable Zebruck’s inadequate note taking

and his failure to follow up on leads that might have revealed further victims of
Mr. Barque, such as those individuals whose names were given to him by pro-
bation office staff, or other possible perpetrators, such as Richard Hickerson and
Ken Seguin.
As discussed, Mr. Roy alleged that Mr. Seguin sexually abused him. It does

not appear that Detective Constable Zebruck took any investigative steps to
follow up on this allegation. C-90 told Detective Constable Zebruck that Mr.
Hickerson was buying alcohol for and having a sexual relationship with Robert
Sheets. Although Mr. Seguin was dead at the time Detective Constable Zebruck
conducted his investigation, Mr. Hickerson was not. Detective Constable Zebruck
did not pass on this allegation to the CPS, the Children’s Aid Society, or his
superiors at the OPP, nor did he flag Mr. Hickerson’s name in the Ontario
Municipal and Provincial PoliceAutomation Cooperative (OMPPAC) system.As
will be discussed in a later section, Project Truth investigated Mr. Hickerson in
1998. He was about to be charged, but committed suicide before the arrest date.
The allegations made against him might have become known earlier had Detective
Constable Zebruck conducted a more thorough investigation or alerted the
appropriate authorities in 1994.

1995 Investigation of Father Charles MacDonald

As previously discussed, in 1994, Detective Inspector Tim Smith and Detective
Constable Michael Fagan conducted an investigation into allegations of sexual
abuse made by David Silmser against Father Charles MacDonald. The officers
determined that they lacked reasonable and probable grounds for charges at that
time. The fact that Mr. Silmser was the sole complainant was a factor in this
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decision. In 1995, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) learned of additional
complainants, and the investigation was reopened.

Albert Lalonde

On May 1, 1995, Detective Constable Fagan advised Detective Inspector Smith
of a new complainant against Father MacDonald namedAlbert Lalonde. Detective
Constable Norman Hurtubise had already interviewed Mr. Lalonde at the Long
Sault Detachment. On May 12, 1995, Detective Constable Fagan took another
statement from Mr. Lalonde.
Detective Inspector Smith advised David Silmser’s lawyer, Bryce Geoffrey, of

the new alleged victim during a phone call on May 10, 1995, and told Peter
Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, on May 19. Detective
Inspector Smith does not have any further notes regarding Mr. Lalonde and could
not recall during his testimony before me why no further action was taken in
the spring of 1995.
OnAugust 16, 1995, Detective Constable Fagan wrote to Detective Inspector

Smith enclosing copies of the statements regarding “the last complaint against
Father Charlie.” He said he was sending a copy to CrownAttorney Curt Flanagan.
Mr. Flanagan testified he could not recall whether he had been asked for or had
given a legal opinion.
In 2002, not long after a stay of proceedings was granted in the Father

MacDonald trial for charges relating to several other complainants, Mr. Lalonde
contacted the Cornwall Police Service to report the abuse he alleged to have
suffered from Father MacDonald. The CPS officer assigned to the case asked
the OPP for materials from the 1995 investigation. In a letter enclosing Mr.
Lalonde’s 1995 statements, Detective Inspector Pat Hall advised the CPS that
these materials had been sent to CrownAttorney Flanagan on August 16, 1995,
for a legal opinion.
It is unclear whether Mr. Lalonde was informed in 1995 that his allegation

against Father MacDonald was not being pursued. During his interview with the
CPS in 2002, he seemed uncertain as to the status of his case with the OPP.
Albert Lalonde’s 2002 allegations are discussed further in Chapter 6, on the

institutional response of the Cornwall Community Police Service. One of the alleged
incidents occurred outside CPS jurisdiction and so was investigated by the OPP in
2002. In the course of that investigation, Detective Constables Don Genier and Joe
Dupuis interviewed Mr. Lalonde and took statements from his brother, ex-wife,
and daughter. They also spoke to and obtained notes from Mr. Lalonde’s psychia-
trist. The officers determined that they did not have reasonable and probable grounds
to lay charges. Crown counsel who reviewed the brief agreed, as discussed in
Chapter 11, on the institutional response of the Ministry of theAttorney General.
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I wish to note here, however, that the fact this investigation resulted in no
charges appears to have been a factor in the decision not to lay charges in both
the CPS and OPP investigations in 2002.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to comment on the OPP’s 1995 investigation

because of the almost complete lack of documentation regarding this matter.

John MacDonald’s Complaint Referred to the OPP

OnAugust 23, 1995, Detective Constable Michael Fagan told Detective Inspector
Tim Smith that David Silmser had called Detective Constable Fagan, Detective
Constable Chris McDonell, and the CPS to say he had located another alleged
victim of Father Charles MacDonald from “out west.” Detective Constable Fagan
also said that Inspector Richard Trew of the CPS had a letter from the same vic-
tim, John MacDonald, regarding an alleged sexual assault by Father MacDonald.
The letter, datedAugust 11, 1995, was sent to Father Kevin Maloney, who turned
it over to the CPS on August 15, 1995.
Following discussions between Detective Inspector Smith and Inspector Trew,

it was decided that the OPP would take this case for three reasons. First, the
OPP had already conducted extensive background research on Father MacDonald
in its previous investigation. Second, there was some potential for conflict for the
CPS because John MacDonald appeared to have some connection to David
Silmser, who had recently sued the CPS. Finally, it seemed fromMr. MacDonald’s
letter that many of the alleged acts occurred in the St. Andrews area, which is
OPP jurisdiction. The case was handed over to Detective Inspector Smith on
August 25, 1995.
It appears that John MacDonald was not informed of this decision by the

OPP. On September 11, 1995, he was advised by CPS Constable David Bough
that the OPP would be handling his complaint. On September 12, 1995, Mr.
MacDonald and Carson Chisholm visited the Cornwall Police Station and
attempted to drop off a copy of a statement Mr. MacDonald had prepared. Though
he could not recall exactly what happened at the station, Mr. MacDonald testified
that Mr. Chisholm was “abrasive.” This is corroborated by a CPS officer’s notes
from that day, which describe Mr. Chisholm attending at the station “in a very
belligerent mood” with Mr. MacDonald. According to these notes, Mr. Chisholm
demanded that the police take the statement and “lay a charge immediately.”
Two weeks later, on September 25, 1995, John MacDonald met with Richard

Abell of the Children’s Aid Society. Mr. MacDonald expressed frustration with
difficulties he was having in getting his complaint heard. He told Mr. Abell that
he was “up in the air” and that “doors were being closed in [his] face.” Mr. Abell
called Detective Inspector Smith and said that Mr. MacDonald was keen to talk
to him. Detective Inspector Smith contacted Mr. MacDonald that same day and
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arranged for an interview. Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable
Fagan took a statement from Mr. MacDonald on September 28, 1995.
It is my view that Detective Inspector Smith should not have waited a month

to contact Mr. MacDonald to tell him that he would be taking the case. Had
Detective Inspector Smith followed up with Mr. MacDonald sooner, the scene at
the Cornwall Police Station might have been avoided.

Father Kevin Maloney Complains of Harassment by David Silmser and
John MacDonald

Detective Inspector Smith later learned that Father Maloney had told the Cornwall
Police Service on August 19, 1995, that he had received two telephone calls
from Mr. Silmser and one from John MacDonald and that he wanted them to be
told to stop calling him until the investigation was complete. Constable Emma
Wilson-King of the CPS contacted both men and asked them not to contact
Father Maloney.
Both Mr. Silmser and Mr. MacDonald testified that they did not understand

why they were being told not to contact Father Maloney as they did not think they
were doing anything wrong. In my opinion this led to further confusion and
distrust for these complainants with respect to their relationship with the police
service. Detective Inspector Smith also became aware that Sean Adams, who
had advised Mr. Silmser in the illegal settlement, was Father Maloney’s counsel.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that he tried to put aside these issues and

focus on the sexual assault allegation:

Well, it was a rat’s nest, to put it bluntly. It was hard to sort out and
hard to investigate ... But what I was trying to do is to let all those side
issues go aside ... and stay with the sexual assault. And then see what
happens; what falls by the wayside after.

Detective Inspector Smith testified that he would not have given the CPS any
advice in terms of sensitivity in dealing with sexual assault complainants.
He also stated that he thought the CPS’s response to the Father Maloney’s
complaint was reasonable. With the benefit of hindsight, I disagree. The CPS
should have addressed Father Maloney’s concerns in a manner that better promoted
the relationship between the police and the complainants.

Contact Between Alleged Victims of Father Charles MacDonald

It is clear the police knew from the commencement of the investigation that John
MacDonald had some connection with Mr. Silmser. Mr. MacDonald testified
that at no time did the OPP tell him not to speak with Mr. Silmser or to any other
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former altar boys. However, during the statement taken by Detective Inspector
Smith on September 28, 1995, there was a discussion about Mr. MacDonald’s
contacts with Mr. Silmser and how they might affect his credibility. Detective
Inspector Smith questioned Mr. MacDonald about the timing of his first contact
with Mr. Silmser and established that it was after he wrote the letter to Father
Maloney on August 11, 1995.
While it appears that Detective Inspector Smith did not expressly advise Mr.

MacDonald not to communicate with Mr. Silmser, it is clear Mr. MacDonald
understood the dangers of such contact. He told Detective Inspector Smith that
he started taking notes after his first call from Mr. Silmser because “I don’t want
anybody to think there[’s] an infusion here between the two.”
John MacDonald contacted Detective Inspector Smith on a few occasions in

October and November 1995 asking for updates on the investigation. According
to Mr. MacDonald’s notes, it was his understanding that Detective Inspector
Smith was waiting to have his statement transcribed.
On November 8, Detective Inspector Smith returned a call from John Mac-

Donald’s wife, who told him her husband was upset that he had “heard nothing.”
Detective Inspector Smith told her that they were attempting to locate the former
altar boys Mr. MacDonald had named in his statement. Detective Inspector Smith
then spoke directly with Mr. MacDonald. According to Mr. MacDonald’s notes,
he and Mr. Silmser were going to meet with C-3, another alleged victim of Father
MacDonald, on November 11. Detective Inspector Smith warned Mr. MacDonald
that they could jeopardize the case by meeting together.
Detective Inspector Smith’s notes state he advisedMr. MacDonald not to discuss

evidence or specifics of what happened, and to write down everything that was said.
He also told Mr. MacDonald to have C-3 contact the OPP if C-3 wanted to testify.

Complaint on Hold Until After Constable Perry Dunlop’s Hearing

In their November 8 conversation, Detective Inspector Smith told Mr. MacDonald
that the investigation of his complaint was on hold until after Constable Perry
Dunlop’s hearing on November 23, 1995. As discussed at length in Chapter 6,
Constable Dunlop had been charged under the Police Services Act for providing
the Children’s Aid Society with the statement that David Silmser gave to the
OPP disclosing his allegation of abuse by Father MacDonald.
According to John MacDonald’s notes, Detective Inspector Smith also advised

him to stay away from Constable Dunlop and his family because they had “their
own agenda.”
On November 20, 1995, Detective Inspector Smith attended the Long

Sault Detachment and was shown a Standard-Freeholder article in which Mr.
MacDonald quoted Detective Inspector Smith as saying the investigation would
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not start until Constable Dunlop was dealt with. Detective Inspector Smith wrote
in his notes that this was “not entirely true” and that “Dunlop is now using
MacDonald + Silmser to further his cause.”
The next day, Detective Inspector Smith spoke to lawyer Bryce Geoffrey,

who represented Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Silmser, and C-3, and expressed his dis-
pleasure about the news article. He said that from now on he would communicate
with Mr. Geoffrey’s clients only through him. On November 23, 1995, Mr.
MacDonald called Detective Inspector Smith, who advised him that “any
conversation on anything he wanted from me would be done through his lawyer.”
The Crown assigned to prosecute the Father MacDonald case, Robert Pelletier,

took a similar approach. After receiving an unpleasant call from Mr. Silmser,
Mr. Pelletier told Mr. Geoffrey that if Mr. Silmser wanted to communicate with
him again, he should do so through his lawyer. This is an example of problems
that can arise in the absence of a Victim/Witness Assistance Program (discussed
further in Chapter 11, ”Institutional Response of the Ministry of the Attorney
General”). I realize it may be challenging, but efforts must be made to better
understand all complainants.

Detective Inspector Smith met with and interviewed C-3 on November 24,
1995, in the presence of his lawyer, Mr. Geoffrey.

Submission of the Crown Brief

On January 3, 1996, Detective Inspector Smith spoke to regional Crown Peter
Griffiths and said that the OPP would have a brief to him within two weeks. In his
notes, Detective Inspector Smith wrote that the officers felt that with the two addi-
tional victims there were reasonable and probable grounds to lay indecent assault
charges against Father MacDonald. The brief was submitted later in January.
Detective Constable Fagan advised Detective Inspector Smith on January 16,

1996, that Mr. Griffiths had told him that the alleged “indecent assault” when
C-3 was sixteen years of age was considered consensual and no charges were
warranted. The remaining allegations would be reviewed by Crown Pelletier,
who was picking up the brief.
Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan had prepared the

Crown brief, including the synopsis, together. The portion of the synopsis dealing
with David Silmser is copied almost verbatim from the synopsis in the 1994
brief. Accordingly, the error in the dates of the abuse is reproduced and the
synopsis’ conclusion suggests, as it did in 1994, that the officers did not have
reasonable and probable grounds. Detective Inspector Smith, however, testified
that he was satisfied that they had reasonable and probable grounds, as he had
already advised Mr. Griffiths. Detective Inspector Smith’s concern was with
reasonable prospect of conviction. He explained:
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Once I lay the charges the clock, I say, starts ticking and then the
prosecutors decide that there’s no reasonable prospect of conviction,
they withdraw the charges or they’re stayed. I can’t revisit those.
I can’t go back and re-lay those charges, so those victims would
never be before—never get before a courts [sic].

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan met with Mr. Pelletier,
whomDetective Inspector Smith had worked with on the St. Joseph Training School
case inAlfred, on January 31, 1996.According to Detective Inspector Smith, at the
time, Mr. Pelletier was perhaps the most experienced Crown attorney in sexual
assault investigations in Canada.At the meeting, Mr. Pelletier was given four briefs:
the original investigation of David Silmser’s complaint by the CPS, the investigation
conducted by the Ottawa Police Service into the propriety of the Cornwall investi-
gation, materials related to the settlement betweenMr. Silmser and the Church, and
materials relating to the complaint by Mr. Silmser against the CPS and the Crown
attorney’s office in Cornwall with regard to the initial decision not to lay charges.
On February 7, 1996, Detective Inspector Smith provided Mr. Pelletier with

the extortion brief prepared by Detective Inspector Hamelink as well as videotapes
of the complainants’ interviews.

Robert Pelletier Recommends Charges Be Laid

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Fagan met with Mr. Pelletier
again on February 21, 1996. He had reviewed the briefs and statements and,
according to Detective Inspector Smith’s notes, it appeared that he would recom-
mend charges.
At this meeting, Mr. Pelletier provided the appropriate wording for the

information and provided advice regarding the charges. There was also a discus-
sion about the arrest and the press release. Mr. Pelletier confirmed his opinion that
charges should be laid in a letter dated March 5, 1996.

Father Charles MacDonald Arrested

Father MacDonald was arrested on March 11, 1996.
In his opinion letter, Mr. Pelletier also provided advice on the arrest, indi-

cating that it would be sufficient for Father MacDonald to surrender himself and
be provided with a summons for the first court date. Detective Inspector Smith
said that he was in agreement with Mr. Pelletier about this approach. He rarely
“brought anybody in handcuffs into jail or court.”
Detective Inspector Smith advised CPS Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet, lawyer

Bryce Geoffrey, and Bishop Eugène LaRocque of the impending charges on
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March 6, 1996, prior to the arrest. That afternoon, Detective Inspector Smith
was contacted by someone from CBC’s Fifth Estate program who said they had
reliable information that charges were going to be laid and asked Detective
Inspector Smith to confirm. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he “had an
idea” that the source of this information was Constable Dunlop.
A press release confirming that charges had been laid was issued on March 11,

1996.As will be discussed in later sections, further charges were laid against Father
MacDonald in 1998 and 2000 as part of the OPP’s Project Truth investigation.

C-8’s Allegations Against Father Charles MacDonald

After Father Charles MacDonald was arrested in March 1996, an additional
complainant, C-8, came forward in January 1997. Before disclosing his allega-
tions of abuse to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), C-8 first made these claims
to Constable Perry Dunlop of the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) during a private
investigation that Constable Dunlop was performing while he was on sick leave.
Father MacDonald was charged in 1998 in relation to these allegations, but just
before his trial in 2002, C-8 recanted his allegations against Father MacDonald.

C-8 Provides Statements to Constable Perry Dunlop and Others

C-8 contacted Constable Dunlop in early June 1996 in order to tell him about
allegations of abuse by Ron Leroux and Marcel Lalonde. Shortly thereafter,
C-8 provided a statement to Randy Porter, a retired police officer from Toronto
who assisted Constable Dunlop and Charles Bourgeois, Constable Dunlop’s
lawyer. Mr. Bourgeois testified that he instructed Mr. Porter to take this state-
ment from C-8.
During this interview, C-8 was asked a number of questions about Ken Seguin

and about individuals whom he had seen at Mr. Seguin’s home. He said he had
known Father MacDonald for years and that when he was thirteen years old,
Father MacDonald had “made a pass” at him at “St. Clemens Parish.”
C-8 provided another statement on December 12, 1996. By this time, C-8 hadmet

with Constable Dunlop on several occasions. In this statement, C-8 alleged he was
sexually assaulted by Father MacDonald at St. Columban’s Church when he was
twelve or thirteen years old. He said Father MacDonald was the first person to
sexually abuse him. In this statement he also alleged abuse by Marcel Lalonde.
C-8 provided a third statement on January 23, 1997. In this statement he

made an additional allegation against Father MacDonald, claiming that he was
abused with a candle at his father’s funeral.
This statement was taken on the same day that C-8 had a court appearance for

sexual assault charges relating to a teenage girl. Mr. Bourgeois acted as C-8’s
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lawyer on these charges. Mr. Bourgeois testified that although he recalls the
statement and was present for the discussions, he could not remember why the
statement was taken on that day.
As discussed further in the section “Interactions between Project Truth and

Constable Perry Dunlop,” in March 2002, prior to Father MacDonald’s trial,
C-8 told Crown attorneys Lorne McConnery and Kevin Phillips that he wanted
to drop the charges against Father MacDonald. He said that the incident at his
father’s funeral never happened. He also testified before this Inquiry that the
allegations he made against Father MacDonald were false.

C-8 Provides Statements to the OPP

On January 23, 1997, the same day that C-8 gave his third statement to Constable
Dunlop, he also attended the Lancaster OPP Detachment with Mr. Bourgeois
and read this prepared statement in the presence of Detective Constable Don
Genier. According to Mr. Bourgeois, he brought C-8 to the OPP because C-8
wanted to file a criminal complaint against the individuals who allegedly abused
him. Detective Constable Genier then conducted two videotaped interviews of
C-8: one in respect of his allegations against Mr. Lalonde and another in respect
of his allegations against Father MacDonald.
C-8 does not recall the OPP following up with him regarding his allegations

about Father MacDonald.

Detective Constable Don Genier Sends Videotape to Detective Constable
Michael Fagan

On January 27, 1997, Detective Constable Genier contacted Detective Constable
Fagan to advise him of C-8’s video statement and said he would provide a copy.
Detective Constable Genier mailed the videotaped interview of C-8 regarding
his allegations against Father MacDonald to Detective Constable Fagan on
February 10.
According to Detective Constable Genier’s notes, he also informed Detective

Inspector Tim Smith that he told Detective Constable Fagan about C-8’s allega-
tions of abuse by Father MacDonald. However, Detective Inspector Smith testi-
fied that he does not think he was aware of the January 23 statement taken from
C-8. He said he was away for almost three weeks in February 1997.

Father Charles MacDonald’s Preliminary Inquiry

The preliminary inquiry in R. v. Charles MacDonald began on February 24,
1997. That evening, C-8 appeared on television and spoke about his allegations
against Father MacDonald. As will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 11,
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“Institutional Response of the Ministry of theAttorney General,” Crown attorney
Robert Pelletier was unaware of C-8’s allegations until the issue was raised the
next day in court. As a result of this new development, counsel for Father
MacDonald requested an adjournment of the preliminary inquiry. It resumed in
September 1997.
According to Detective Constable Genier’s notes, he received a call from

Detective Constable Fagan, who was in court, the morning of February 25, 1997.
Detective Constable Fagan asked him several questions about C-8’s allegations
of abuse by Father MacDonald. He apologized because he thought the video he
had received from Detective Constable Genier pertained to Marcel Lalonde.
It therefore appears that Detective Constable Fagan had not reviewed the

videotaped statement from C-8 prior to the preliminary inquiry and that neither
Detective Constable Fagan nor Detective Inspector Smith had informed Mr.
Pelletier of C-8’s allegations.
This information should have been provided to Mr. Pelletier, who probably

would have disclosed it to the defence. This may not have avoided an adjournment,
but at the very least the Crown would have been fully informed and prepared to
deal with the issue at the preliminary inquiry.
Detective Constable Genier later faxed a copy of C-8’s statement to Detective

Constable Fagan and met with him and Mr. Pelletier at the courthouse. The three
of them then met with defence counsel. Detective Constable Genier answered
questions about the events surrounding C-8’s complaint, such as how C-8 became
involved with Charles Bourgeois. According to Detective Constable Genier’s
notes, he advised the lawyers that when he arrested C-8 he was on the phone
with Mr. Bourgeois. He also said that C-8 had mentioned he was friends with
Constable Dunlop and had spoken to him about the charges against him involv-
ing a teenage girl, and that “disclosure of [C-8]’s abuse soon followed.”
On February 27, 1997, Detective Constable Genier received a call from

Detective Constable Fagan advising that Mr. Pelletier wanted C-8 interviewed and
had a number of questions that he wanted asked. Detective Constable Genier
met with C-8 that day at the Ottawa courthouse cafeteria and took a statement.
C-8 recalls that he attended the Father MacDonald preliminary inquiry because
Constable Dunlop asked him to go with him for support. He recalls being pulled
aside by two OPP officers as he was leaving the courthouse on February 27. He
said Constable Dunlop and Helen Dunlop told him to stay away from them, but
he gave them an interview anyway.
As will be discussed in the section “Project Truth Investigation of Father

MacDonald,” charges were laid against Father MacDonald in respect of C-8’s
allegations in January 1998.

582 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



Investigation and Prosecution of Marcel Lalonde

Marcel Lalonde worked as an elementary school teacher with the Stormont, Dundas
& Glengarry County Roman Catholic Separate School Board from 1969 until
1997, when he was suspended following his arrest on sexual abuse–related charges.
The Cornwall Police Service (CPS) first became aware of and investigated

allegations of sexual abuse against Mr. Lalonde in 1989. No charges were laid
following the investigation. Mr. Lalonde’s name again came to the attention of the
CPS in 1994 when it received information from the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) that David Silmser had told the Children’s Aid Society that his former
teacher, Mr. Lalonde, had abused him. The allegation was not pursued because
of Mr. Silmser’s lack of cooperation. These investigations are discussed in Chapter
6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall Community Police Service.
This section focuses on the 1996 investigation of Mr. Lalonde by the OPP,

the OPP’s interaction with the CPS during its concurrent investigation of Mr.
Lalonde, and the disclosure issues that arose during Mr. Lalonde’s prosecution.

CPS Refers C-68’s Complaint to the OPP

As previously discussed in Chapter 6, in the fall of 1996, probation officer Sue
Lariviere informed the CPS that one of her probationers, C-68, had alleged sexual
abuse by Mr. Lalonde. Constable René Desrosiers of the CPS was assigned to
follow up. Constable Desrosiers informally interviewed C-68 about his allegations
on October 30, 1996. C-68 told him that when he was twelve years old, he was
sexually abused by his teacher, Mr. Lalonde, during overnight camping trips.
Because the abuse disclosed by C-68 took place outside CPS jurisdiction,
Constable Desrosiers referred the complaint to the Lancaster OPP.
At the time, Constable Desrosiers was not aware of the previous CPS inves-

tigation of Mr. Lalonde. He did not run any background checks on Mr. Lalonde
because, he testified, he was turning the matter over to the OPP, which had the
same computer system as the CPS and so could run its own search of the Ontario
Municipal and Provincial Police Automation Cooperative. Unfortunately, the
earlier investigation by the CPS predated this automated system and therefore it
contained no record of the investigation.

The fact that a previous investigation had taken place was not discovered
until the fall of 1999 when a witness said during a preparation meeting before trial
that he had been interviewed by the CPS in the late 1980s about Mr. Lalonde. The
files relating to that investigation were found only after a manual search of the
CPS’s contact cards by the CPS records department and a physical search of
the CPS archives by Constable Desrosiers.
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Accordingly, when the OPP was referred C-68’s complaint in 1996, it had
no way of knowing that a prior investigation had taken place. The OPP did not
have the advantage of the information gathered by the CPS during the previous
investigation.

Investigation of C-68’s Complaint and Arrest of Marcel Lalonde

Detective Constable Don Genier of the Lancaster Detachment was assigned to the
investigation of C-68’s allegations on November 4, 1996. Don Genier joined the
OPP on October 16, 1989, and became a member of the Criminal Investigation
Branch in October 1993. As discussed in Chapter 12, on process, Detective
Constable Genier did not testify at this Inquiry. Information about his investi-
gation into C-68’s complaint has largely been taken from his duty notes and his
prior testimony in criminal proceedings.
The day of his assignment, Detective Constable Genier spoke to C-68’s sister

and mother, both of whom were previously aware of the allegations. He also
met with school board officials Kevin Linden and Bernard Warner, the Super-
intendent, to discuss the file and obtain information. Detective Constable Genier
maintained regular contact with Mr. Warner throughout the investigation.
On January 6, 1997, Detective Constable Genier contacted Mr.Warner and told

him that Mr. Lalonde would be arrested the following morning. Mr. Warner
stated that upon the laying of criminal charges, Mr. Lalonde would be suspended
by the school board. The following day, Detective Constables Genier and Chris
McDonell arrested Mr. Lalonde and laid charges with respect to C-68. Mr.
Lalonde was released on bail after a hearing that day.

Detective Constable Don Genier Discovers Other Alleged Victims of
Marcel Lalonde

During his investigation of C-68’s complaint and after Mr. Lalonde’s arrest,
Detective Constable Genier obtained information about other possible victims of
Mr. Lalonde.
One of these alleged victims was David Silmser. It appears that Detective

Constable Genier was aware that Mr. Silmser, an alleged victim of Father Charles
MacDonald, had previously made allegations against Mr. Lalonde. In his testimony
at Mr. Lalonde’s preliminary inquiry, Detective Constable Genier stated, “I was
familiar with the 1994 case with David Silmser, and I had recalled a mention of
Marcel Lalonde in that transcript.”
Detective Constable Genier put a great deal of effort into attempting to locate

Mr. Silmser to discuss his allegations. On January 23, 1997, Detective Constable
Genier received a call from Detective Constable Michael Fagan, who was working
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on the Father MacDonald case. David Silmser’s wife, Pamela, had advised
Detective Constable Fagan that her husband did not want to talk about the abuse
committed by Mr. Lalonde until the court proceedings with Father MacDonald
were completed. According to Detective Constable Genier’s notes, Detective
Constable Fagan asked her to have Mr. Silmser call the Lancaster Detachment
when he was ready.
Detective Constable Genier also reviewed the 1994 Crown brief on the

re-investigation of Father MacDonald and made efforts to contact the witnesses
named therein to ask if they had any association with Mr. Lalonde.
He obtained important leads through this process. For example,Albert Lalonde,

whom Detective Constable Genier apparently contacted because of his associa-
tion with the Father MacDonald investigation, told Detective Constable Genier
that when he mentioned the investigation to his brother, his brother guessed it was
about Marcel Lalonde. By following up with Albert Lalonde’s brother, Detective
Constable Genier obtained the names of further possible victims. These names
were referred to the CPS, as discussed below.
Detective Constable Genier learned of another possible victim of Marcel

Lalonde, C-8, who was under investigation for sexually assaulting a teenage girl.
On December 18, 1996, Detective Constable Genier spoke to C-8 as a suspect in
this investigation. C-8 told Detective Constable Genier that he had been abused
by Father MacDonald and Mr. Lalonde. The following day, Detective Constable
Genier arrested and charged C-8 with the sexual assault of the teen. On January
3, 1997, Detective Constable Genier contacted C-8 and asked if he would “lay his
complaint of being sexually assaulted by Lalonde.” According to Detective
Constable Genier’s notes, C-8 said that his lawyer was away and he would be in
touch when he returned.
On January 23, 1997, Detective Constable Genier met with C-8 and his lawyer,

Charles Bourgeois, at the OPP’s Lancaster Detachment. Detective Constable
Genier conducted two videotaped interviews: one in relation to C-8’s allega-
tions against Father MacDonald and the other in relation to his allegations against
Mr. Lalonde. During each interview, C-8 read a prepared statement. At the
conclusion of the interviews, C-8 provided names of other possible victims of
Mr. Lalonde, including C-66. Constable Perry Dunlop had assisted C-8 in the
preparation of his statements. At the time of the interviews, Detective Constable
Genier was not aware of Constable Dunlop’s involvement.

OPP Refers Further Marcel Lalonde Complaints to CPS

The OPP laid charges against Marcel Lalonde only in relation to the allegations
made by C-68. All of the other victims and potential victims uncovered by
Detective Constable Genier were referred to the CPS. It appears that the referrals
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were made on the basis that the alleged offences in those cases took place in
CPS jurisdiction. CPS Constable René Desrosiers was assigned to that investi-
gation, which is described in detail in Chapter 6.
One individual was referred to CPS on January 21, 1997. This alleged victim

had told Detective Constable Genier that Mr. Lalonde had taken photographs of
him and had other photographs of boys in his possession.
On January 27, Detective Constable Genier received a call from C-45, who

claimed to have been sexually assaulted by Mr. Lalonde. This complainant was
also referred to the CPS.
On January 28, Detective Constable Genier met with Staff Sergeant Luc

Brunet of the CPS, provided him with names of further victims, and advised
that a press release might encourage other victims to come forward. Detective
Constable Genier also told Staff Sergeant Brunet that two of the alleged victims
had mentioned that Mr. Lalonde had a photo album containing pictures of many
boys; that C-45 alleged that he had been assaulted by Ken Seguin and Nelson
Barque at the Cornwall Probation Office in 1971; and that C-8 had given two
separate interviews to Detective Constable Genier in relation to allegations made
against Father MacDonald and Mr. Lalonde. The videotaped statements of C-8
were given to the CPS on March 13, 1997.

OPP Involvement in CPS Arrest of Marcel Lalonde and Search of
His Residence

On April 29, 1997, the CPS laid charges against Mr. Lalonde in relation to the
complaints made by C-8, C-45, C-66, and a number of other individuals. That day,
the CPS executed a search warrant of Mr. Lalonde’s home. They seized five
photo albums which contained Polaroid pictures of teenagers drinking alcohol in
Mr. Lalonde’s home. The teenagers were clothed. They also found five nude
photographs.
Crown Murray MacDonald advised Detective Constable Genier of the arrest

that same day.
On May 22, Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Constable Steve Seguin

attended the CPS and looked through photo albums seized from Mr. Lalonde’s
residence. On December 5, 1997, Constable Desrosiers turned over to Detective
Constable Genier, in his capacity as a Project Truth officer, a list of names of
people identified in the photos.

The Decision Not to Include the Marcel Lalonde Case in Project Truth

On April 1, 1997, Detective Constable Genier met with Crown Attorney Guy
Simard. Mr. Simard explained that the Marcel Lalonde case would be reassigned
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because there was a conflict of interest in the Cornwall CrownAttorney’s Office.
The prosecution was eventually assigned to the Brockville Crown Attorney’s
Office.
Detective Inspector Smith asked Detective Constable Genier to attend a meet-

ing at the regional Crown’s office on April 24, 1997.
OnApril 24, Detective Constable Genier attended this meeting with Detective

Inspector Smith, Detective Sergeant Pat Hall, Detective Constable Fagan, Peter
Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, Crown Attorney
Murray MacDonald, and Crown Attorney Robert Pelletier. The purpose of the
meeting was to discuss a brief of materials that had been provided by Constable
Dunlop’s counsel, Charles Bourgeois, to Chief Julian Fantino, of the London
Police Service. The “Fantino Brief” contained statements from alleged victims,
including C-8 and David Silmser, alleging abuse by Mr. Lalonde. It was that
the OPP would investigate all of the allegations in the Fantino Brief. This meet-
ing is discussed in detail in the section “Project Truth: Initial Meetings Between
OPP and Crowns.”
Despite several references to Mr. Lalonde in the Fantino brief, the allega-

tions against him did not become part of Project Truth. It is not clear whether
the decision to exclude the Marcel Lalonde allegations was made at this meet-
ing or some time later. Detective Constable Genier became a member of the
Project Truth team and remained responsible for the OPP’s investigation into
Marcel Lalonde. It was expected that he would be able to deal with any over-
lapping issues that arose between the Marcel Lalonde case and the Project Truth
investigation.

OPP and CPS Charges Against Marcel Lalonde Are Combined

Following the arrest of Mr. Lalonde by the CPS, Constable Desrosiers assumed
responsibility for all of the CPS complainants while Detective Constable Genier
remained responsible for the one OPP complainant, C-68. Sometime before the
preliminary inquiry, a new information was sworn combining the counts contained
in the information of January 1997 sworn by the OPP and the information of
April 1997 sworn by the CPS.

Coordination of Disclosure

On August 18, 1997, Detective Constable Genier attended a meeting with
Detective Inspector Smith and Crown Attorneys Curt Flanagan and Claudette
Wilhelm to discuss disclosure issues relevant to the Marcel Lalonde and certain
Project Truth investigations. Unfortunately, as I describe below, this meeting did
not prevent disclosure problems from arising.
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Significant coordination between CPS and the OPP was required for effective
disclosure during the Marcel Lalonde prosecution. Constable Desrosiers testified
that he and Detective Constable Genier would each look after the disclosure
from their own police services. Neither had the opportunity to review the docu-
ments the other was disclosing. Faxes of disclosure requests from the Crown’s
office were sent to both officers. They would then contact each other to determine
who would respond to each request. Sometimes they delivered disclosure pack-
ages to the Crown on the other’s behalf. However, Constable Desrosiers testi-
fied that, even then, he was not privy to what was being disclosed by Detective
Constable Genier, other than seeing the request to which he was responding.
Detective Inspector Hall, on the other hand, testified that Detective Constable

Genier and Constable Desrosiers dealt with disclosure requests jointly. Detective
Inspector Hall’s evidence suggested that both officers were fully informed as to
the other’s disclosures. In this regard, I prefer the evidence of Constable Desrosiers.
Detective Inspector Hall was not Detective Constable Genier’s supervisor in
regard to the Marcel Lalonde investigation since Detective Constable Genier
was acting in his capacity as a local detachment officer. Constable Desrosiers, on
the other hand, was directly involved and was quite clear in his evidence as to the
procedure the officers followed.

Disclosure Issues Arising During the Preliminary Inquiry

Mr. Lalonde’s preliminary inquiry commenced on January 13, 1998. Constable
Perry Dunlop was called by defence counsel to give evidence. It became evident
during Constable Dunlop’s testimony that he had not disclosed all documents
in his possession relevant to the Marcel Lalonde prosecution.
Constable Dunlop stated in his testimony that he had seen Detective Constable

Genier at the Court and thought “he would have everything [Perry Dunlop] pro-
vided to the OPP.” In other words, Constable Dunlop appeared to be saying that
Detective Constable Genier had all of the notes that he had given to the OPP.
On April 29, 1998, Crown Claudette Wilhelm asked Detective Constable

Genier for “all notes from Constable Dunlop [to] be disclosed pertaining to
Lalonde investigation.” Detective Constable Genier’s notes state that he did not
find any notes pertaining to Constable Perry Dunlop’s interview with C-8. He then
spoke to Detective Sergeant Hall about the Crown’s request. Detective Sergeant
Hall advised that he had spoken to Constable Dunlop in October of 1997 and
all notes pertaining to the Marcel Lalonde investigation were supposedly in the
material received from Constable Dunlop.
Detective Constable Genier prepared a memo to Detective Sergeant Hall

requesting him to contact Constable Dunlop to ascertain if he had any other
information regarding Mr. Lalonde. Detective Sergeant Hall contacted Constable
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Dunlop, read to him the notes that the OPP had in its possession relating to Mr.
Lalonde, and asked if Constable Dunlop had anything further in his possession.
Detective Sergeant Hall pointed out that Constable Dunlop had indicated in his
evidence at the preliminary inquiry that the OPP were in possession of all his
notes but that very little was provided. Constable Dunlop advised that he would
check his notes again and advise if he had any further information.
As I will explain below, Project Truth was in fact already in possession of

relevant notes from Constable Dunlop that had not been disclosed to the Crown.
However, Constable Dunlop also had notes in his possession that he had not
disclosed to the OPP. It appears that no one realized this until just before the
Lalonde trial was about to begin in the fall of 1999.
Constable Desrosiers testified that he was not aware that Constable Dunlop had

provided any disclosure to Project Truth until he saw Detective Constable Genier’s
memorandum to Detective Sergeant Hall. In particular, he was not aware that
Constable Dunlop had provided a yellow binder in October 1997, which contained
notes relevant to Mr. Lalonde.
In joint investigations involving more than one police force, I would recom-

mend that one officer be responsible for all disclosure requests. This officer
should have a contact on the other force or forces who assist with disclosure,
but one person should oversee and track which items have been disclosed to the
Crown on behalf of all police forces involved in the investigation.

Disclosure Issues Around the First Trial Date

Mr. Lalonde was committed to trial following the preliminary inquiry, and a trial
date was set for October 4, 1999. On September 29, 1999, defence counsel wrote
to the Crown requesting notes taken by Constable Dunlop on September 11,
1996, and on December 12, 1996.
These notes were in the package of materials that Constable Dunlop had

delivered to Project Truth in a yellow binder in October 1997. The disclosure
of notes in Constable Dunlop’s possession is described in detail in the section
entitled “Interactions Between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop.” Both
notes related to contact Constable Dunlop had with C-8; however, neither made
any reference to Mr. Lalonde. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not
believe there was anything in the yellow binders that was relevant for disclosure
in the Marcel Lalonde prosecution.
In my view, any notes obtained by Project Truth that showed contact between

Constable Dunlop and any of the complainants in the Marcel Lalonde prosecu-
tion ought to have been disclosed to the Crown upon receipt. Moreover, after
Constable Dunlop’s contact with C-8 was raised at the preliminary inquiry, it
became quite clear that the Crown was interested in obtaining any notes that
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Constable Dunlop had made in this regard. Accordingly, it ought to have been
apparent to the OPP that notes in its possession indicating such contact, whether
or not they referred to Mr. Lalonde specifically, should have been disclosed to
the Crown.
On October 1, 1999, Detective Constable Genier met with the Crown and

was provided with notes that Constable Dunlop had given Constable Desrosiers
the day before. In addition to the notes of September 11 and December 12, 1996,
Constable Dunlop had disclosed another note dated November 19, 1996, that
referred to a conversation between him and C-8 about Mr. Lalonde. Detective
Constable Genier checked the Project Truth files and found a similar typed
version of these handwritten notes. Detective Constable Genier’s notes indicate
he would disclose the material to defence counsel.
On the morning of October 4, 1999, the date scheduled for the start of the

Marcel Lalonde trial, Crown Wilhelm requested more of the materials from
Constable Dunlop that were in Project Truth’s possession. Detective Constable
Genier obtained two black binders that had been disclosed by Constable Dunlop
to the OPP in July 1998 and reviewed them with Crown Wilhelm. Crown and
defence counsel then went in chambers. Detective Constable Genier noted:
“Matter will be adjourned because of victims being involved in other matters
which defence claims sections pertain to accused—Lalonde.” The trial was
adjourned to September 11, 2000.
I note that if the matter had not been adjourned due to the late disclosure of the

notes from Constable Dunlop, it would have had to have been adjourned for
another reason. As I have discussed in detail in Chapter 6, on October 5, 1999,
Constable Desrosiers learned of the 1989 investigation conducted by the CPS
into allegations against Mr. Lalonde. This material had not yet been disclosed to
the defence.
In the days following the adjournment of the trial, CrownWilhelm met with

Detective Constable Genier and Detective Sergeant Hall regarding the rele-
vant materials in the possession of Project Truth and went to the Project Truth
offices to review those materials. As a result, it appears from Detective Constable
Genier’s notes, further documents were identified and a package was sent to
defence counsel including “all statements pertaining to Marcel Lalonde and
Perry Dunlop.” Detective Inspector Hall testified that he recalled CrownWilhelm
coming to the OPP offices and preparing a list of documents that she wanted
for disclosure.
There is nothing before me to indicate what specifically was identified by

Crown Wilhelm from the Project Truth files as relevant to the Marcel Lalonde
prosecution. However, there were many areas of intersection between Project
Truth and the Lalonde investigation that may have posed complications regard-
ing disclosure.
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For example, as mentioned above, on the day of Mr. Lalonde’s arrest by the
CPS, his residence was searched and a number of photographs were seized. One of
these photographs was of Father MacDonald with two young people at the rectory.
One of the young people was identified by Project Truth as C-107, whomDetective
Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall interviewed in December 1997.
Although this individual had no issues with Father MacDonald, he gave the

officers information concerning possible abuse by Mr. Lalonde. Following the
interview, C-107 mailed a statement to Detective Sergeant Hall disclosing abuse
by Mr. Lalonde but indicating that he did not want to pursue criminal charges.
Given the overlap between the Marcel Lalonde investigation and Project

Truth, in particular the joint victims and Constable Dunlop’s involvement with
some of those victims, it is not surprising that Project Truth came into possession
of information that was relevant to the Marcel Lalonde prosecution. It is clear that
information was not effectively and efficiently shared. In my view the OPP failed
to develop and apply proper practices or protocols to ensure effective cooperation
with the Cornwall Police Service and local OPP detachments, including disclo-
sure procedures in relation to issues arising from the involvement of Constable
Dunlop in Project Truth investigations.

Crown ClaudetteWilhelm’s Request for Assistance From the OPP

Detective Inspector Hall received a letter fromAssistant CrownAttorneyWilhelm
dated October 5, 1999, requesting that the OPP again attempt to obtain full
disclosure from Constable Perry Dunlop. Crown Wilhelm also asked Detective
Inspector Hall to speak with Constable Dunlop and ask him not to contact any of
the complainants in the Marcel Lalonde case.
As I discuss in detail in the section “Interactions Between Project Truth and

Constable Perry Dunlop,” Detective Inspector Hall discussed CrownWilhelm’s
letter and request with a number of people, including his superior officers,
Detective Superintendent Larry Edgar and Detective Inspector Klancy Grasman,
CPS Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie andActing Inspector Rick Carter, and Marc
Garson, Director of Crown Operations,Western Region. The discussions revolved
around what they could do to obtain any additional materials in Constable
Dunlop’s possession and whether Constable Dunlop should be investigated for
obstruction of justice. Detective Inspector Hall was advised by his superiors that
he should not interview Constable Dunlop.
On October 28, 1999, Detective Inspector Hall replied to MsWilhelm’s letter

and informed her that he could not comply with her request to speak with
Constable Dunlop. Detective Inspector Hall wrote that it “would not be prudent”
for him to become involved with Constable Dunlop on matters not subject to
the Project Truth investigation. Detective Inspector Hall also wrote:
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While dealing with Project Truth matters, and as a Detective Sergeant,
I had contact with Constable Perry Dunlop on numerous occasions
regarding his disclosure in our matters. He has assured Project Truth
officers that he has provided all disclosure relating to our investigation.
I have no reason to believe otherwise at this time. (Emphasis added)

This comment from Detective Inspector Hall is in stark contrast to the informa-
tion available at that time. In the fall of 1998 Constable Dunlop had refused to sign
a memo confirming that he had made full disclosure. Nothing had occurred since
that time that would demonstrate that full disclosure had been made. Quite to
the contrary, the disclosure of the November 19, 1996, note demonstrated that
Constable Dunlop had items in his possession that he had not given to the OPP.
In addition, this statement is inconsistent with the discussions that Detective
Inspector Hall was having with Staff Sergeant Derochie and Acting Inspector
Carter around this time about investigating Constable Dunlop for obstruction of
justice or obtaining a search warrant for his residence.
As discussed in Chapter 11, on November 19, 1999, Marc Garson issued an

opinion following his meeting with Staff Sergeant Derochie. This opinion led
to the preparation of a comprehensive order by the CPS to Constable Perry
Dunlop in consultation with Assistant Crown Attorney Wilhelm. The order
required Constable Dunlop to disclose all notes that he had related to the Marcel
Lalonde case. Detective Constable Genier and Constable Desrosiers conducted
a thorough review of the materials subsequently produced by Constable Dunlop
to “avoid any further adjournment” in the Marcel Lalonde matter “due to undis-
closed material on the part of Perry Dunlop.”

Marcel Lalonde’s Conviction

Marcel Lalonde’s trial was held in September 2000, and he was convicted on
November 17, 2000, on charges relating to four of the complainants: C-45, C-8,
C-66, and another individual. He was acquitted of charges in relation to the
remaining complainants, including C-68. On May 3, 2001, Mr. Lalonde was
sentenced to a period of incarceration of two years less a day.

Events Leading up to Project Truth

Constable Perry Dunlop’s Lawsuit and Private Investigation

As mentioned in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall
Community Police Service, in June 1996, CPS Constable Perry Dunlop launched
a lawsuit against the Cornwall Police Service, the Diocese ofAlexandria-Cornwall,
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and a number of others, claiming over $40 million in damages. The lawsuit
focused primarily on the events surrounding the illegal settlement with David
Silmser and the subsequent Police Services Act charges that were brought against
Constable Dunlop for disclosing Mr. Silmser’s statement to the Children’s Aid
Society. The action alleged malicious prosecution, negligence, abuse of process,
and defamation. It also alleged that the CPS’s treatment of Constable Dunlop
“was part of a greater conspiracy to keep a lid on allegations of sexual abuse
involving prominent individuals in Cornwall which included Father Charles
MacDonald and the late Ken Seguin.”
Shortly after the statement of claim was issued in this lawsuit, Constable

Dunlop’s lawyer, Charles Bourgeois, sent a letter to then Ontario Provincial
Police Commissioner Thomas O’Grady, requesting full disclosure of all documents
from the investigations into “Father MacDonald, Ken Seguin, Angus Malcolm
MacDonald, and the Cornwall Police Service” on the basis that these files con-
tained information relevant to Constable Dunlop’s civil suit.
Commissioner O’Grady forwarded the letter to Detective Inspector Tim Smith

and asked him to respond. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he had never
had a request from a civil lawyer like this before. He contacted Robert Pelletier,
the Crown responsible for the Father MacDonald prosecution, who advised that
it would be inappropriate for Detective Inspector Smith to provide the materials
to Mr. Bourgeois while the criminal process was ongoing.
Detective Inspector Smith responded to Mr. Bourgeois by letter datedAugust

19, 1996, stating that he would not be provided with anything from the police files.
Detective Inspector Smith did not believe that he heard from Mr. Bourgeois after
that. Although Mr. Bourgeois may not have been pleased with it, I believe this was
the most appropriate response to his request.
Beginning around June 1996 and continuing into spring 1997, Constable

Dunlop, who was off work on sick leave, along with his wife, brother-in-law,
and lawyer, began speaking to witnesses and alleged victims about allegations of
sexual abuse in the Cornwall area. They complied a number of witness state-
ments and affidavits, some of which were used to support Constable Dunlop’s civil
action. This private investigation is described in detail in Chapter 6.
Constable Dunlop’s statement of claim was amended on November 15, 1996.

The most notable change was that the lawsuit now claimed that there was a
“clan” of pedophiles from the Cornwall area who had sexually abused minors since
1957. Members of this group were alleged to have met at Stanley Island in late
August or early September 1993 and conspired to cover up the criminal allega-
tions against Father MacDonald and Mr. Seguin. Another amendment to the
lawsuit alleged that the defendants “and other conspiring parties used their
positions of supreme trust and authority to facilitate suppress and condone
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unlawful, illegal, immoral and perverse acts rather than consider the safety of
children in the community.” Further, the amended statement of claim alleged
that Father MacDonald, Malcolm MacDonald, and Mr. Seguin had conspired to
injure Constable Dunlop and his immediate family.

Involvement of Chief Julian Fantino

On December 16, 1996, Charles Bourgeois contacted London Chief of Police
Julian Fantino (now Commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police). Chief
Fantino was known for his force’s work on a high-profile investigation into the
sexual exploitation of boys called Project Guardian.
Mr. Bourgeois asked Chief Fantino to investigate the allegations of child sex-

ual abuse that had been identified by Constable Dunlop. He wanted Chief Fantino
to review an assortment of materials and provide feedback. Commissioner Fantino
testified that at the time he had heard of Constable Dunlop through the media.
Commissioner Fantino testified that he felt it would be “totally inappropriate”

to involve himself in this matter. He stated that he had no jurisdiction, no time to
deal with it, and enough of his own work to do. Moreover, Commissioner Fantino
testified that he told Mr. Bourgeois he did not wish to receive any material, would
not provide feedback on it, and would not conduct an investigation of any kind.
He told the Inquiry that he suggested that Mr. Bourgeois send the material to
the CPS or to the Ontario Provincial Police’s Project P. However, Mr. Bourgeois
wanted these documents to be reviewed by a third party. This was, in part, because
of Constable Dunlop’s lack of trust in the local authorities. Mr. Bourgeois had no
specific recollection of the conversation but confirmed in his testimony that
Chief Fantino referred him to Project P.
On December 19, 1996, Chief Fantino received a package fromMr. Bourgeois

consisting of a binder with seventy-four tabs, a videotape, and some audiotapes.
The binder contained statements and affidavits from a number of alleged victims
and witnesses, pictures of and background information on various priests and
other alleged perpetrators, the amended statement of claim for Constable Dunlop’s
civil action against the CPS and others, assorted media articles, the charge sheet
of the Police Services Act charges against Constable Dunlop, as well as related
judicial decisions, and an excerpt from the book Boys Don’t Cry. These materials
became known as the “Fantino Brief.”
In the accompanying covering letter, Mr. Bourgeois wrote, “[M]y clients and

I sincerely appreciate the considerable time, effort and commitment you will be
affording this case,” and, “After so many failed attempts, they feel you are the
man for the job.” The letter went on to say, “We would greatly appreciate your
opinions and direction concerning this matter and await your reply on Monday,
January 6, 1997.”
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Commissioner Fantino conceded that the wording of the covering letter
suggests that he had agreed to review the materials but said that was “totally
contrary” to what he had told Mr. Bourgeois several days before. Commissioner
Fantino testified that Mr. Bourgeois was dismissive of all that he had said and was
intent on sending him the material “no matter what.” My view is that Mr.
Bourgeois and the Dunlops were desperate to have this matter dealt with by
someone in authority.
Commissioner Fantino believed that he first saw the letter and materials in

January 1997.After “perusing” the material to determine what should be done with
it, Chief Fantino was “more convinced than ever that the material was not anything
that [he] needed or should have had in [his] possession” and that the material
should be turned over to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP). He met with
Detective Chief SuperintendentWayne Frechette, then head of the OPP’s Criminal
Investigation Bureau, in early February 1997 and gave the material to him. Chief
Fantino considered this to be the end of his role in the matter. He did not contact
Mr. Bourgeois or the Dunlops to acknowledge receipt of the materials or to tell
them that he had forwarded them to the OPP. Chief Fantino thought Mr. Bourgeois
had been discourteous in sending him the materials and testified that he felt that
he was “being used.”
I commend Commissioner Fantino for taking the initiative to ensure that the

materials were forwarded to the proper authorities. However, I find it unfortunate
that he did not inform Mr. Bourgeois of what he did with the materials, which
might have reduced Constable Dunlop’s sense of frustration in convincing some-
one to look into these allegations.
After a discussion among senior officers at the OPP Headquarters in Orillia, a

decision was made to give the Fantino Brief to Detective Inspector Tim Smith. He
received it on or around February 18, 1997. Detective Inspector Smith thought
that he was chosen to look over the brief because he had been involved in the 1994
investigations in Cornwall and, at the time, no one else had comparable experi-
ence in the investigation of historical child sexual abuse. Though Detective Inspector
Smith had recent experience investigating historical sexual assaults in the St.
Joseph’s and St. John’s Training School cases, he did not have any experience in
investigating historical sexual assaults outside an institutional setting, aside from
his 1994 investigation into allegations against Father Charles MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Smith received his instructions in a telephone call from

Detective Chief Superintendent Frechette. He was not given any specific direc-
tions, but rather was told to “take care of it.” Detective Inspector Smith informed
Detective Chief Superintendent Frechette that he was planning to retire soon
and that he would only be able to work on the matter for a year.
After he received the brief, Detective Inspector Smith contacted Chief Fantino,

whom he knew personally. Chief Fantino expressed his view that the way he
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had received the materials was improper but told Detective Inspector Smith that
the brief appeared to be well prepared and that it contained a number of allega-
tions that required investigation. Chief Fantino also gave Detective Inspector
Smith some advice based on his experience in Project Guardian, particularly in
relation to victim services.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that after he reviewed the brief, he knew

that it was going to require a large-scale investigation. In addition, around the
same time that the Fantino Brief was being referred to and reviewed by Detective
Inspector Smith, other information related to the brief was coming to light,
including information contained in the videotaped statements of Ron Leroux
and C-8 and further documentation relating to Constable Dunlop’s action against
the CPS. According to Detective Inspector Smith, “documentation was floating
all over the place ... at this period of time.”

Ron Leroux’s Complaint to the OPP in Orillia

In the same month that the OPP received the Fantino Brief, Ron Leroux gave a
statement to two OPP officers in Orillia outlining allegations similar to those
contained in the brief.
On February 7, 1997, Mr. Leroux arrived at the OPP Headquarters in Orillia

with Mr. Bourgeois to give a statement. According to Mr. Bourgeois, this had
been arranged pursuant to Chief Fantino’s suggestion to him that they report the
allegations in the Fantino Brief to the OPP’s Project P. Mr. Leroux and Mr.
Bourgeois met with Detective Constables DanAnthony and Catherine Bell, and
Mr. Leroux gave two videotaped statements, the first lasting several hours.
During the first videotaped statement, Mr. Leroux read aloud from two

documents that had been included in the Fantino Brief: his statement to Constable
Dunlop on December 4, 1996, and his affidavit dated November 13, 1996. In
addition to reading these statements, Mr. Leroux expanded on certain points
throughout. Detective Constables Anthony and Bell also asked a number of
follow-up questions about issues raised in the statements.
In the course of the first interview, Mr. Leroux made a number of allega-

tions about instances of sexual abuse that he had experienced or witnessed, and,
further, made allegations about a “clan” of pedophiles operating in or around
the Cornwall area.
In particular, Mr. Leroux claimed to have witnessed the abuse of several boys

at a religious retreat at Cameron’s Point where sheets were put over the boys’
heads and candles placed in their rectums. Mr. Leroux also claimed that several
priests had abused him. He made a number of allegations about Malcolm
MacDonald, who he said abused children in his law office. Mr. Leroux claimed
that some of the children, after being abused by their lawyer, would “go upstairs
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to probation office and get it again.” He also referred to videotapes seized from
his home by the OPP in 1993 (see “Videotapes Found in Ron Leroux’s House by
the OPP” earlier in this chapter). He claimed the tapes belonged to Ken Seguin,
that they contained homemade child pornography, and that the majority of it
was made by Mr. Seguin.
In the course of the interview, Mr. Leroux described a “clan” of pedophiles in

Cornwall. He said he saw “clan” members with adolescent male prostitutes
during trips to Fort Lauderdale, Florida. The “clan” also met at the parish house
in St. Andrews and at Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage on Stanley Island near
Summerstown, Ontario. Mr. Leroux said boys were brought to the cottage and
molested by various members of the group.
Mr. Leroux claimed that the members of the “clan” were well-connected,

and he insinuated they were able to avoid criminal prosecution. He described
the group having a “VIP meeting” at Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage in late
August or early September 1993, after which Mr. Seguin had told Mr. Leroux the
allegations against Mr. Seguin were settled.
Mr. Leroux also claimed the clan was “prepared to take human lives to continue

the cover up for sexual improprieties” and mentioned, in particular, that Mr.
Seguin, Malcolm MacDonald, and Father Charles Macdonald had threatened
to kill Constable Dunlop and his family. However, Mr. Leroux told the officers
later in the interview that he did not think the men were capable of carrying out
the threat and that they were just “ranting and raving.”
The Project Truth investigation eventually revealed that few of Mr. Leroux’s

claims were well founded and most others were greatly exaggerated or simply
untrue. Many elements of Mr. Leroux’s statement became the basis for rumours
and gossip within the media and the Cornwall community. It is significant to
note, therefore, that at this Inquiry, Mr. Leroux testified that a number of things
he said in his various statements were false. In particular, Mr. Leroux testified that
he had not witnessed a ritual at the Cameron’s Point retreat involving sheets and
candles. He further admitted that he did not even know some of the people he had
identified as belonging to the “clan” of pedophiles.
Mr. Leroux testified that Constable Dunlop and Mr. Bourgeois told him to

leave the names in the statement because someone else would know them. Mr.
Bourgeois, on the other hand, testified that he did not know on February 7, 1997,
that parts of Mr. Leroux’s affidavit were false, and he denied telling Mr. Leroux
to leave in the names of individuals he could not identify.
However, a few of Mr. Leroux’s claims were consistent with statements made

by others and with evidence uncovered by Project Truth. For example, a number
of complainants came forward and alleged that they had been abused by Malcolm
MacDonald, and he was arrested by Project Truth based on some of these alle-
gations. Numerous individuals also told Project Truth that they were abused by
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probation officer Ken Seguin. In addition, Project Truth learned that tapes
containing some form of pornography were seized from Mr. Leroux’s home in
1993 and were then destroyed by the OPP.
I believe that Mr. Bourgeois and Constable Dunlop did not intentionally influ-

ence Mr. Leroux. However, Mr. Leroux was a highly suggestible individual, and
because of the use of leading questions in Constable Dunlop’s interviews with him,
he adopted certain ideas that were put to him as his own.
The allegations made by Mr. Leroux were not immediately investigated by the

OPP. Helen Dunlop later told Detective Sergeant Pat Hall and Constable Steve
Seguin that she was told that the investigations were being forwarded to the
OPP’s Major Cases Unit.

Assignment of Detective Sergeant Pat Hall to the Death
Threat Investigation

On March 14, 1997, Constable Dunlop contacted Detective Constable Anthony
in Orillia and asked for a formal investigation into the death threats that had
allegedly been made against him and his family.
A few days later, on March 18, 1997, Helen Dunlop contacted Constable

Seguin at the OPP’s Long Sault Detachment to inquire about the status of the
death threats investigation. Constable Seguin then contacted Orillia and was
informed that Detective Inspector Smith was the contact on the file.
The following day, Detective Inspector Smith spoke to Detective Inspector

Klancy Grasman at the Criminal Investigation Bureau, who asked him what was
being done about the death threats. Detective Inspector Smith told Detective
Inspector Grasman that he had been away, but said that he would look into the
matter. It is apparent from Detective Inspector Smith’s notes that he was previously
aware of the allegations of death threats made by Mr. Leroux to the Orillia
officers. Detective Inspector Smith later told Detective Sergeant Pat Hall that he
was concerned that the Dunlops would file a complaint against the OPP for
not acting sooner. Detective Inspector Smith called Helen Dunlop and advised her
that he would be supervising the investigation, which was to be conducted by
other officers.
Detective Inspector Smith then contacted Chief Superintendent R.J. Eamer and

asked that Detective Sergeant Hall be assigned to investigate the complaint, with
the assistance of Constable Seguin. Detective Sergeant Hall then worked out of
the Criminal Investigation Unit of #10 District Headquarters. Detective Inspector
Smith testified that he requested Detective Sergeant Hall because he hoped
to involve him in the investigation of the other issues raised in the Fantino
Brief. Detective Inspector Smith knew that he would not be able to investigate the
Fantino Brief on a full-time basis and he wanted to bring in an experienced
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investigator. Detective Sergeant Hall, who initially hoped to retire at the end of
July 1997, was unaware of Detective Inspector Smith’s broader plans.
Detective Inspector Smith called Detective Sergeant Hall that day, March 19,

1997, and briefly explained the death threats complaint to him. The investigation
of the death threats is described in a later section of this chapter.

Project Truth: Initial Meetings Between OPP and Crowns

After Detective Inspector Tim Smith reviewed the Fantino Brief, he contacted
Crown Robert Pelletier on March 18, 1997, and set up a meeting for March
20. At the meeting, Detective Inspector Smith provided Mr. Pelletier with the
brief and they discussed whether any of the materials in it needed to be disclosed
to the defence in the Father Charles MacDonald prosecution. They decided
that Mr. Pelletier would review the brief and set up a meeting with the Ontario
Provincial Police (OPP) and Peter Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations,
Eastern Region.
This meeting was scheduled for April 24, 1997. Detective Inspector Smith

invited Detective Sergeant Pat Hall and Detective Constables Don Genier and
Michael Fagan to attend. Detective Sergeant Hall had the Fantino Brief at this time
but was not aware of all the allegations in it. He testified that he had very little to
say at the meeting.
In addition to Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Pelletier, local Crown Attorney Murray

MacDonald was also present. My views on Crown MacDonald’s presence at the
meeting are discussed in Chapter 11, dealing with the institutional response of the
Ministry of the Attorney General.
It was decided at this meeting that the OPP would investigate all of the

allegations in the Fantino Brief. Mr. Griffiths agreed to write a letter to the OPP
formally requesting an investigation.
Before the meeting, Detective Inspector Smith determined that the investi-

gation should take the form of a special project. Although Detective Inspector
Smith testified that he did not really want to take this on because he had just
finished a major investigation, he also said that “there was nobody else really
at the time ... that ... had the qualifications I had to do this.” The other participants
agreed that he should lead the investigation with a team of officers working
under his direction.
Peter Griffiths testified that he did not have any reservations about asking

Detective Inspector Smith to take on the case, notwithstanding the fact that
the officer would be required to revisit his previous investigation into the con-
spiracy allegations (discussed earlier in this chapter). Citing the arrest of Father
MacDonald in 1996, Mr. Griffiths noted that Detective Inspector Smith had
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demonstrated that he was capable of changing his opinion and laying charges
when new information was uncovered.
Unfortunately, there was no discussion at the meeting about how to properly

frame the mandate of this special project. Both Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Pelletier
believed that some of the allegations relating to the “clan of pedophiles” were not
well-founded. Yet there was no discussion about whether all the allegations
should be investigated. Mr. Griffiths testified that although certain allegations
“didn’t have a ring of truth about them ... stranger things have happened in the
world and that’s why I asked that the entire brief be investigated.”
I do not criticize the decision at the April 24 meeting to take all of the alle-

gations contained in the Fantino Brief seriously. I do question the OPP’s apparent
failure to determine for itself the most appropriate way to investigate sexual
abuse in the Cornwall area. It appears that the scope of the investigation was
dictated by the information collected by Constable Perry Dunlop, rather than by
a rational and well-thought-out strategy developed by the OPP. As I discuss in
the section “Project Truth’s Mandate,” this led to the creation of a mandate that
provided insufficient structure and focus for Project Truth.
My other criticism of this meeting relates to note taking. Although this was the

founding meeting for a major investigation, none of the participants took minutes
or detailed notes of what was decided. Detective Inspector Smith took some
brief point-form notes of the key points:

Review allegations + invest to date.
Review Dunlop brief + allegations.
Decision—finish preliminary witnesses MacDonald + Silmser.
Ask for an adj. [adjournment] prior to decision. Police investigate
new allegations.
Disclose Dunlop brief to Neville.
Investigate all allegations.
Letter of request to be made to Supt. Larry Edgar by Peter Griffiths.

Detective Sergeant Hall’s notes are equally sparse. Given the magnitude and
scope of the investigation contemplated, it would have been appropriate to have
a note taker present and to write a report following the meeting.
It is clear to me that the participants at this meeting were not all aware of the

enormity of the task they had undertaken. Detective Inspector Smith told Detective
Sergeant Hall that the investigation would take from six months to one year.
Detective Sergeant Hall had been planning to take advantage of a special option that
would allow him to retire on July 31, 1997, but he withdrew his retirement request
and agreed to take on the investigation, thinking that it would run until aboutApril
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1998, at which point he could retire at any time with two weeks notice. Mr. Griffiths
testified that he had no idea that the investigation would last several years, involve
hundreds of interviews, and compile over thirty Crown briefs.
Detective Wendy Leaver, an expert in the investigation of historical sexual

offences, testified that she found many officers involved in these cases “had no
idea” how a pedophile operates and would underestimate the number of victims
involved. Historical sex abuse cases, she said, require specialized investigations
that “demand resources and commitment and a long investigation.” Given their
involvement in the Alfred investigations, which lasted seven years, Mr. Griffiths
and Detective Inspector Smith should have known this, and I therefore find their
expectations somewhat puzzling.
Quick action was not taken on all items discussed at the meeting.A month later,

on May 27, 1997, after a follow-up call from Detective Inspector Smith, Mr.
Griffiths prepared the agreed-upon letter to Detective Superintendent Larry Edgar
of the OPP’s Criminal Investigation Bureau requesting “that Det. Insp. Smith
be assigned to investigate the Dunlop/Bourgeois brief.”
Mr. Griffiths was appointed as a judge of the Ontario Court of Justice in May

1998.After writing this letter, his involvement in what was to become Project Truth
was minimal.

Constable Perry Dunlop Delivers Government Brief to Ministries

OnApril 8, 1997, approximately two weeks before theApril 24 meeting between
the OPP officers and the Crowns, Constable Perry Dunlop attempted to deliver
a set of four binders, a tape of the Fifth Estate episode featuring him, and a
covering letter to three different institutions: the Ministry of theAttorney General,
the Ministry of the Solicitor General, and the Ontario Civilian Commission on
Police Services (OCCPS).
The binders contained the same documents as the Fantino Brief plus some

additional materials, including three new statements from victims and materials
disclosed during the Police Services Act charges against Constable Dunlop. The
materials in these binders are referred to throughout this Report as the “Govern-
ment Brief.”
The covering letter was seven pages long and set out numerous allegations of sex-

ual abuse, as well as an allegation that the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and others
had conspired to obstruct justice. It also explained some of the history of the case.
Constable Dunlop first went to the Ministry of the Solicitor General and met

with John Periversoff, Special Assistant, Policing Office of the Deputy Solicitor
General. Mr. Periversoff accepted the letter from Constable Dunlop but declined
to take the binders. He agreed to sign a receipt for the letter.
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Constable Dunlop then went to OCCPS but was unable to meet with its chair-
person, Murray Chitra. He left his entire package with a clerk-assistant, who
signed a receipt for him.
Constable Dunlop’s last stop was the Ministry of the Attorney General.

Michael Austin, Records and Support Assistant, accepted the full package of
materials and signed a receipt for them.

Only Solicitor General’s Materials Passed on to the OPP

Unfortunately, only the Ministry of the Solicitor General passed the material
it received on to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP). Because the Ministry
had accepted only Constable Dunlop’s covering letter, the OPP did not receive
the binders that Constable Dunlop had attempted to deliver with it. OCCPS
held onto the material and did not transfer it to anyone. OCCPS first contacted
the OPP about the materials in July 1998 when the issue was raised in the
media. All that is known about the Government Brief that was delivered to
the Ministry of the Attorney General is that the Ministry was later unable to
locate it. This controversy is discussed in more detail later in this chapter
in the section entitled “External Pressures: The Media, Websites and Garry
Guzzo” and in Chapter 11, on the institutional response of the Ministry of the
Attorney General.

Indications to OPP That Constable Dunlop Delivered
Additional Materials

The OPP did not obtain a copy of the Government Brief until July 31, 1998,
over a year after it had been delivered. However, in April 1997, it received several
indications that Constable Dunlop had produced additional materials. Helen
Dunlop told Detective Sergeant Pat Hall on April 4, 1997, that her husband was
going to Toronto to deliver a package to the Solicitor General that week. Detective
Sergeant Hall did not ask Ms Dunlop what these materials were or request a
copy of them.
OnApril 14, 1997, Detective Inspector Smith also learned of the delivery of

the binders. He received a call from Bart Caron of the Policing Services Division
of the Ministry of the Solicitor General. Mr. Caron told him that Constable
Dunlop had delivered a package and a letter to the Ministry of the Solicitor
General, which had refused it and referred it to OCCPS. Mr. Caron told Detective
Inspector Smith that he would provide him with a copy of Constable Dunlop’s
letter. Detective Inspector Smith failed to follow up with OCCPS in order to
obtain the materials that were sent to it. Like Detective Sergeant Hall, Detective
Inspector Smith should have mentioned the delivery of the binders at theApril 24
meeting at which the Fantino Brief was discussed.
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The OPP did receive the covering letter that was sent to the Solicitor General
at or around the time of the April 24 meeting. The letter lists “four volumes of
documents” as one of the enclosures. In the body of the letter, Constable Dunlop
describes the documents that he received as disclosure through the Police Services
Act hearing. The Fantino Brief consisted of only one binder and did not include
the Police Services Act investigative materials. These discrepancies should have
led the OPP to consider whether the materials delivered by Constable Dunlop on
April 8 contained information not already in their possession.
Notwithstanding the above, Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant

Hall became aware of the fact that Constable Dunlop had produced material in
addition to the Fantino Brief only in July 1998. They received a copy of the
Government Brief from Constable Dunlop on July 31, 1998. In a later section
entitled “Interactions Between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop,” I
explain how the OPP became aware of these new materials and the effect of
their delayed disclosure on the Project Truth investigation.

Constable Dunlop Is Told OPPWill Investigate All Allegations

On April 30, 1997, Detective Sergeant Hall left a voice mail message with the
Dunlops, informing them that the brief sent to Chief Fantino had been forwarded
to the OPP and that the OPP would be investigating all of the allegations. Since
Constable Dunlop had not delivered his updated brief, containing three new
statements from victims, to the OPP, it is unfortunate that he did not ensure that
the investigators had received it. However, the responsibility for the delay must
be attributed to the government agencies who accepted the materials but failed to
forward them to the appropriate authority.
On May 1, 1997, Solicitor General Robert Runciman wrote to Constable

Dunlop confirming that he had received Constable Dunlop’s letter and stating
that it would be inappropriate for his Ministry to become involved in operational
policing matters. He informed Constable Dunlop that his concerns were being
investigated by the OPP and said, “If you have new information that may assist
the investigators, I would strongly urge you to make your concerns known to
the investigators, as these allegations properly fall within the jurisdiction of the
OPP.” He suggested that Constable Dunlop should report the misconduct of
police officers in accordance with the Police Services Act. Mr. Runciman enclosed
a brochure entitled “How To File a Complaint Involving a Police Officer.”
Peter Griffiths, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, also replied to

Constable Dunlop’s letter to the Solicitor General on June 23, 1997. He informed
Constable Dunlop that the materials that were given to Chief Fantino had been
brought to the attention of the OPP, which was investigating the allegations of
sexual assault.
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Initial Plan and Initial Coordination Meetings for Project Truth

On May 14, 1997, Detective Inspector Tim Smith, Detective Sergeant Pat Hall,
Detective Constable Steve Seguin, and Detective Constable Don Genier met
with Detective Inspector Leo Sweeney to put together a plan for the investigation
discussed at the April 24 meeting. Detective Inspector Smith and Detective
Sergeant Hall decided to name the special project “Project Truth” because the
purpose of the investigation was to discover the truth behind the allegations in
Constable Perry Dunlop’s materials.

Recent Major Investigations Into Child Sexual Abuse In Eastern Ontario

In putting together the plan for Project Truth, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP)
had experience from two recent major investigations on historical child sexual
abuse that it had conducted in the area to draw upon.
Project Jericho was a joint investigation between the OPP, the Prescott Police

and child welfare investigations from Family and Children’s Services. It began
as a result of allegations of sexual abuse in Prescott that were first disclosed in
1989. Early in the investigation, in March 1990, a Crown prosecutor was assigned
to the case and was consulted on charges. Victim/Witness Assistance Program
(VWAP) services were available from Janet Lee, who was seconded on a full-time
basis to Project Jericho.
Project Jericho uncovered historical and ongoing abuse. The investigation

led to a total of 275 victims (current and historical cases) and 119 alleged
perpetrators (both male and female). Project Jericho was considered a success on
many levels, and according to Dr. Peter Jaffe, it is an example of moving from a
horrific tragedy to development of some hope and efforts at prevention.
The second recent major OPP investigation into historical sexual abuse was

an investigation into allegations of abuse at the St. Joseph’s Training School in
Alfred. St. Joseph’s was a school operated by Christian Brothers. The allega-
tions surfaced when a reporter interviewing a number of individuals noticed that
quite a few of them were alleging historical sexual abuse. The matter was brought
to the attention of the OPP, and Detective Inspector Smith was assigned as the case
manager in early 1990. The investigative team was solely composed of OPP
officers. Cosette Chafe was seconded on a full-time basis to the Alfred investi-
gations, where there were five VWAP positions set up before the preliminary
inquiries began. Robert Pelletier was assigned to head a five-member prosecution
team which included Murray MacDonald.30
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After approximately a year of investigation, there were dozens of suspects
and several hundred complainants. The investigators provided the Crown with
8,000 pages of victim statements and requested recommendations on charges. The
initial investigation, the subsequent investigation, the consultation, the laying of
charges and the prosecution all flowed seamlessly, according to Mr. Pelletier.
As a result of the investigation, twenty people were charged with regard to 165
complainants. The prosecutions took three years to complete.

The Operational Plan for Project Truth

Detective Inspector Smith had begun work on an operational plan in March
1997. He met with Detective Sergeant Hall again on June 5, 1997, to put together
the plan that would be submitted to OPP Headquarters for approval. Both officers
had experience in writing such plans. Detective Inspector Smith wrote the portion
that set out the overview of the investigation, and Detective Sergeant Hall drafted
the request for financial resources.
The operational plan gave an estimate of the size and scope of the investiga-

tion, the resources, including human resources, required for the investigation,
and the manner in which it would be conducted.
The initial funding request for the project was for $136,260. This budget

included vehicle rental, travel throughout the province to interview victims and
witnesses, accommodation and meals, office rental, the salary of a secretary, and
the equipment and supplies required for the project. This budget did not include
the officers’ salaries, and it had been agreed that the officers assigned to the
project would work eight-hour shifts and thus would receive little or no over-
time pay for project work.
Although Detective Inspector Smith had initially convinced Detective Sergeant

Hall to become involved on the understanding that the investigation was to take
from six months to one year, the operational plan submitted to the Criminal
Investigation Bureau stated, “It is anticipated that this project will require at
least one year to complete.” The plan warned that a shorter investigation would
be detrimental to the ultimate success of subsequent prosecutions:

Experience in previous large scale sexual abuse investigations involving
male victims has shown that it is difficult to accurately estimate the
number of potential victims that may ultimately report abuse. Male
victims of sexual abuse struggle with disclosing what may have
occurred and do not readily come forward. In some cases it can take
months if not years to report the abuse. Should an investigation be
conducted with haste, charges laid and legal proceedings commenced,
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experience has shown further victims will come forward causing
extreme difficulties with disclosure and problems within the judicial
process. Many times the results are piecemeal prosecutions which
result in acquittals, stays of prosecution or the withdrawal of charges.

According to Detective Inspector Hall, Detective Inspector Smith wrote this
section based on his experience with the St. Joseph’s Training School inves-
tigations and prosecutions. Detective Inspector Hall believed that Detective
Inspector Smith was referring to the fact that victims are often reluctant to be
the first to come forward, but that once one person comes forward, other victims
typically make allegations.
The plan noted that at least eighteen suspected pedophiles would be under

investigation. It also stated:

Many studies into the abuse of paedophiles, indicates this type of
sexual behaviour is not perpetrated in random isolated incidents, but is
a continuing and constant course of action involving multiple victims
over a period of many years.

The authors of the plan appear to have had a good sense of the problems that
could arise in a multi-victim, multi-offender investigation in terms of the large
numbers of victims who may come forward. However, they vastly underesti-
mated the time that would be required to complete the investigation and the
resources, both financial and human, that would be needed. Experienced officers
like Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall should have known
that one year was not sufficient for this type of project.
Some of the officers assigned to Project Truth testified that they often worked

more than a regular workday. Detective Constable Seguin said, “[T]his is one
of those all-consuming investigations ... it kind of takes over your life.” Detective
Inspector Hall said that he was forced to limit overtime even though there was
enough work to have the officers working twelve hours a day or on weekends.
Detective Inspector Smith emphasized the dedication of the officers who

joined Project Truth, explaining that they missed overtime pay that they would
have received if they stayed at their local detachments. It seems to me that limits
on overtime pay placed an arbitrary cap on the investigation. Once they became
aware of the enlarged scope of the investigation, Detective Inspector Smith and
Detective Sergeant Hall should have had some discretion in determining when
overtime was necessary, and the OPP should have made additional resources
available if and when they were requested.
Understaffing an investigation like Project Truth does a disservice to potential

victims and to the police officers involved. Dr. Peter Jaffe testified before me

606 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



that officers and other professionals exposed to sexual assault cases can experience
a type of “vicarious trauma”:

... I think it’s one of the things that shuts down investigations.
People don’t want to talk about it. People don’t want to deal with it.
It’s very painful and I’ve been involved with many police officers
and Crown attorneys who were impacted in a very profound way
and can’t carry on investigations or prosecutions because the level
at which this touches them in their own life, their own connection
to the community and also their own children who they now see as
vulnerable in a different way.

In the course of the hearings, I heard from experts who testified about the
overwhelming nature of multi-victim, multi-offender investigations like Project
Truth. In relation to large historical cases, Detective Wendy Leaver said,
“I believe our officers try to do the best they can with the training they have ...
It’s almost an impossible task to deal with it.” Similarly, Dr. Jaffe testified that
multi-victim, multi-offender matters are complex and overwhelm local resources
because they are “beyond what any individual agency is usually designed to
deal with.”
For this reason, adequate funding and organizational support are crucial. So

too is collaboration with other relevant agencies, including child protection
services, school boards, and the Crown attorney, and I discuss this need further
in other portions of this Report.

Selection of Officers

Detective Inspector Smith was in part responsible for the strains on his officers’
time because he wanted the investigation to be carried out by a small team. He
explained the rationale for this approach as follows:

The advantage of having a small team is that everybody knows
everything that’s going on, and I call it participatory type management.
It includes the investigators, a supervisor, myself, everybody has input.
We listen to everybody’s ideas and then we plan a direction and we go
in that direction. So, if one officer, for example, got sick or was unable
to attend, one of the other officers could pick it up because he would
know that other officer’s case.

Detective Inspector Smith explained that the investigators assigned to him
during the St. Joseph’s Training School investigation were not qualified to do
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historical sexual assault investigations. In addition, they came from all over
Ontario, which led to lost time and other aggravations. For Project Truth, Detective
Inspector Smith wanted a small team of local officers whom he could train and
who wanted to work on the project.
Detective Inspector Smith initially wanted six officers to be assigned to Project

Truth. This included himself, Detective Sergeant Hall, and four officers who
would work in teams of two, with an older officer and a younger officer on each
team. Detective Sergeant Hall would supervise the two teams. There would be at
least one bilingual officer among them.
However, only Detective Constables Genier and Seguin were initially assigned

in addition to Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall. A third
Detective Constable, Joe Dupuis, joined the team in September 1997, after
Claude Marleau and C-96 came forward with allegations against ten additional
perpetrators.
Pat Hall held the rank of detective sergeant when he was assigned to Project

Truth in 1997 and was promoted to detective inspector in April 1999. Detective
Sergeant Hall had experience conducting and supervising sexual assault investi-
gations. He had worked on cases of historical sexual abuse, both in institutional
and non-institutional settings. He had taken a number of training courses on
sexual assaults and sexual abuse, including the joint Children’s Aid Society–
police training that was offered by the Institute for the Prevention of ChildAbuse.
The last course he had taken dealing with sexual assault was in December 1990,
almost seven years before the beginning of Project Truth. Detective Sergeant
Hall also had some experience in investigating other police officers. Between
1996 and 1999 he was responsible for conducting investigations into miscon-
duct under the Police Services Act as well as into criminal actions by municipal
police officers and other members of the OPP.
Detective Inspector Smith thought very highly of Detective Sergeant Hall.

During the hearing, Detective Inspector Smith said:

So the best officer that I know in the OPP, and I have dealt with him
for years and years, who should have been in the CIB [Criminal
Investigation Bureau] but for some reason wasn’t, was a fellow by
the name of Pat Hall. Most experienced investigator that I know.
If I was going to take this case then I wanted him.

Detective Constable Steve Seguin was the most junior member of the Project
Truth team. He was hired by the OPP in 1991. When he was assigned to Project
Truth in May 1997, he was promoted to the rank of detective constable. Detective
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Constable Seguin had some training in sexual assault investigations through the
Intermediate Constable Level IV course and the Criminal Investigations Course,
but he had not taken any specialized courses on the subject. He had investigated
a number of sexual assaults prior to joining Project Truth, although none of these
cases involved historical allegations of male-on-male abuse.
Detective Constable Seguin remained assigned to Project Truth until January

2000. He continued to assist with various matters after leaving the project and
returned to the project full-time between February 2004 and October 2005.
The second Detective Constable assigned to Project Truth was Don Genier.

Detective Constable Genier was the only member of the team who spoke French.
In conjunction with the Cornwall Police Service, he had investigated the alle-
gations of sexual abuse perpetrated by Marcel Lalonde, and he was assisting the
Crown with disclosure obligations and other pre-trial matters on that case when
Project Truth began.
A third Detective Constable, Joe Dupuis, was assigned to Project Truth in

September 1997. Joe Dupuis became an OPP officer in 1972 and retired in May
2003. He had taken the Criminal Investigations Course, but no courses that were
solely devoted to sexual assault investigations.
Other officers had been considered for the team but were not available or

turned the assignment down. None of the Detective Constables had experience or
training in investigating historical sexual assaults.
It is unfortunate that the OPP did not draw on the officers in the region who

had experience investigating historical and non-institutional sexual abuse, such
as those involved in Project Jericho. The Project Truth team also failed to make
use of the Regional Sexual Abuse Coordinator and her Assistant Coordinator,
who were in place at the time.
No female officers were considered for positions on Project Truth. Although

the allegations in the Fantino Brief primarily involved male-on-male abuse,
Project Truth’s mandate was not limited to male victims, and a number of female
victims did in fact come forward. In addition, some male victims may prefer to
speak to a female officer about their experience. It is my view that victims should
be given a choice as to the gender of the officer.
Another problem with the team selected was that it put a strain on the work

force in the local detachments. Both Detective Constables Genier and Dupuis
were based out of the Long Sault Detachment before joining Project Truth.
Detective Inspector Smith was concerned about taking too many resources from
the region, and asked for Detective Constable Dupuis only after he was unable to
obtain an officer from another jurisdiction whom he had requested. The Long
Sault Detachment was left short-staffed, which contributed to significant problems,

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 609



including a failure to act on a complaint about Jean Luc Leblanc that is discussed
later in this chapter.
The final member of the Project Truth team was Marion Burns, the project’s

administrative assistant.

Mandate

During the spring of 1997, Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant
Hall developed the mandate for Project Truth, based on the materials contained
in the Fantino Brief and the statement given by Ron Leroux to the OPP in Orillia
in February 1997. I discuss the mandate at length in a separate section of
this chapter. It is sufficient to say here that the mandate was largely based
on the allegations contained in the Fantino Brief and had two components:
(1) to investigate individual allegations of sexual abuse in Cornwall and area,
both historical and ongoing; and (2) to examine an alleged conspiracy among
some of the suspects, as well as the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall, the Crown
attorney, and the Cornwall Police Service.

InteractionsWith Other Institutions

Involvement of the Crown

The initial plan for Project Truth called for Crown attorneys to play a role in
reviewing evidence gathered by police and to give advice on the laying of charges.
This is not the norm in most police investigations but is more common in special
projects. Typically, the police make decisions about whether they have reasonable
and probable grounds to lay a charge without input from the Crown. There are a
number of reasons for consulting the Crown in cases of historical sexual abuse,
however, and Detective Inspector Smith had used this approach in some of his
prior investigations.
Due to amendments to sexual assault provisions in the Criminal Code, the

police sometimes required advice on which charges to lay. In addition, historical
allegations can be more difficult to prove at trial because of the lack of physical
evidence and the fading memories of victims and witnesses. Thus, the police
may consult with the Crown to determine whether there is a reasonable prospect
of conviction based on the evidence available, rather than laying charges pre-
maturely. Unfortunately, as described elsewhere in this Report, in some cases
there were significant delays in receiving an opinion from the Crown. These
delays are explained in part by the fact that no dedicated Crown was assigned to
Project Truth. I discuss this issue in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the
Ministry of the Attorney General.”
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Initial Meetings With the Cornwall Police Service (CPS)

In the months when the OPP was putting together the plan for Project Truth,
Detective Inspector Smith had a number of meetings with the CPS to inform
them of the investigation and to coordinate their work.
CPS Chief Anthony Repa initially contacted Detective Inspector Smith on

April 16, 1997, and informed him of the allegations made by Constable Perry
Dunlop in his civil action against the Cornwall police and others. Detective
Inspector Smith testified that Chief Repa volunteered to send him a copy of the
amended statement of claim. Detective Inspector Smith wanted to compare this
document to the one he had received in the Fantino Brief.
Detective Inspector Smith sent Chief Repa a formal letter a few days later to

inform him that the OPP would be investigating all criminal allegations con-
tained in the civil action, regardless of where the crimes had taken place. Detective
Inspector Smith informed Chief Repa of the upcoming April 24 meeting with
regional Crown Peter Griffiths. Chief Repa testified that he would have promised
Detective Inspector Smith the full cooperation of the Cornwall Police Service.
Chief Repa did not recall if he received any documentation about the matters

that had been decided at the April 24 meeting. However, on May 14, 1997,
Detective Inspector Smith informed him that he would be investigating all of
the allegations made by Constable Dunlop and Charles Bourgeois, both in
Cornwall and in the surrounding area. Detective Inspector Smith recalled that
Chief Repa insisted that he did not want Project Truth to become a task force
that investigated every sexual assault in town. Detective Inspector Smith agreed
and told him that the OPP was to look at the allegations made in the Fantino
Brief. Unfortunately, no formal protocol was put in place, and issues did arise with
respect to overlapping jurisdiction. These are discussed below in the section
addressing Project Truth’s mandate.
Detective Inspector Smith also asked Chief Repa if he could set up a meeting

to speak to Constable Dunlop and “lay down some ground rules.” Detective
Inspector Smith testified that he wanted to thank Constable Dunlop for his brief
and ask him to refer complainants to the OPP and to refrain from making com-
ments in the press that could jeopardize the investigation. This meeting is discussed
in more detail in the section “Interactions Between Project Truth and Constable
Perry Dunlop.”
Chief Repa tasked Inspector Richard Trew to act as a liaison between the two

police forces. He was to ensure that the OPP received any documents needed
from the CPS. Inspector Trew was also to deal with Constable Dunlop and ensure
that he turned over all material in his possession to the OPP. Inspector Trew was
chosen for this role primarily because he was one of the few people at the upper
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level of the CPS who was not being sued by Constable Dunlop. Staff Sergeant
Garry Derochie replaced Inspector Trew in late September 1999 as the liaison with
the OPP.

Initial Meeting With the Childrenʼs Aid Society (CAS)

On May 15, 1997, Detective Inspector Smith contacted RichardAbell, executive
director of the Children’s Aid Society (CAS), informed him about the allegations
in the Fantino Brief, and told him that the OPP would be investigating allegations
of abuse involving prominent people in the community. Mr. Abell told Detective
Inspector Smith that neither Constable Dunlop nor Mr. Bourgeois had told him
about the allegations; rather he had learned of them from the Diocese. Detective
Inspector Smith suggested that the CAS and the OPP work together on the
investigation, with the OPP acting as the lead agency.
Detective Inspector Smith met with Mr. Abell and Bill Carriere on May 21,

1997, to discuss how the CAS and the OPP could work together during Project
Truth. Also at this meeting were Detective Constables Steve Seguin and Don
Genier. Detective Sergeant Pat Hall was briefed afterwards. At the meeting,
Detective Inspector Smith provided the CAS with a copy of the Fantino Brief
so the CAS could review it for any allegations about current abuse.
A wide range of matters was discussed at this meeting, and the following

decisions were made:

• The OPP would interview Ron Leroux without the CAS present,
although the CAS could provide the OPP with a list of questions to
be asked.

• The OPP would give the CAS all records of interviews.
• The CAS would speak to senior Church officials about access of
accused clergy members to children.

• The CAS would explore treatment resources for any victims who
came forward.

• The CAS’s response to any media inquires would include an invitation
for victims to come forward to either the police or the CAS.

• If the CAS was approached by a victim, it would take a statement and
encourage the individual to speak to the OPP.

• The OPP would inform victims that it was working with the CAS and
encourage them to talk to the CAS.

• The OPP would inform the CAS of any suspects who had access to
children and of any children believed to be in danger.

• The OPP and the CAS would conduct parallel investigations into
allegations of abuse and would share information.
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Although an agreement was reached on these points, no written protocol
was put in place to formalize the arrangement. Both Detective Inspector Smith
and Mr. Abell testified that it would have been advisable to exchange a letter
of understanding or a formal protocol to confirm the respective tasks of each
institution.
Unfortunately, in the absence of a protocol, both institutions failed to follow

up on various elements of their agreement, and they never initiated a joint
investigation.
For example, the OPP did not provide the CAS with every statement that

they took. Mr. Abell testified that he was glad not to receive every statement,
because this would have been impossible for the CAS to deal with as it had
trouble storing its own materials. Nor did the OPP systematically inform the
CAS of all suspects so that the CAS could assess whether there were children at
risk. The CAS was informed of the names of some suspects just prior to or only
after their arrest.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that the statements taken by Project Truth

were available to the CAS upon request. By passively allowing the CAS to view
his files rather than proactively keeping the CAS informed of individual suspects
who were under investigation, he may have complied with the letter of the agree-
ment with CAS, but not its spirit. The purpose of the arrangement was to allow
CAS to assist victims and to keep children out of harm’s way. There was no
need to wait until an arrest to engage the participation of the CAS.
Both the OPP and the CAS said that they had a good relationship. Although

they did not have regular meetings or a designated liaison officer, Detective
Inspector Hall testified that the lines of communication remained open.
Nonetheless, I find that more could have been done to ensure effective com-

munication and cooperation. In particular, I believe a written protocol between
the two agencies would have clearly defined their respective roles and would
have led to more information sharing. The OPP’s failure to develop and apply
proper practices with the CAS is particularly unfortunate in Project Truth cases
that involved allegations of current abuse, such as the Jean Luc Leblanc and
Jacques Leduc investigations. I discuss these shortcomings below in sections
devoted to these individual investigations.

Getting the Investigation Started

Shortly after the meeting between the Project Truth officers and Detective Inspector
Sweeney on May 14, 1997, Detective Constable Seguin began identifying the
various suspects, alleged victims, and other relevant information contained in
the materials provided by Constable Dunlop and the statement given by Ron
Leroux. It took several months to complete this task.
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The operational plan was completed and submitted on June 12, 1997. It was
initially rejected and additional information was requested. Detective Inspector
Hall attributed the delay in approval to an internal dispute within the OPP:

I think there was a difference of opinion as to what should have been in
there and there was also a different opinion as to who should be paying
for it; whether it should be headquarters in Orillia or whether it should
come out of regional funds.

Detective Inspector Smith explained the delay as follows:

We were in the throes of change within the OPP and we had a new
deputy commissioner who had no investigative experience whatsoever
and who was, what I would call, a bean counter. And I had four senior
officers that had all kinds of investigative experience and had written
operational plans who had signed my operational plan and there were
games being played.

I think we were in the throes of having a new commissioner at that time
and there were people jockeying for that position and I think that I got
caught in the middle of that ...

Prior to the approval of the plan, Detective Inspector Smith was self-funding
some of the expenses associated with the investigation.
At the end of July 1997, Detective Inspector Smith was informed that the

funding for the project had been approved, and Detective Sergeant Hall was
given a cheque for $10,000 to get Project Truth off the ground. The operational
plan may not have been officially approved at that point in time, but the officers
were given the go-ahead to begin the investigation.
Both Detective Inspectors Hall and Smith testified that they did not feel that

the delay in approving the operational plan impeded their investigation. Detective
Inspector Hall said that they needed this time to dissect the Fantino Brief and
determine the direction of the investigation.
The officers were aware of the need to quickly investigate the allegations

against Father Charles MacDonald because there was an ongoing prosecution
against him. However, no interviews were conducted in relation to these allega-
tions until September 1997. This is obviously troublesome given that delay
ultimately became an issue in this prosecution.
In my view, the Criminal Investigation Bureau’s delay in approving the

operational plan and releasing funds could have created significant obstacles,

614 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



and I therefore find the OPP failed to secure, make available, and assign resources
to Project Truth in a timely manner. I would have recommended an overhaul
of the approval process but was informed during the hearings that this has
already taken place. According to Deputy Commissioner Chris Lewis, “Back in
those days, we had one part-time person that processed all that. There was
inconsistency in the forms, there was inconsistency in the approval process, and
it was frustrating.”
He said the system is now much improved: there are several people working

in this area, and the forms are standardized and can be filed electronically. Deputy
Commissioner Lewis testified that “the Pat Halls of the current day will get their
project plans in through a consistent format and be able to get what they can
justify and truly need.”

Initial Media Announcements of Project Truth

Shortly after the financing for Project Truth was approved, Detective Inspector
Klancy Grasman spoke with the Ottawa Sun about the investigation. An article
appeared in the Ottawa Sun on July 26, 1997, announcing the beginning of the
investigation. A similar article appeared in the Brockville Recorder and Times on
July 28. This article said that Project Truth would be investigating a “purported
pedophile group in Cornwall.” The article criticized the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) for not commencing the investigation sooner, given that it had been aware
of the allegations for months.

Press Release

These articles were published before an official press release for Project Truth
was issued on July 28. This press release stated, “The Major Cases Section
of the Ontario Provincial Police is investigating allegations of sexual abuse
in the Cornwall, Ont. area ... OPP investigators have been investigating since
early spring (1997) and will continue to do so.” Detective Inspector Tim Smith
testified that he did not have input into this press release, but noted that the
investigation into the death threats against the Dunlop family had been ongoing
for several months, and that the OPP had been doing some other work on
the investigation.
In my view, the press release is misleading and overstates the work done by

the OPP up to this point. It is unclear whether the OPP planned to make an official
announcement for the beginning of the project, or whether it released this state-
ment in reaction to the negative publicity in the press. The operational plan for
Project Truth did not set out a clear media strategy. It simply said, “If deemed
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necessary, a press release will be made with advice on its presentation from
Media Relations.” Detective Inspector Pat Hall testified that any media strategy
would have come out of OPP Headquarters in Orillia.
The media coverage surrounding the start of Project Truth encouraged victims

to come forward. On July 28, 1997, Claude Marleau contacted the OPP alleging
that numerous men had abused him. His friend, C-96, also came forward with
allegations of abuse at this time. Mr. Marleau testified that he had seen an article
about sexual abuse in Cornwall on July 27 in Le Soleil, a Quebec City paper,
which referred to the Ottawa Sun article. Mr. Marleau said that this article
motivated him and his friend to contact Project Truth, in order to protect children
in the Diocese from ongoing abuse:

[J]amais ça m’était passé par la tête de judiciariser cela jusqu’à ce que
je vois dans le journal qu’il y avait encore des enfants dans le Diocèse
ici qui se faisaient abuser. Bon, bien, c’était assez. Ça paraît peut-être
chevalier de ma part, mais c’était cela qui me guidait et c’est cela qui
guidait mon copain à l’époque.

Press Conference

The OPP held an official press conference on September 25, 1997. By then,
the Project Truth office had been set up and they wanted to make the phone
number available to the public. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he
and Detective Sergeant Hall requested the press conference also to fill the
information vacuum:

Pat Hall and I asked for these news conferences because of all the press
that had been coming along ... our force had a propensity for giving out
limited information, and I’d indicated to my superiors, you know, that
we’re getting all types of rumours down here, all kinds of different
press, we’ve got to do something, we have to say something.

Neither Detective Inspector Smith nor Detective Sergeant Hall attended
the press conference. Detective Inspector Smith said he did not want to have
to answer questions about the specifics of the ongoing investigation. Instead,
Superintendent Carson Fougère, Director of Operations, Eastern Region, was
present at the press conference. Superintendent Fougère had a more limited
knowledge of the investigation and thus would not reveal evidence being
considered by the police when answering questions. OPP Detective Super-
intendent Larry Edgar and Cornwall Police Service Inspector Richard Trew
also attended.
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Superintendent Fougère was briefed by both Detective Inspector Smith and
Detective Sergeant Hall before the conference, and they put together some of the ma-
terials that Superintendent Fougère relied upon.A press release prepared by a media
specialist within the OPP accompanied Superintendent Fougère’s media package.
The media release stated, “Any male person who may have been, or is presently

being sexually abused by a paedophile, or has any information regarding this
type of activity is urged to call the investigators,” thus implying that Project
Truth was limited to allegations of abuse perpetrated against men. This was a
mistake. Although the Fantino Brief was largely about male victims, some
allegations related to possible female victims, and Project Truth later investi-
gated a few allegations brought forward by women.
The media coverage following the press conference emphasized that the OPP

was investigating the existence of a pedophile ring. Detective Inspector Smith said
that this was the media’s spin and was not the message being sent by the OPP.
Superintendent Fougère testified that it was not his practice to correct errors
made by the press.
Just as victims came forward after the media coverage in July 1997, additional

victims contacted the OPP following the September press conference. C-101
came forward the following day, and Kevin Upper contacted Project Truth four
days later.
Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall, and Detective Constable Steve Seguin,

testified that the media coverage had the effect of encouraging victims to come
forward.
I commend the officers for recognizing that the media can have a positive

effect on an investigation, and I applaud Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall
for requesting the initial press conference. It appears that Detective Inspector
Smith in particular recognized the need to keep the press informed. However, I
find the efforts of the OPP in this regard insufficient and appreciate Detective
Inspector Smith’s candour in recognizing that mistakes were made. Detective
Inspector Smith admitted that the OPP had done a poor job of letting the public
know what was going on throughout the Project Truth investigation. The OPP’s
response to media covering Project Trust is further discussed in the section
“External Pressures: The Media, Websites and Garry Guzzo.”

Overview of Project Truth Investigations

The Duration of Project Truth

The planning stages of Project Truth began in spring 1997, with the review of the
Fantino Brief and the meeting held on April 24 in which it was decided that
the allegations in the Fantino Brief would be investigated.
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The investigative phase of Project Truth began in earnest immediately after the
media coverage at the end of July 1997, with the interviews of Claude Marleau
and C-96. As previously discussed, some of the officers had began working
shortly after theApril 24 meeting on arranging the logistics for the project and on
analyzing the materials in the Fantino Brief in order to plan the investigation.
The investigative stage of Project Truth concluded three years later, in the

summer of 2000. An official press release announcing the end of the investiga-
tion was issued in August 2001 after the officers received an opinion on the last
of the Crown briefs. Project Truth officers remained available to deal with
incoming complaints through their local Ontario Provincial Police (OPP)
detachments, and continued to provide assistance with ongoing prosecutions.
The last Project Truth prosecution ended on October 18, 2004, when Justice
Plantana stayed the proceedings against Jacques Leduc.

Number of Victims and Suspects Identified

After their initial review of the Fantino Brief, Project Truth officers identified
eighteen men as potential suspects. OPP records indicate that throughout Project
Truth, seventy-one individuals were identified as suspects in sexual abuse
investigations. The Cornwall Police Service and the Diocese of Alexandria-
Cornwall were also investigated during the conspiracy investigation. Sixty-nine
individuals are recorded as coming forward to Project Truth with allegations of
sexual abuse.
These figures are based on OPP records. Having reviewed the evidence, I

have found some minor inconsistencies in the manner in which victims and
suspects were entered into Project Truth’s database. For example, in some
instances where complaints were referred to another police agency, the names of
the complainants and alleged suspects were not included in the Project Truth
register documents, and in other instances they were. In addition, some individuals
who disclosed abuse but did not want to make a formal complaint were listed
as witnesses rather than as victims. As a result, these statistics appear to under-
estimate the total number of complainants and alleged perpetrators known to
Project Truth.
Over the course of Project Truth, the officers took several hundred statements

from victims, witnesses, and suspects.

Suspects Not Investigated

Project Truth did not investigate all seventy-one suspects listed in its database. At
least fourteen suspects had died prior to the start of the investigation. In addition,
Project Truth officers determined that at least eighteen alleged perpetrators did not
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fall within Project Truth’s mandate. Some of these suspects were referred to
other police forces.

Suspects Investigated but Not Charged

A number of individuals were identified as suspects but were not charged for a
variety of reasons. In four cases, the suspects were investigated but died prior
to charges being laid. Other suspects were not charged because no victims had
been identified, the suspect could not be found, or the victim was reluctant to
come forward. Thirteen other individuals were investigated, but the police
determined that charges were not warranted.

Charges Laid and Outcome of Prosecutions

Project Truth laid 115 charges against fifteen suspects in relation to allegations
of sexual abuse made by thirty-four individuals. Project Truth officers were also
involved in the court process in relation to the six charges that were laid against
Father Charles MacDonald in 1996 involving three additional victims.
Of the fifteen individuals arrested by Project Truth, only one was convicted in

Ontario. This appears to be the statistic most frequently cited in the media and by
Project Truth’s detractors, but it does not tell the whole story. Convictions were
obtained in two cases related to Project Truth. Marcel Lalonde, an alleged
perpetrator mentioned in the Fantino Brief, was investigated jointly by the OPP
and the Cornwall Police Service and was convicted on a number of abuse-related
charges. Although this was not a Project Truth case, the OPP’s investigator in
this matter was Detective Constable Don Genier, who was a member of Project
Truth. Father Paul Lapierre was prosecuted in both Ontario and Quebec. Although
he was acquitted on the Project Truth charges in Ontario, he was convicted in
Quebec of charges brought by Quebec police as a result of investigative work done
by Project Truth officers.
Of the other individuals arrested by Project Truth, four suspects, including

Father Lapierre, were found not guilty after a trial. Four suspects died before
their trials.
In three other cases, the Crown withdrew the charges prior to trial. The charges

against Keith Jodoin were withdrawn because the Crown determined that there
was no reasonable prospect of conviction. In the Bernard Sauvé and Father
Romeo Major cases, the charges were withdrawn because the alleged victims
were too ill or unwilling to proceed.
Three other cases ended in a stay of proceedings. In the case of Brother Leonel

Romeo Carriere, the charges were stayed because he was too ill to make full
answer and defence at a trial. In the case of Father Charles MacDonald, the
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charges were stayed due to delay. The charges against Jacques Leduc were
initially stayed due to willful non-disclosure. The stay was successfully appealed,
but a further stay was granted during the retrial due to delay. These cases are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, dealing with the institutional response of the
Ministry of the Attorney General.

Daily Workings of Project Truth

Roles of the Officers

Throughout Project Truth, Detective Sergeant Pat Hall was responsible for day-
to-day decisions such as assigning tasks and giving direction to the investiga-
tors. While Detective Inspector Tim Smith was the case manager, he made major
decisions, such as whether a person should be arrested, or whether an allega-
tion fell within the project mandate, but often in conjunction with Detective
Sergeant Hall. The two officers were in close contact with one another, even
though Detective Inspector Smith was not often in the office. Pat Hall was
promoted to Detective Inspector and became case manager in April 1999, after
Detective Inspector Smith effectively retired, at which point he made these
decisions on his own.
The case manager was responsible for reporting to the Criminal Investigation

Bureau (CIB) in Orillia. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he would have
reported to the Director or the Deputy Director of CIB. After Detective Inspector
Hall became case manager, he submitted written reports beginning in July 2000.
His first report included an overview of the Project Truth investigation to date.
Detective Inspector Smith was responsible for prioritizing the investigations

conducted by Project Truth, and Detective Inspector Hall took on this task after
Detective Inspector Smith retired.
Each investigation was assigned a lead investigator. Although one person was

designated as the officer responsible for the investigation, the officers were
supposed to share information and assist each other on their cases. Detective
Inspector Hall was the only person who read every statement. Information sharing
between the officers was done informally.
Detective Inspector Hall supervised Detective Constables Steve Seguin, Don

Genier, and Joe Dupuis. He met with them regularly and made decisions about
whom to interview, which allegations to follow up on, and whether certain tasks
should take priority. Although Detective Inspector Hall closely managed and
directed the investigative work of his officers, the officers made some of their own
decisions to follow up on information they received. Detective Inspector Hall
reviewed every statement they took. He also reviewed, and in some cases prepared,
the Crown briefs before they were submitted.
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The vast majority of the Project Truth interviews were conducted by Detective
Constables Seguin, Genier, and Dupuis. Detective Inspector Smith partici-
pated in only a few interviews. Detective Inspector Hall was involved in some
investigative work, particularly in relation to the death threat and conspiracy
investigations.
After arrests were made, the officers remained involved in the trial process.

They assisted with the disclosure of documents to the defence, assisted the Crown
in preparing witnesses, and delivered subpoenas to victims and witnesses. The
officers also provided some assistance to the victims, as described at the end of
this section.

Availability of the Officers

The officers assigned to Project Truth did not work on the project full-time. They
had other ongoing work and were often called away from the project to assist
officers at the local detachments.
The supervising officer, Detective Sergeant Hall, and the case manager,

Detective Inspector Smith, were also away from the project on a regular basis due
to other work assignments.
Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis both testified that Detective Inspector

Hall was at the Project Truth office almost every day. However, Detective Inspector
Hall testified that he was regularly assigned other work and that when he became
detective inspector and case manager in 1999, no more than 50 percent of his
time was devoted to Project Truth.
Detective Inspector Smith was at the office significantly less frequently. He

testified that he never spent more than one or two days per week on Project
Truth, and he acknowledged that there were some periods when he was away
from the project for months at a time. Detective Inspector Smith testified that
he spoke to Detective Inspector Hall by phone while he was away, but he did
not take any notes of these conversations. This was not the only gap in Detective
Inspector Smith’s notes. In comparison to Detective Inspector Hall’s notes, which
I observed to be consistently of good quality, Detective Inspector Smith’s notes
appeared less thorough and were sometimes lacking in detail.

ProblemsWith Staffing

In my view, staffing was a problem for Project Truth. There were not enough
officers, and those assigned to the project were not exclusively devoted to the
investigation.
Detective Inspector Smith’s plan for the investigation, outlined above under

“Initial Plan and Initial Coordination Meetings for Project Truth,” called for a team
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of four investigating officers as well as a supervisor and a case manager. Instead,
only three investigating officers were assigned. As Project Truth went on, many
new victims came forward, thus increasing the number of alleged perpetrators
under investigation.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that the officers were overworked and Detective

Constable Seguin said that they regularly worked long days. Detective Constable
Seguin testified that the investigations would have proceeded more quickly had the
project had additional resources. It is my view that the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) failed to assign sufficient resources to Project Truth to ensure that investi-
gations into historical sexual abuse were conducted in a timely manner.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not ask for additional officers.

He said, “[T]he reason why I didn’t ask is I knew there was nothing available.
I mean, resources were a problem.”
Despite his belief that additional resources would not have been forthcoming,

in hindsight I find it unfortunate that Detective Inspectors Hall and Smith never
formally requested them.As noted above, Detective Inspector Hall did not submit
a report to the CIB until July of 2000. It is difficult to assess whether the OPP
would have provided additional human or financial resources had a request been
made justifying their need based on the significant increase in the size of the
project, but in hindsight, this would probably have been a useful strategy.
A second staffing problem that arose was the lack of specialized training on

sexual abuse investigations among the officers assigned to Project Truth. Detective
Inspector Smith testified that he wanted a small team of dedicated officers whom
he could train. However, there was little opportunity for such training to take
place. Detective Inspector Smith did not directly oversee the officers’ work and
spent little time at the office.
Detective Inspector Smith gave the officers some initial instructions on

conducting interviews during the May 14, 1997, meeting with Detective Inspector
Leo Sweeney, Detective Sergeant Hall, and Detective Constables Seguin and
Genier. Detective Inspector Smith also explained to the officers that it was
important to “be there” for the victims, and that the victims needed support.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that in the fall of 1997, when Detective Inspector
Smith perceived a problem in the way statements were being taken, he showed
the officers some of the briefs that he had prepared in the Alfred training school
investigation to give them an idea of what he expected. Both Detective Inspectors
Hall and Smith said that there was improvement after this.
However, the officers were not given any in-depth training on male-on-

male historical sexual abuse either before or during the investigation. Detective
Constable Seguin testified that he did not recall whether Detective Inspector
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Smith gave the officers specific instructions on how to take interviews from
people, and noted that it would have been useful to have some kind of specific
protocol or set of guidelines to deal with male-on-male historic allegations.
The importance of proper training, particularly in sexual assault and child

sexual abuse cases, cannot be understated. Expert witness Detective Wendy
Leaver testified, “No one should be interviewing a victim unless they’ve been
trained.” Interviewing complainants in sexual assault cases requires particular
skill and sensitivity because the victim “for the first time in their life, is disclosing
to you ... one of the worst situations that has ever happened to them.”
In addition, properly trained officers obtain better results in interviews. Dr. Peter

Jaffe testified that sometimes incremental disclosure, whereby a complainant
reveals the full extent of his or her abuse only over the course of a series of
interviews or statements, is impossible to avoid. This can create inconsistencies
and disclosure problems in criminal proceedings. However, with “enhanced skill
and patience and collaboration,” it is possible to reduce the instances of incre-
mental disclosure. Dr. Jaffe noted that skilled interviewers have a way of “creating
a climate” in which complainants are more open and forthcoming about their
experience.
In my view the OPP failed to properly train the investigators in the conduct of

investigations into allegations of sexual abuse, including historical abuse.
Officers chosen to take part in special projects should have specialized training.

I recommend that in the future, before police officers are selected for special
investigations, a thorough check of their training history should be conducted. If
deficiencies are noted, extra training should be provided. Deputy Commissioner
Chris Lewis acknowledged that the officers assigned to Project Truth did not
have adequate training. He also testified, “We would not have another Project
Truth-type investigation” wherein officers were not specially trained, because
adequacy standards have been introduced that require special training for any
officer investigating a sexual assault. Accordingly, my recommendation should
not be difficult to implement.
I would also recommend that officers who investigate historical sexual abuse

be provided with periodic refresher courses or seminars, in order to sharpen
their skills and to update them on new developments in the understanding of
historical sexual abuse, in the law relating to these cases, and in best practices in
investigating them.
Detective Inspector Smith made contradictory comments about the officers’

performance. According to a will-state of Superintendent Sweeney, prepared for
this Inquiry, Detective Inspector Smith said the following in a pre-retirement
telephone call on February 23, 1999:
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Pat Hall would be an excellent person to replace Smith. The detectives
are not self-starters and self-initiated, Genier is good. Joe talks too
much, likes to be important. Seguin is always looking for an easy
way out.

At the hearing, Detective Inspector Smith confirmed that he made these
comments, but also said that despite this, he had no concerns about how he
staffed his team, and that in hindsight, he would not have staffed the team
differently. Detective Inspector Smith said of his officers, “They believed in this
investigation. They ate, lived, slept it.”
The hard work and dedication of the police officers assigned to Project Truth

is evident. The officers involved gave up other opportunities and probably missed
out on overtime pay they would have earned had they remained at their local
detachments. Whatever the shortcomings of particular investigations, I have no
doubt that the officers involved were committed to Project Truth.

Case Management

A software program called ACCESS was put in place to assist the officers in
tracking the investigation. ACCESS was an existing program that was adapted for
use by Project Truth. It was a relatively new program, and this was the first time
that Detective Sergeant Hall had used it.
The program allowed officers to place each individual interviewed into a

category: suspect, victim, witness, or “other.”
The program allowed the officers to track suspects, victims, persons giving

statements, Crown briefs, charges, and court appearances. Detective Inspector Hall
testified that the system was helpful in allowing him to keep track of all the
people involved in the investigation. He also said that it was helpful in produc-
ing statistics for press releases. The electronic file system was backed up by a
physical file system in the office.
The ACCESS program was also used to generate a list of statements to be

included in Crown briefs, and thus assisted the officers in this work. The officers
would use this list to identify the relevant pages in their notebooks to be disclosed
along with their will-states.
One of the weaknesses in the system, however, was that it would not identify

documents relevant for disclosure purposes if that document was not associated
with a statement taken by an officer. This is one reason why Detective Constable
Dupuis’ notes of the conversation between C-16’s mother and Constable Perry
Dunlop was not initially provided to the Crown in the Jacques Leduc prosecution;
the incident was not associated with a statement, and thus was not entered into
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the ACCESS system.31 Detective Inspector Hall testified that the contact with
Constable Dunlop would have been identified if only Detective Constable Dupuis
had consciously recalled it while he was preparing his will-state. This issue is
discussed further in the section on the investigation of Jacques Leduc.
The ACCESS program was also used to help the officers keep track of the

relationships between the various individuals connected to the project. The track-
ing of linkages is discussed in more detail later in this chapter.

Office Space

Project Truth operated out of three locations during the course of the investiga-
tion. It was initially located at the OPP’s Lancaster Detachment. In September
1997, the office moved to space rented from the Ministry of the Environment
onAmelia Street in Cornwall. As the investigative phase of Project Truth wound
down in the summer of 2000, the office moved again to the OPP’s Long Sault
Detachment.
There was a break-in at the office onAmelia Street on May 20, 1998. A com-

puter and a laptop were stolen. The filing cabinet was broken into, but no files were
taken. Detective Inspector Hall testified that the missing computers held no
information that would have compromised the investigation and that the inves-
tigators did not lose any information as a result of the theft. The break-in was
investigated by the Cornwall Police Service (CPS), which determined that the
intruders were just looking for money. I heard no evidence that the break-in
compromised the investigation in any way.

Materials From Previous Investigations

The officers gave mixed testimony about whether they had all of the materials
from previous investigations into matters relevant to Project Truth, such as the
1993 CPS investigation into allegations made by David Silmser against Father
Charles MacDonald, the 1994 Ottawa Police Service review of this investiga-
tion, Detective Inspector Smith’s 1994 investigations, and Detective Inspector
Fred Hamelink’s investigation into allegations that Mr. Silmser was attempting
to extort Ken Seguin.
Detective Inspector Hall was uncertain in his testimony, but said that he

believed that in the fall of 1997 they had all of these materials except Detective
Inspector Hamelink’s extortion investigation.
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However, Detective Constable Dupuis testified that in September 1997 he
did not have a copy of the initial investigation into Father MacDonald. Detective
Constable Dupuis also said that when he began working on the Project Truth
conspiracy investigation, he was not aware that Detective Inspector Smith had
conducted a similar investigation in 1994. In fact, Detective Constable Dupuis’
notes indicate that he received all of the above materials, with the exception of
Detective Inspector Hamelink’s investigation, when he met with Detective
Constable Michael Fagan on November 26, 1998.
It is clear then, that even if Project Truth was in possession of the materials, one

of its investigators was unaware of their existence. This is a further indication of
Detective Inspector Smith’s limited involvement. He should have briefed his team
on his 1994 investigations at the outset of Project Truth and ensured the officer
assigned as lead investigator of the Father MacDonald and the conspiracy inves-
tigations, Detective Constable Dupuis, had the relevant information.
Detective Inspector Hall said that he obtained an edited version of the mate-

rials from Detective Inspector Hamelink’s extortion investigation either from
the Criminal Injuries Compensation Board or through a Freedom of Information
Request in late 1997 or early 1998. Detective Inspector Hall requested an unedited
copy of the brief from the CIB in July 2001. It is unclear to me why it was so
difficult to obtain the original brief.

Investigative Methods

One of the most important investigative methods used by Project Truth was the
taking of statements. The officers would generally begin an investigation by
interviewing the victim. Different formats were used for different types of
witnesses. If the witness did not have a lot to say to the investigators, only a
written statement would be taken. If the witness was not a victim, but had some
useful information for the investigators, they would take an audio statement.
The officers would also take an audio statement from witnesses who were in
poor health, in case they were unable to testify in court. Statements from victims
would generally be videotaped.
There were some logistical difficulties with this method. The officers often had

audio equipment with them, but if they wanted to videotape an interview, they had
to take the witness to a local detachment.
Ideally, interviews with vulnerable witnesses, like sexual assault complainants,

should be conducted in a neutral location (rather than an interrogation room).
Advances in technology and victim services since Project Truth have been made
this easier to achieve. Modern video equipment is portable and interviews can be
conducted in witnesses’ homes if necessary. However, the technology must be
capable of producing good-quality videos; otherwise the evidence is less useful
in court proceedings.
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Complainants can also be made more comfortable by officers who explain
what to expect in the interview and how the complainant can properly prepare.
This preparation may include gathering records or other documents to assist in
obtaining accurate dates, and the officer may help the complainant with this task.
After statements were taken, they would be typed and transcribed. The officer

who took the statement would also proofread it to ensure accuracy. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that this process took some time and he would generally
not read the statements until they were typed.
The alleged perpetrator was generally the last person to be interviewed. Detective

Inspector Hall testified that this is a common police practice and is done to allow
officers to have the most information possible before approaching the suspect.
In addition to taking statements, Project Truth included one major surveil-

lance operation. As discussed later in this chapter, upon receiving information that
Jean Luc Leblanc had been recently seen with children, a multi-day surveillance
operation was put in place that allowed the officers to identify one of Mr. Leblanc’s
victims. There was also a brief period of surveillance inAugust 2001. The officers
followed Jacques Leduc’s wife for less than an hour when she had set up a meet-
ing with one of Mr. Leduc’s alleged victims. Although the allegations made
against Mr. Leduc were also current, no other surveillance was used in the course
of that investigation.
Another investigative method employed was the gathering of institutional

records in order to corroborate various facts and dates surrounding the allegations.
The officers obtained school records and driver’s licence histories, for example.
They also obtained a variety of documents from the Diocese and from Church
officials that gave identifying information about priests and allowed the officers
to establish the date and place of the priests’ postings. Some of these documents
were subjected to forensic analysis to ensure they had not been altered. The
officers also took photographs and made diagrams of various locations where
abuse had allegedly occurred.
A review of the evidence indicates that the officers did not execute any search

warrants throughout Project Truth. Detective Inspector Hall explained that
warrants would have alerted the public as to who was under investigation:

The difficulty with search warrants is you have to file them at the court,
and the information obtained is open to the public unless you get a
sealing order, and I knew for a fact—I was getting calls from the
media asking if we had done any search warrants. Mr. Dunlop was
inquiring if we had done any search warrants, and we wanted to keep
our information out of the media. So that was another reason for—if we
could do our investigation by being less intrusive with a search warrant
and accomplish what we wanted to do, that’s the way we did it.
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I note that a sealing order might have resolved these concerns. In addition,
regardless of the potential consequences, there were some instances in which I
believe it would have been appropriate for the officers to have executed search
warrants. I point in particular to cases where the officers believed the perpetrator
was in possession of child pornography, including pictures of his victims. This
issue will be addressed in the sections that follow on the individual investigations.

Cooperation From the Diocese

Detective Inspector Hall testified that he had a number of meetings with Bishop
Eugène LaRocque in order to obtain information for the Project Truth investi-
gation. Detective Inspector Hall described the meeting he and Detective Inspector
Smith had with Bishop LaRocque in March 1998:

We also explained that we would need certain information from
the Diocese in regards to the locations of the various priests. I also
discussed how that may be obtained; we could execute search warrants
or he could cooperate and provide it, and he indicated that he would
cooperate fully.

Detective Inspector Hall testified that he approached Bishop LaRocque on a
number of occasions with requests for documents and that the Bishop cooperated.
In particular the OPP requested pictures of clergy members, as well as informa-
tion about where they served. The officers also attempted to obtain lists of altar
boys. Due to the Bishop’s cooperation, Detective Inspector Hall said that he did
not have to resort to using a search warrant to obtain the Diocese’s files. Where
the Bishop did not have the document that was requested, he made suggestions
about how the information could be obtained.
However, Detective Inspector Hall also stated that the Bishop “didn’t vol-

unteer anything to us” and further that “he was cooperative but he didn’t go
overboard.”

Detective Inspector Hall never asked the Bishop whether he had any files
relating to sexual misconduct by priests, and he admitted that even if the Bishop
had information regarding the sexual abuse of young people by priests, “I don’t
think he would have provided it voluntarily.”
As discussed in some detail in Chapter 8, “Institutional Response of the

Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall,” the Diocese did in fact have correspondence
from victims outlining their abuse, letters of concern from other community
members, as well as internal investigations into alleged misconduct by priests.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that he did not attempt to obtain a search

warrant to obtain files of this nature because:
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I’d have to know what I was looking for. I mean you have to have some
expectation there’s a document there that you want to achieve by way of
a search warrant, so if you’re writing up your Information to obtain a
search warrant you have to have some reasonable and probable grounds
that it’s there and there now, and—I mean it’s a fishing trip.

Detective Inspector Hall was not aware that Detective Inspector Smith had
used search warrants during his investigation at the Alfred training school. In
my view, at minimum, the officers should have made a general request for infor-
mation relating to any allegations for sexual abuse of young people by priests
in the possession of the Diocese. The Bishop’s response might have provided
additional grounds to obtain a search warrant.
Detective Inspector Hall also made arrangements with the Bishop to contact

priests ahead of their arrests in order to ask them to voluntarily come in, rather
than requiring the OPP to obtain an arrest warrant.

CooperationWith the Cornwall Probation Office

I would contrast the approach of the Diocese with the proactive approach taken
by the Ministry of Correctional Services. In this case, it was the Ministry that
approached Project Truth for information.
As discussed in Chapter 5, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of Com-

munity Safety and Correctional Services,” Paul Downing was tasked to investigate
alleged wrongdoing by probations employees in August 2000, after information
about certain employees appeared on one of the projecttruth.com websites.
Mr. Downing first contacted Detective Inspector Hall on August 11, 2000,

to explain that he was acting as an investigator pursuant to the Ministry of
Correctional Services Act and to arrange for an exchange of information. Accord-
ing to Detective Inspector Hall, Mr. Downing was particularly concerned by
claims made about Father Kevin Maloney, who was a chaplain at the Cornwall
jail, and Jos van Diepen, a probation officer.
Detective Inspector Hall met with Mr. Downing on September 27, 2000.

Detective Inspector Hall showed him the interview report of Jos van Diepen and
allowed him to take notes from it but would not give him a copy for his investi-
gation. Detective Inspector Hall explained that the OPP has a policy that prohibits
officers from providing third parties with copies of statements that are being
used in ongoing investigations, other than to Crown attorneys for disclosure
purposes.32 He explained that Mr. Downing could have asked Mr. van Diepen
for permission to obtain his statement, or asked CrownAttorney Shelley Hallett
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for a copy. Mr. Downing testified that it “absolutely” would have helped to have
a copy of Mr. van Diepen’s statement.
At this meeting Detective Inspector Hall also told Mr. Downing that his

investigation had found no evidence of wrongdoing by Father Maloney. I would
note that in September 2000, Detective Inspector Hall was still waiting for an
opinion from the Crown on this matter.
It is my opinion that the OPP needs to develop better protocols for the sharing

of information with public institutions in order to allow these institutions to
respond to allegations of sexual abuse perpetrated by their employees. Likewise,
public institutions should consult with policing agencies to ensure that their
policies and procedures for the investigation of alleged employee misconduct
do not interfere with police investigations.

InteractionsWith Complainants

Interacting with complainants was an important role for the officers assigned to
Project Truth. This predominantly involved interviewing and taking statements from
complainants, but also sometimes included assisting them in navigating through
the criminal justice process and referring them to appropriate support services.
Detective Inspector Hall testified at the hearings that there was “no funding

anywhere” for victim assistance and that his officers were left to make “feeble
attempts” to assist victims by offering them, for example, a victim assistance
videotape produced during the Project Guardian investigation in London, Ontario.
Unfortunately, at the time of Project Truth, Cornwall did not have an established

Victim/Witness Assistance Program (VWAP). This program updates victims
about their cases and familiarizes them with the criminal court process and the
various support services available to them. The OttawaVWAP provided support
to some Project Truth complainants, with varying degrees of success. This is
discussed fully in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of the
Attorney General.”
Project Truth officers also provided some support services to complainants. In

particular, the officers informed victims of court dates, assisted with Criminal
Injuries Compensation Board applications, made referrals to counsellors, and,
toward the end of the prosecutions, assisted with the preparation of victim impact
statements.
Some of the victims who testified at the hearing were pleased with the way they

were treated by Project Truth officers and were satisfied with the assistance they
were provided. Others were disappointed and felt the officers were insensitive or
treated them without sufficient respect and compassion. Specific examples of
the assistance provided to victims, and victims’ experience with the Project Truth
officers, are discussed below in the sections on particular investigations.
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Project Truth’s Mandate

As mentioned above, the mandate of Project Truth was based on the Fantino
Brief and on Ron Leroux’s February 1997 statement taken in Orillia. However,
the mandate was drafted in a manner that gave the officers some discretion to
investigate matters that were related to, but not contained within, these materials.
Unfortunately, it appears that the mandate was not clearly defined, was applied

inconsistently, and was not well understood by non-Project Truth officers or by
alleged victims. This is apparent in a number of investigations, which I briefly
describe below. Specific examples of problems created by mandate issues are
elaborated on in later sections.
Detective Inspector Tim Smith and Detective Sergeant Pat Hall developed the

mandate for Project Truth in the spring of 1997. Its final wording was as follows:

This investigation is being conducted into paedophile 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, 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.

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 conspired to obstruct
justice in these matters.

Although there was no mention of Constable Perry Dunlop or Chief Julian
Fantino, Detective Inspector Smith testified that the “mandate of Project Truth
was the Fantino Brief.” Detective Inspector Hall added that the mandate stemmed
from the May 27, 1997, letter from Peter Griffiths to the Ontario Provincial Police’s
Criminal Investigation Bureau requesting that “Det. Insp. Smith be assigned to
investigate the “Dunlop/Bourgeois brief.” Mr. Griffiths testified, “My understand-
ing of what was being investigated was the contents of the Fantino Brief.”
However, Detective Inspector Hall testified that the mandate was written in a

manner that gave Project Truth some ability to go beyond the allegations made
in the Fantino Brief:

[I]f it related to what we were investigating, to the parties investigated,
if it was common victims, it could very well ... you have to have some
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flexibility but we were framing it fairly tightly as to what information
we had at the time we were preparing this ... It had to be connected in
some way in relation to what Mr. Griffiths was asking us to do.

Detective Inspector Smith testified that there was no requirement under the
mandate for any individual suspect to be in a position of trust and authority over
the alleged victim.
There were two components to the mandate. The first was to investigate in-

dividual allegations of abuse. Throughout Project Truth, questions arose as to
whether a particular complainant’s allegations fell within the mandate of Project
Truth. The second component of the mandate involved an examination of a
conspiracy. The scope and quality of the conspiracy investigation is addressed
later in this chapter.

Understanding of the Mandate by the OPP Outside Protect Truth

There was confusion about the scope of Project Truth’s mandate among the local
Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) detachments and even in the higher ranks of
the OPP’s command structure.
Detective Inspector Randy Millar of the Long Sault Detachment testified that

his understanding was that Project Truth was only to look into cases of historical
sexual abuse. Detective Constable Chris McDonell, who worked out of both
Long Sault and Lancaster Detachments during Project Truth, also believed that
Project Truth’s mandate was to look into historical abuse. He testified that he
had never seen the mandate in writing, nor had the mandate been explained to him
in person.
Likewise, when Constable Charlene Davidson of the Lancaster Detachment

became aware of C-16’s allegations of abuse by Jacques Leduc, she did not know
whether the complaint fell within Project Truth’s mandate. Fortunately, she
contacted Project Truth and shared the allegations with them so that they could
take on the complaint.
Chief Superintendent Carson Fougère, who was Director of Operations,

Eastern Region, in 1997 and acted as spokesperson during two Project Truth
press conferences, testified he had never seen the mandate in writing prior to
this Inquiry’s hearing. Chief Superintendent Fougère said he was not aware that
Project Truth was investigating the Crown attorney’s office in relation to allegations
of obstruction of justice.
He testified, “[M]y understanding of the mandate was to, in fact, investigate

current and historic allegations of sexual abuse of people.” He added that Project
Truth was not gender-specific and that suspects were not limited to individuals
who were a “pillar of the community.” He said, “[M]y understanding was that no
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one was to be excluded. We were to find out, once and for all, what is the extent,
if any, of this activity.”
It is quite striking to me that Chief Superintendent Fougère, a senior official

in the OPP at the time of Project Truth, believed the scope of the project to be
significantly broader than it was. I am concerned that this may indicate a lack of
awareness by senior OPP management of Project Truth’s mandate.
Clearly, the mandate of Project Truth was not adequately communicated to, nor

understood by, all officers who had direct contact with the project. I recommend
that in the future the mandate for special projects be communicated to all OPP
officers and, for example, be sent to local detachments and posted in full view with
a contact number to call if there are questions or a need for further information.

Understanding of Mandate by the Cornwall Police Service

Detective Inspector Smith was in touch with Cornwall Chief of Police Anthony
Repa during the initiation of Project Truth. Chief Repa insisted that he did not want
Project Truth to become a task force that investigated every sexual assault in
Cornwall. Detective Inspector Smith agreed and told him that the OPP was going
to look at the issues in the Fantino Brief. Chief Repa testified that he was not
consulted about the wording of the mandate and that he did not recall seeing a
written version of it.
No formal protocol was put in place to respond to questions of overlapping

jurisdiction between Project Truth and the Cornwall Police Service (CPS). The
expectation seemed to be that senior officers would work out any overlap or
referral questions informally as they arose.
A number of CPS officers testified they were unaware of the scope of Project

Truth’s mandate, and several were uncertain about when they should refer
complaints to Project Truth. CPS Inspector Richard Trew testified that most
complainants contacted Project Truth directly.
Detective Inspector Smith knew that jurisdictional questions were bound to

arise. He was correct. Decisions regularly had to be made as to what allegations
would be investigated by Project Truth. Those that did not fit the mandate needed
to be referred elsewhere. Unfortunately, as I describe below, these decisions
were not always made consistently or promptly and sometimes led to delays in
the investigations.

Mandate Decisions

Allegations Against Marcel Lalonde

Marcel Lalonde, a schoolteacher, was arrested by the OPP in January 1997
and by the CPS on April 29, 1997, in relation to allegations of sexual abuse
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made by a number of individuals. The written mandate of Project Truth developed
by Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall made specific reference
to allegations of sexual abuse by “teachers.” Moreover, many alleged victims
identified in the Fantino Brief claimed to have been abused both by Mr. Lalonde
and by other suspects in the Project Truth investigations. Notwithstanding
these factors, the complaints against Marcel Lalonde were not brought into
Project Truth.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that the allegations against Mr. Lalonde fit

the Project Truth mandate and would have been part of the special project had they
not already been under investigation by the CPS and the local OPP detachment.
He said he would not “take over an investigation that was well underway.”
A number of alleged victims of Marcel Lalonde had other complaints that were

investigated by Project Truth. The decision to exclude Mr. Lalonde from Project
Truth meant that these complainants had to cope with concurrent investigations
conducted by the CPS for one alleged perpetrator and by Project Truth for another.
According to Detective Sergeant Hall, the overlapping issues and associations

between Project Truth andMr. Lalonde were not complicated. He noted that Detective
Constable Genier was involved in both Project Truth and the Mr. Lalonde investi-
gation. If there was anything Detective Constable Genier felt Detective Sergeant
Hall should know regarding the Mr. Lalonde prosecution, he could advise.
In my view, the decision not to include Mr. Lalonde in the Project Truth

investigations may have had an impact on the investigators’ ability to develop
connections between the alleged perpetrators; properly identify materials in the
possession of Project Truth required for disclosure in the Lalonde prosecution; and
provide appropriate services to victims who were complainants in both the Marcel
Lalonde and Project Truth prosecutions.

Claude Marleau and C-96

Once Project Truth was underway, the decision as to whether a particular allegation
fell within the mandate was made either jointly by Detective Inspector Smith
and Detective Sergeant Hall or by Detective Sergeant Hall on his own if Detective
Inspector Smith was absent. After Detective Inspector Smith retired, Detective
Inspector Hall made the decisions alone. Detective Inspector Hall testified that
decisions over mandate issues were not debated for a long time; he and Detective
Inspector Smith made the decision and never looked back.
The officers were faced with a major mandate decision almost immediately

after the Project Truth investigation was announced to the public. On July 28, 1997,
Claude Marleau contacted the OPP to disclose allegations of sexual abuse. He gave
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a statement on July 31, 1997, in which he alleged that he had been abused by a
number of individuals, including several Catholic priests. Mr. Marleau also alleged
that he was abused by a hotel owner, a butcher, a music store owner, and a doctor
who was also a Coroner. No allegations against these individuals were made in
the Fantino Brief.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that Mr. Marleau’s allegations clearly fell

within the mandate of Project Truth because they involved members of the
Catholic clergy. Some of the other individuals fit within the mandate because
they were businessmen or prominent persons, and the rest were taken on because
Mr. Marleau was the common victim.
When Mr. Marleau came forward, he brought his friend C-96, who also alleged

that he had been sexually abused. C-96 made allegations against the butcher
who had allegedly abused Mr. Marleau, as well as a restaurateur. These complaints
were all taken on by Project Truth.
Mr. Marleau’s allegations came to light at the very beginning of the Project

Truth investigation. Although they did not involve individuals identified by Ron
Leroux or Constable Perry Dunlop, I believe that it was reasonable for Project
Truth to take on these cases. The officers would not have known at that point
whether the priests accused by Mr. Marleau had any connection to the priests
mentioned in the Fantino Brief.
However, the decision to take on these complaints set a number of prece-

dents that expanded the Project Truth investigation well beyond the Fantino
Brief. In particular, it meant that Project Truth would investigate allegations
made against people who were not mentioned in the Fantino Brief if the suspect
fit within one of the categories of individuals listed in the mandate, including
the general category of “prominent persons.”
It also suggested that Project Truth would take on complaints against people

who had no link to the Fantino Brief or to any of the mandate categories if the
victim also alleged abuse by someone who was within the mandate. This would
avoid the problems associated with a victim having to split his or her complaint
and deal with two different police forces.
Two problems arose from this decision. First, as previously mentioned, the

expansion of the mandate put an additional strain on Project Truth’s human and
other resources. Mr. Marleau and C-96’s initial complaints significantly increased
the size of Project Truth from eighteen to twenty-seven suspects. Mr. Marleau later
disclosed alleged abuse by an additional suspect.
Second, the precedents set with the handling of Mr. Marleau’s allegations

were not consistently followed. Some complainants’ allegations were split between
the OPP and CPS, and coordination issues then arose, as I describe below.
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C-97

Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall had to make a second
mandate decision early on in the investigation when another victim, C-97, came
forward with allegations against a number of individuals.
On September 17, 1997, Detective Constables Steve Seguin and Joe Dupuis

interviewed C-97, who alleged that he had been abused by Brian Dufour and
four other individuals. C-97 also told the officers that Nelson Barque invited
him over to his house to do drugs, and hugged him once. C-97 said that Ken
Seguin used to tell him that he looked good in his jeans and that he heard rumours
about Mr. Seguin “fooling around with” C-5 and C-19. However, C-97 said that
“they never did anything sexual to me.”
Brian Dufour worked at the CornwallYouth Residence (renamed Laurencrest)

when he allegedly abused C-97. C-97 told the officers that he believed that
Mr. Dufour was still working as a childcare worker in Brampton.
Project Truth determined that the allegations fell within its mandate, pre-

sumably given Mr. Dufour’s occupation as a childcare worker and his connection
to Laurencrest. There was also some connection to the Fantino Brief because of
C-97’s contact with Mr. Seguin and Mr. Barque.
Project Truth investigated Mr. Dufour and eventually laid charges against

him on April 6, 2000. Mr. Dufour died four days after his arrest, on April 11,
2000. The investigation of Brian Dufour will be discussed in greater detail later
in this chapter.
Detective Inspector Hall wrote to CPS Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie on

April 19, 2000, referring the outstanding allegations made by C-97 to the CPS.
The letter noted that Mr. Dufour had died, and said:

In the course of interviewing [C-97], he had indicated he was sexually
abused by [four other individuals].33 There is an indication that some of
the abuse has been reported to the Cornwall Police Service.

We do not feel the additional allegations of [C-97] fall within the
mandate of Project Truth. Therefore, since BRIAN DUFOUR
is deceased, we are attaching a complete copy of his interview
of 17 SEP 97 for your attention and whatever action you deem
appropriate.

I have a number of comments to make regarding this referral. First, one of
the four individuals referred to CPS was the wrong person; C-97 had made
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allegations against a schoolmate’s brother, not the schoolmate. I also note that
the schoolmate is listed, wrongly, as a “suspect” in a number of Project Truth’s
tracking documents, such as the Association Report, and the All Involved
Persons Report.
More importantly, I think the OPP acted inappropriately in referring these

allegations to another police force almost three years after the initial complaint
was made. At the hearing, Detective Inspector Hall was unable to justify this
decision and agreed that three years was too long of a delay. Detective Inspector
Hall said that if C-97 had not made allegations against Mr. Dufour, he would
have decided back in 1997 that the other allegations did not fall within Project
Truth’s mandate.

C-10

C-10 is one of the alleged victims whose complaints were split between Project
Truth and the CPS.
On February 3, 1998, C-10 gave a statement to Detective Constables Seguin

and Dupuis in which he alleged that Carl Allen had abused him between 1962 and
1964. C-10 also alleged abuse by Malcolm MacDonald, Ken Seguin, and a priest
named Father Scott. C-10 said that he had spoken to Constable Perry Dunlop
about these allegations a few weeks previously, and that Constable Dunlop had
referred him to Project Truth.
As discussed later in this chapter, Project Truth investigated the allegations

against Malcolm MacDonald. However, they referred the allegations against
Mr. Allen to the CPS on April 2 or 3, 1998. Mr. Allen worked as a farmhand,
and although the officers did not testify on this point, it seems likely that they did
not consider him a “prominent person.” The OPP did not investigate or refer
Father Scott, as they eventually learned that he had died prior to Project Truth.
The decision to refer one of C-10’s complaints to CPS is inconsistent with

the practice established with Claude Marleau and C-96, whereby Project Truth
investigated all of their allegations, even though some suspects did not fall within
the mandated categories.
I also note that Detective Sergeant Hall was uncomfortable sharing certain

information with the CPS because the CPS was under investigation for the
conspiracy to obstruct justice. Accordingly, Detective Sergeant Hall, upon advice
from Detective Inspector Smith, gave the CPS only the pages of C-10’s state-
ment that related to Mr. Allen. He did not provide the portions of the statement
dealing with the allegations against Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Seguin, or reveal-
ing the contact with Constable Dunlop. In addition, the statement was not given
to CPS Constable René Desrosiers until June 4, 1998, two months after the
complaint was referred.
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C-66

C-66 was interviewed by the CPS in March 1997 and alleged that he had been
abused by Marcel Lalonde. At that time, he told the CPS that he had also been
abused by Bernard Sauvé but no investigation into Mr. Sauvé was conducted.
In spring 1998, Project Truth became aware of allegations made by C-66 against
Bernard Sauvé. Detective Sergeant Hall and Detective Inspector Smith decided
that Project Truth should take on this complaint.
At the hearings, Detective Inspector Hall was unable to explain why Mr.

Sauvé, a convenience store owner, fell within the mandate. He said, “[T]here
may have been a reason why at the time,” and that he would have to “read the
interview report to see if he mentioned any other names or whatever.” C-66’s
statement contains no obvious connection to other witnesses or suspects involved
in Project Truth, other than Marcel Lalonde, who was mentioned in the Fantino
Brief but was not investigated by Project Truth.
In April 1997, the CPS arrested Mr. Lalonde for allegedly abusing C-66 and

others, and C-66 was working with the CPS as a witness in that prosecution.
The decision by Project Truth to take on the allegations against Mr. Sauvé thus
meant that C-66 had to deal with two different police forces. The fact that the CPS
had not acted upon his initial complaint regarding Mr. Sauvé was probably a
factor in the decision.
Staff Sergeant Brian Snyder of the CPS testified that he was surprised that

Project Truth took jurisdiction over the Bernard Sauvé complaint. His under-
standing of the Project Truth mandate was that the OPP was looking into “[h]igh
profile individuals as well as multiple victims.” In his view, the Bernard Sauvé case
did not fit within this mandate.
It is evident that the Project Truth mandate was not clear to CPS officers.

Project Truth’s inconsistent application of the mandate undoubtedly did not help
in this understanding.
As will be further described later in this chapter, Mr. Sauvé was charged on

March 11, 1999. However, those charges were eventually withdrawn, in part
because of C-66’s unwillingness to go forward due to stress-related health
problems and anxiety about the court proceedings. I am concerned that having his
allegations split between police agencies may have contributed to C-66’s stress
and anxiety.

David Petepiece

The mandate decision made by Project Truth in relation to David Petepiece’s
complaint is also notable. Detective Inspector Hall cited the fact that the alleged
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perpetrator was an Anglican priest as one reason why no investigation was
undertaken by Project Truth. In a letter to Mr. Petepiece, Detective Inspector
Hall stated:

The mandate of Project Truth was to investigate historic allegations
of a sexual nature involving the Catholic Clergy and other prominent
persons in the Cornwall area. This did not include every sexual assault
allegation in the City of Cornwall that was reported, and did not include
allegations against members of other religions. (Emphasis added)

This indicates to me that, at least in this instance, Detective Inspector Hall’s
understanding of the mandate was quite narrow.
Mr. Petepiece’s complaint and Project’s Truth’s handling of it are set out in

detail in a later section.

St. Josephʼs and St. Johnʼs Training Schools

Strictly speaking, the St. Joseph’s Training School in Alfred, Ontario, and the
St. John’s Training School in Uxbridge, Ontario, did not fall within the mandate
of Project Truth. However, Project Truth officers did investigate some religious
personnel who had a connection to these schools.
Some of the allegations investigated came from the Fantino Brief. For example,

C-15 alleged that Father Kevin Maloney abused him at St. Joseph’s Training
School. The Crown determined that Father Maloney should not be charged,
because there was no evidence found that he was ever at the Alfred school.
In addition, two alleged victims came forward in the fall of 1997 and claimed

that they had been abused by a brother at a branch of St. John’s Training School
inAlexandria. The alleged perpetrator was eventually identified as Brother Leonel
Romeo Carriere. Project Truth charged Brother Carriere, but the charges were
stayed due to his health. Both these cases will be discussed in greater detail later
in the chapter.
Cases involving St. Joseph’s were handled by the Project Truth team because

Detective Inspector Smith was in charge of the Alfred investigation. When
Detective Inspector Smith retired in 1999, Detective Inspector Hall inherited
all of Detective Inspector Smith’s outstanding cases. At times, Project Truth
was asked to investigate priests from Alfred in order to help Alfred victims
in their civil suits. However, Detective Inspector Hall was reluctant to use
Project Truth resources in this manner if the victim did not want charges to be
laid eventually.
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Allegations Against Jean Luc Leblanc

The Jean Luc Leblanc case, which is more fully discussed later in the chapter,
demonstrates the differing views as to Project Truth’s mandate held by officers
within the OPP.
Mr. Leblanc was a school bus driver and some of the allegations made against

him were current. Detective Sergeant Randy Millar of the Lancaster Detachment
first learned of concerns about Mr. Leblanc in September 1998 but did not follow
up. Mr. Leblanc came to the attention of Project Truth in December 1998.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that Mr. Leblanc would not have been a

Project Truth case if the local detachments had acted on it earlier. However, he
also said that had Detective Sergeant Millar contacted him in September 1998,
Project Truth would have taken it on. Detective Inspector Hall acknowledged
that Mr. Leblanc had some connection to the Fantino Brief, as there were alle-
gations made that he was connected to, and abused children in the presence of,
Malcolm MacDonald.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that he did not think Mr. Leblanc fell

within Project Truth’s mandate. His understanding was that Project Truth was
only investigating historical sexual assaults. Detective Constable McDonell said
the same.
These varying opinions make clear that within the OPP there was no common

understanding of the project’s mandate.

Marc Latour

On June 19, 2000, Marc Latour contacted Project Truth and told them that he
had been sexually assaulted by his grade 3 teacher, Gilf Greggain, and by another
person in a position of trust and authority named in the Fantino Brief.
Despite the fact that Mr. Greggain fell within one of the enumerated cate-

gories of the mandate (schoolteacher), Detective Inspector Hall determined that
Mr. Latour’s allegations did not fall within the Project Truth mandate.
He explained that “the information wasn’t part of Mr. Dunlop’s material”

and that it was his view that “pretty well” only teachers who were named in the
Fantino Brief fell within his mandate. Detective Inspector Hall did not look into
whether there were any connections between Mr. Greggain and Marcel Lalonde,
the teacher who was named in Constable Dunlop’s materials. Detective Inspector
Hall also appears to have disregarded the fact that there was a tie to the Fantino
Brief through the allegations against the other person accused by Mr. Latour,
possibly because that person was deceased.
Detective Inspector Hall was asked by counsel whether the timing of the com-

plaint played a role in his decision that it was outside his mandate. He answered:
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No, no. We were there for any allegation that came in. It didn’t matter.
Even after Project Truth was concluded, if somebody came with an
allegation after, the officers were prepared to investigate it.

He noted that once Project Truth was effectively shut down, the officers remained
available through their local detachments.
However, Detective Inspector Hall also testified that in the summer of 2000,

Project Truth was in the process of winding down and the last Crown brief was
submitted in August 2000. He also acknowledged that in June 2000, he was
tying his mandate “very tightly” to the Fantino Brief. In my view, this decision
indicates that by the summer of 2000, the scope of the Project Truth mandate
was considerably narrower, at least in Detective Inspector Hall’s mind, than it was
in spring 1997 when Claude Marleau and C-96’s complaints were taken on by
the project.
Detective Inspector Hall wrote to Staff Sergeant Rick Carter of the CPS and

referred the allegations to him, saying, “Mr. Latour was advised he would be
contacted by an officer from your Police Service.” The CPS investigation of
these allegations is discussed in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the
Cornwall Community Police Service.

C-14

On October 17, 2000, C-14 contacted Detective Inspector Hall and alleged that
he had been abused by two individuals. One of the alleged perpetrators was
deceased. The other was a mentally challenged boarder who had lived at the
same group home as C-14 in the 1970s. C-14 had been referred to Project Truth
by MPP Garry Guzzo’s office. C-14 told Detective Inspector Hall that the OPP
had looked at the matter in 1991 but did not pursue it. C-14 testified that Constable
Peter Huffey, the OPP officer who investigated the issue in 1991, told him that “he
didn’t think it was a criminal case; that this was a civil matter.”
Detective Inspector Hall determined that C-14’s complaint did not fall within

Project Truth’s mandate. He referred the matter to OPP Detective Inspector Bruce
MacKinnon the day after receiving the complaint. Detective Constable John
Ralko of the Long Sault Detachment was assigned to the case. After completing
his investigation, Detective Constable Ralko informed C-14 that he did not have
reasonable and probable grounds to lay charges.
In C-14’s case, there was no connection to the Fantino Brief and the alleged

abused was not a “prominent” person. Detective Inspector Hall referred the
matter promptly and it was dealt with by a local OPP detachment. In my view, the
mandate decision made in relation to C-14’s complaint was correct.
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Victims’ Perspectives on Impact of Mandate Decisions

In addition to C-66, C-10, and C-97, a number of other complainants had to deal
with both Project Truth and the CPS because the OPP determined that certain
suspects were not within their mandate. These include Marcel Lalonde’s victims,
such as C-8, C-45, and his brother. Some of these victims had to deal with parallel
investigations and prosecutions.
CPS Constable Desrosiers testified that it was stressful for victims to go

through parallel prosecutions, but that he was not party to any discussions about
how this stress could be reduced. He also said that he would not have necessarily
been aware when one of the victims he was dealing with was testifying in an
OPP matter. He would not know how their evidence was received or how well they
held up in cross-examination.
One of the victims testified that he was confused about why his allegations were

split between the two police forces. He blamed both forces for this. During direct
examination, C-10 said:

[W]hy was Carl Allen a Cornwall matter and Malcolm MacDonald and
the other guys, why was they a provincial matter? Why would the
Cornwall police not deal with that? It was in Cornwall I was molested,
and that has always been a question. It still is today ... they all happened
in Cornwall, so it should have been dealt with by the Cornwall police.
I don’t understand why they weren’t.

In cross-examination, C-10 also questioned why the OPP did not deal with his
allegations against Mr. Allen.

Implications of an Ill-Defined Mandate

In my view, the cases described above clearly demonstrate that there was little
common understanding of the scope of the Project Truth mandate and conse-
quently considerable inconsistency in its application.
Initially, Project Truth investigated allegations with no connection to the

Fantino Brief in order to prevent complainants from having to split their complaints
between police agencies. However, this practice was not consistent. Decisions on
mandate at times appear to have been made on an arbitrary and ad hoc basis;
an allegation against a convenience store owner was taken on, but one against
a teacher was not. Where it was determined that a complaint did not fall within
the Project Truth mandate, referrals to other police agencies were not always
made promptly.
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Accordingly, I find that the OPP, and Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall,
failed to clearly define the Project Truth mandate in a manner that would have
provided appropriate direction and structure to the project.
It appears that the mandate for Project Truth was largely defined by the alle-

gations uncovered by Constable Dunlop. The OPP failed to determine for itself
the appropriate scope of the project. In my view, it may have been more effective
for Project Truth to simply investigate all allegations of non-familial, historical
sexual abuse involving young people in the Cornwall area, rather than attempting
to determine whether a case fell within its mandate based on the position of the
alleged perpetrator.
I understand that such an approach would have resulted in a significantly

larger investigation, probably requiring more resources. That said, a broader
mandate also would have had significant benefits. It would have provided a clear
structure to the project, been less confusing for complainants, and allowed the
investigating officers to examine possible linkages between all suspects. This
last point is of particular importance given the allegations about conspiracies
and “pedophile rings.” The conspiracy investigation and linkage analysis conducted
by Project Truth are discussed in later sections of this chapter.

Interactions Between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop

Project Truth began as a result of the investigative work conducted by Cornwall
Police Service (CPS) Constable Perry Dunlop, his lawyer, Charles Bourgeois, and
his brother-in-law, Carson Chisholm, which began in 1996.At that time, Constable
Dunlop was on sick leave from his position with the CPS. During this time, the
group interviewed a number of alleged victims and witnesses of sexual abuse.
Some of the information gathered during this investigation was used to support
Constable Dunlop’s multi-million-dollar civil action against the CPS, the Diocese
of Alexandria-Cornwall, and others. Constable Dunlop’s private investigation,
as well as some highlights of his background and his career with the CPS, is set
out in the section on Perry Dunlop in Chapter 6, “Institutional Response of the
Cornwall Community Police Service.”
As discussed in the previous sections, the Fantino Brief produced by Constable

Dunlop formed the basis of the Project Truth mandate. The officers in charge
of Project Truth, Detective Inspector Tim Smith and Detective Sergeant Pat Hall,
had numerous contacts with Constable Dunlop. Many of those encounters involved
attempts to obtain the Constable’s notes, statements, and other materials relating
to his contacts with alleged victims of sexual abuse. Because Constable Dunlop
was a police officer at the time of his private investigation, he had a duty to
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disclose these materials. He also should have recorded these contacts and kept
organized notes of his conversations with alleged victims.
In addition, issues arose as a result of comments made in the media by

Constable Dunlop and his wife, Helen, as well as Constable Dunlop’s continu-
ing contacts with alleged victims and their families.
In January 2000, Constable Dunlop was given a written order to draft a com-

prehensive will-state about his contacts with victims and witnesses and to disclose
all relevant materials in his possession. Mr. Dunlop did not complete his testimony
at this Inquiry, an issue which I have explained in detail in Chapter 12, on process,
but this will-state provides his perspective on events, albeit written several years
after the fact and after numerous conflicts and difficulties had arisen. In this
section, I will make some reference to this will-state, but I will also consider
Constable Dunlop’s sworn testimony at the various legal proceedings that arose
as a result of the investigations into allegations of sexual abuse. I am mindful
not only of the time gap between the writing of the will-state and the events
described therein, but also of the fact that this document is not always consistent
with his testimony under oath.

Initial Meeting Between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop

On June 11, 1997, Detective Inspector Smith met with Constable Dunlop.
Detective Inspector Smith explained that the purpose of the meeting was to “lay
down some ground rules” with Constable Dunlop. Detective Inspector Smith
testified that he wanted to thank the Constable for the Fantino Brief and ask him
to refer any other complainants to Project Truth. He also wanted to ask Constable
Dunlop “to give us a chance.”
CPS Inspector Richard Trew also attended this meeting. Inspector Trew had

been assigned to act as a liaison between the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) and
the CPS in matters relating to the Project Truth investigation. Inspector Trew
testified that he had been assigned to this task partly because he was one of the
few executive-level officers of the CPS who was not being sued by Constable
Dunlop. Inspector Trew said very little during this meeting.
At the meeting, Detective Inspector Smith discussed a number of issues with

Constable Dunlop. Detective Inspector Smith explained that he had the Fantino
Brief and that all of the allegations in it would be investigated. Constable Dunlop
was told that a team of investigators had been assigned, and that an outside
Crown attorney was going to be in charge of the file.
According to Constable Dunlop’s will-state, Detective Inspector Smith shared

some information about matters loosely related to the case, such as the Varley
shooting, the tapes seized at Ron Leroux’s residence, and some of the allegations
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against Malcolm MacDonald. In testimony, Detective Inspector Smith agreed
that he talked to Constable Dunlop about these matters, but he disagreed with how
Constable Dunlop interpreted his comments.
While Detective Inspector Smith was no doubt trying to befriend Constable

Dunlop to try and persuade him to assist the OPP in its investigation, the amount
of information he chose to share with Constable Dunlop is surprising. By 1997,
Constable Dunlop was a very public figure who had spoken repeatedly to local,
regional, and national media outlets concerning his own circumstances and those
of others. In hindsight, Detective Inspector Smith’s sharing of information loosely
related to the Fantino Brief was not prudent. Some of the information that he
shared with Constable Dunlop, such as the videotape seizure and destruction,
predictably became public and led to more rumours and innuendo.
Detective Inspector Smith asked Constable Dunlop to refrain from speaking

to the media and act professionally when in court. According to Detective
Inspector Smith, Constable Dunlop had shown up in uniform at a preliminary
hearing in the Father Charles MacDonald prosecution and made some derogatory
comments toward Father MacDonald and his defence counsel. According to
Inspector Trew’s notes, Constable Dunlop agreed with these requests.
Detective Inspector Smith and Inspector Trew testified that Constable Dunlop

was told during this meeting that in the future he was to refer victims to Project
Truth. Detective Inspector Smith’s notes indicate that Constable Dunlop was
told that victims should not be interviewed by him, his lawyer, or his brother-in-
law, Carson Chisholm. According to Constable Dunlop’s will-state, Detective
Inspector Smith told him, “I should advise my brother in law Carson Chisholm
not to take anymore statements.”
Constable Dunlop also noted in his will-state:

I distinctly remember at this meeting I inquired as to victims. More
specifically sexual assault victims who come forward to me. What if
they wish my presence at a statement they may give to police. Inspector
Tim Smith indicated there was no problem with that.

The message was clear. Get the statement. That was the priority.

At the hearings, Detective Inspector Smith said that he told Constable Dunlop
that if victims came forward who did not want to speak to Detective Inspector
Smith, then Constable Dunlop could be present during the statement. Detective
Inspector Smith testified that the message that he was trying to send was, “Get the
person to come to us.” Constable Dunlop’s will-state confirms that “Smith wanted
me to forward all further victims to him.”
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Detective Sergeant Hall did not attend the meeting but was later informed
about what had transpired. He testified that he was aware that Constable Dunlop
had been told that he could act as a “coach” or intermediary to bring victims to
Project Truth.
It is clear that Constable Dunlop was being given mixed messages in this

meeting about his role in the investigation. On one hand, he was told to refrain
from taking statements from victims, but on the other hand, he was told that he
could continue to be in contact with victims and that his role was to bring them
in to Project Truth and, if necessary, to act as a coach for them.
Detective Inspector Smith did not ask Constable Dunlop to turn over any

outstanding notes that he had. Detective Inspector Smith said that this request was
made at a later meeting.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that “it was a good meeting” and that

Constable Dunlop had indicated that he would cooperate “100 percent.”

August 7, 1997 Meeting Between Project Truth and Constable
Perry Dunlop

Detective Inspector Smith met with Constable Dunlop again onAugust 7, 1997.
Inspector Trew and Detective Sergeant Hall attended this meeting as well. These
three officers all took notes and testified about what transpired. Unfortunately,
Constable Dunlop’s will-state only says, “Meeting at H.Q. with Inspector Tim
Smith, Detective Pat Hall and Inspector Trew. The meeting was about unautho-
rized release to the media.”
The meeting was held in part because David Silmser had come to the OPP

alleging that Constable Dunlop had told him there was a plot by Father
MacDonald, Malcolm MacDonald, and Ken Seguin to kill Mr. Silmser. At that
time, Detective Sergeant Hall was investigating an allegation that these same
three men had threatened to kill Constable Dunlop and his family. This investi-
gation is discussed in a later section of this chapter.
Constable Dunlop denied having told Mr. Silmser that there was a plot against

Mr. Silmser’s life. Detective Sergeant Hall asked Constable Dunlop to provide a
statement. According to Detective Sergeant Hall, Constable Dunlop became
agitated by this request. Detective Inspector Smith intervened and suggested that
Constable Dunlop speak with Mr. Silmser “and straighten it out and get back to
us.” Detective Sergeant Hall testified that Constable Dunlop later told him that he
had cleared the matter up with Mr. Silmser but that he did not provide any notes
about this contact.
The second purpose for the meeting was to discuss comments that Constable

Dunlop had made in the press. An article had appeared in the Ottawa Sun several
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days earlier that referred to the death threats against the Dunlop family, Constable
Dunlop’s lawsuit, and some of the other allegations made in the Fantino Brief.
Both Constable Dunlop and his wife were quoted in this article.
Detective Sergeant Hall testified that he and Detective Inspector Smith were

concerned that Constable Dunlop’s comments could lead perpetrators to destroy
evidence. Further, the comments could discourage complainants from coming
forward, as they might be concerned that if they did, their information could end
up in the media. Inspector Trew’s notes simply say, “Constable Dunlop was
strongly advised not to comment on any criminal cases that Insp. Smith and his
team are working on because this could possibly jeopardise these cases.”
According to Detective Inspector Smith’s notes, Constable Dunlop explained

that the media had caught him off-guard, and he agreed to refrain from speaking
to the press in the future.
The Ottawa Sun article also mentioned that numerous victims were coming

forward to the Dunlops. Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall
asked Constable Dunlop to provide the names of the witnesses whom he had
spoken to, as well as any statements or notes that he had, byAugust 15, 1997. He
was told to give these items directly to Detective Sergeant Hall, who had been
designated as the OPP officer responsible for liaising with Constable Dunlop.
Detective Inspector Smith said in testimony at this Inquiry that Constable Dunlop
should have known about his disclosure obligations as a police officer, “but I
was just going to tell him anyway.”
Constable Dunlop’s will-state says that he had several contacts with alleged

victims as recently as two weeks before this meeting, and that he referred these
individuals to Project Truth.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that in this meeting, Constable Dunlop

was again given the message that he could be present during statements taken by
the OPP, if that was the only way to get a particular victim to come forward.
Inspector Trew also testified that Constable Dunlop was told that he could be
used as a “coach” to get a victim to come forward, but that he could not be actively
involved in the case. Inspector Trew’s notes indicate, “I also made it very clear
that Constable Dunlop could not be involved with taking statements.”
Constable Dunlop was again being given mixed messages about contacts

with alleged victims. In addition, at this meeting Constable Dunlop was explicitly
directed to speak to an alleged victim, Mr. Silmser, about allegations that he
had made to the police. Constable Dunlop was not clearly told in these first
two meetings to keep track of his contacts with victims or to inform the OPP
immediately when he had been contacted by a victim.
After the meeting, Inspector Trew issued a memo to Constable Dunlop

that stated:
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Media releases by unauthorized persons could possibly jeopardize
the ongoing investigation by the Ontario Provincial Police into the
allegation of sexual assault.

Therefore, unless authorized by the Chief of Police and within the
guidelines of Directive #59, no members of the Cornwall Police
Service will release information to the media.

According to Inspector Trew, this memo was an order.

Detective Sergeant Pat Hall Obtains Additional Names From Constable
Perry Dunlop

On August 15, 1997, Detective Sergeant Hall went to Constable Dunlop’s resi-
dence to obtain the items he had promised to disclose at their meeting the previous
week. Constable Dunlop provided a list of people that the OPP should speak to
as potential victims or witnesses of sexual abuse. Only the initials of some people
were provided, and Constable Dunlop told Detective Sergeant Hall that he wanted
to contact these individuals first because some of them had given their names
in confidence. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he gave Constable Dunlop
time to do this.
Constable Dunlop did not have copies of his notes available, but he said that

he would provide them when he returned from vacation in two weeks. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that Constable Dunlop seemed cooperative at this
encounter.

Constable Perry DunlopWon’t Give Detective Sergeant Pat Hall Notes
Upon Advice From His Lawyer

Detective Sergeant Hall contacted Constable Dunlop on September 23, 1997,
to obtain the notes that Constable Dunlop had agreed to provide. Detective
Sergeant Hall’s notes state that Constable Dunlop said that his lawyer had advised
him not to provide the notes due to his ongoing lawsuit against the Cornwall
Police Service, the Diocese, and others. Constable Dunlop told Detective Sergeant
Hall to call his lawyer to discuss the matter. According to Constable Dunlop’s will-
state, “I was unsure as to what I was required to hand over to Police. I knew
there was a lawyer client privilege, and felt that my counsel should be contacted.”
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he advised Detective Inspector Smith of

the difficulty that he was having in obtaining Constable Dunlop’s notes. Detective
Inspector Smith called CPS Inspector Trew and informed him of Detective
Sergeant Hall’s conversation with Constable Dunlop.
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Detective Inspector Hall explained at this Inquiry why the OPP had to seek the
assistance of the CPS to obtain disclosure from Constable Dunlop:

He [Perry Dunlop] was a Cornwall police officer. We had no control
over him whatsoever, so I don’t think we really had to ask. I mean, I
think Inspector Trew determined, from the information we were not
receiving, that they had to do something.

Inspector Trew issued a written order to Constable Dunlop, dated September
25, 1997. The order reminded Constable Dunlop that he had a statutory duty as
a police officer to disclose information about victims or alleged sexual assaults.
It also said that notwithstanding the fact that that the materials were with Constable
Dunlop’s lawyer, he was to “disclose to Inspector Tim Smith, or his investigator,
all your notes, tapes, statements, etc. that you have made or received” by October
3, 1997.
Inspector Trew met with Constable Dunlop on September 26, 1997, and gave

him a copy of the order. According to Inspector Trew’s notes, Constable Dunlop
commented, “[T]hat’s fine.”
It is my view that the OPP acted appropriately by informing their contact at

the CPS of the difficulties obtaining compliance from Constable Dunlop and
that Inspector Trew took appropriate action by issuing a direct written order to
Constable Dunlop.
On October 3, 1997, Constable Dunlop called Inspector Trew from Toronto,

where he was meeting with his lawyer. The purpose of the call was to request an
extension of the deadline for disclosure. Inspector Trew agreed to the extension
as long as the material was provided as soon as possible, and he told Constable
Dunlop that he would require a written report explaining the delay.
On October 6, 1997, Inspector Trew spoke to Constable Dunlop’s lawyer,

Charles Bourgeois. According to Inspector Trew’s notes, Mr. Bourgeois said that
Constable Dunlop was at his firm reviewing materials to see if there was anything
that was not already given to the OPP. Mr. Bourgeois said that he had already
turned over a brief to the OPP. Inspector Trew told Mr. Bourgeois that Constable
Dunlop was a police officer and should have been taking notes when he had
interviews with victims or witnesses. Mr. Bourgeois further stated that some of
Constable Dunlop’s notes might be subject to solicitor-client privilege. Inspector
Trew responded that notes made by police officers concerning criminal offences
have to be disclosed to proper authorities. Inspector Trew requested that
Mr. Bourgeois provide something in writing stating that Constable Dunlop
was attempting to comply with his disclosure obligations. At this Inquiry, Mr.
Bourgeois testified that he had no recollection of this conversation.
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Mr. Bourgeois sent Inspector Trew a letter on October 8, 1997, stating that
Constable Dunlop was reviewing his materials in order to comply with the order,
and that Constable Dunlop would provide the materials to the OPP by October
10, 1997, “except for materials previously provided to the O.P.P. or any materials
that fall under the solicitor-client privilege.”
Mr. Bourgeois testified that he did not recall writing this letter but he acknowl-

edged that it bore his signature. He said at the hearings that he assumed that the
materials that fell under solicitor-client privilege were his own handwritten notes,
although he did not recall the advice that he gave to Constable Dunlop on the
matter, nor did he remember assisting his client in identifying the documents
that were to be disclosed. Mr. Bourgeois did not recall whether he told Constable
Dunlop that he did not have to disclose personal notes taken during his interviews
with various people.
Inspector Trew kept Detective Sergeant Hall apprised of his discussions

with Mr. Bourgeois, and Detective Sergeant Hall in turn informed Detective
Inspector Smith.
A decision was made to have Constable Dunlop give his materials directly

to the OPP, in part to ensure continuity of possession and in part because the
CPS was under investigation by the OPP. Inspector Trew did not want the CPS
to be accused of having tampered with the materials.

Constable Dunlop Discloses Yellow Binder and Additional Materials

Constable Dunlop met with Detective Sergeant Hall on October 10, 1997, and
turned over a yellow binder with nine tabs of materials, as well as three audio-
cassette tapes that contained interviews with Ron Leroux, Robert Renshaw, and
Gerald Renshaw.
The binder contained the index to the Fantino Brief, a variety of handwritten

notes from contacts from a number of individuals, including alleged victims,
and various lists, including a list of alleged pedophiles, and lists of possible
victims or witnesses.
Some of the materials in the binder mentioned Marcel Lalonde, and there

were notes from conversations with C-8, an alleged victim of Mr. Lalonde, about
matters not directly related to Mr. Lalonde. Although the Lalonde case was a
joint CPS and OPP investigation and not a Project Truth matter, OPP Detective
Constable Don Genier was responsible for disclosure in the Marcel Lalonde
prosecution. As was discussed in the Marcel Lalonde section earlier in this
chapter, some of the materials in Project Truth’s possession, including the materials
in the yellow binder, were not turned over to the Crown for two years, until the
fall of 1999.
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Detective Sergeant Hall was aware at the time that there were materials that
were not disclosed at this time because Constable Dunlop and his counsel claimed
that they were subject to solicitor-client privilege.
I accept that Constable Dunlop was acting upon his understanding of the

legal advice of his lawyer, Charles Bourgeois. This said, I have two comments to
make about this privilege claim.
The first is that many of the items in Constable Dunlop’s or his lawyer’s

possession were wrongly classified as being subject to a solicitor-client privilege
claim. This mistake may have stemmed from the very nature of Constable
Dunlop’s civil lawsuit against the CPS, the Diocese, and others. The amended
statement of claim, which was later struck with leave to amend, was improperly
framed to include allegations of abuse perpetrated by a “clan” of pedophiles.
These allegations were only tenuously related to the harm suffered by Constable
Dunlop. However, because the amended statement of claim referred to sexual
abuse committed against others, either Constable Dunlop or his lawyer may have
believed that the statements and notes relating to these alleged victims were
properly subject to solicitor-client privilege or even litigation privilege. It is
unfortunate that once the amended statement of claim was modified to remove
these unrelated allegations, no one reassessed the privilege claim that was being
asserted over the notes.
Second, I find that the OPP failed to properly react to the assertion of the

privilege claim. There were a number of possible responses. If the OPP was
uncertain whether a claim of solicitor-client privilege superseded a police officer’s
duty to disclose, it should have sought legal advice. It may even have been helpful
to have a lawyer contact Mr. Bourgeois to discuss the state of the law surrounding
this issue and possibly reach a mutually acceptable solution.
Furthermore, no attempt was made to determine the nature of the documents

that were being withheld. Detective Sergeant Hall did not request a detailed list
of documents for which privilege was claimed. It is a common practice in civil
litigation to require a party to provide a detailed list that describes privileged
documents without disclosing the privileged information. Although Detective
Sergeant Hall may not have been aware of this, a lawyer would have been able
to give him this information. Thereafter, asking for such a list would not have been
an unduly burdensome request.

C-18 Tells OPP That HeWasn’t Abused

A few weeks later, Detective Constable Genier interviewed C-18. The Fantino
Brief contained a statement from C-18 alleging that he had been abused by a
priest. On October 22, 1997, Detective Constable Genier spoke with C-18, who
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said that he was never abused, although he recalled “advances made by a priest.”
According to Detective Constable Genier’s notes in the case management register:

Dunlop contacted him [C-18] and showed him several photos and
wanted him to disclose abuse. Dunlop stated—you can make money ...

[C-18] told Dunlop who he knew and said he chose not to pursue it.
Dunlop stated he put together a statement for [C-18] and later would
have him sign it. [C-18] later did sign it because he felt it wasn’t going
anywhere. [C-18] stated that Dunlop “sweetened it up a bit.”

Detective Inspector Hall testified that the fact that C-18 changed his story in
his interview with the OPP was troubling to the Project Truth team. He said that
they tried to pursue the matter with C-18, but he refused to cooperate any further.
This interview provided an early indication to Project Truth that Constable

Dunlop might have utilized improper techniques during his private investiga-
tion that may have unduly influenced witnesses. This should have alerted the
officers to the need to be aware of and track Constable Dunlop’s contact with
victims and witnesses, so that they could address any possible contamination of
their cases.
Further, it is my view that they should have raised the matter with Constable

Dunlop, both to hear his side of the story and to obtain any notes that he had in
relation to his contact with C-18.

Constable Perry Dunlop Fires Lawyer Charles Bourgeois

In a letter dated November 21, 1997, Constable Dunlop terminated the services
of Mr. Bourgeois as his lawyer. At this Inquiry, I stated that the reasons for the end
of this relationship are subject to solicitor-client privilege.
Mr. Bourgeois testified that he assumed that at the end of the retainer, he

would have returned all of Constable Dunlop’s materials to him.
A few days later, on November 24, 1997, the Cornwall Police Service brought

a motion to strike Constable Dunlop’s statement of claim. Mr. Bourgeois did
not attend the motion, and Constable Dunlop asked for an adjournment in order
to seek new legal counsel. The judge allowed the motion to strike, but granted
leave to amend the statement of claim and re-file it by February 2, 1998. Constable
Dunlop retained new counsel, and the Court permitted him to file an amended
claim that did not include all of the allegations regarding the “clan of pedophiles.”
According to Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie’s notes, Constable Dunlop eventu-
ally settled his lawsuit in December 2002 for $40,000.
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Constable Perry Dunlop’s ContactWith Project Truth Victims

During the first year of the Project Truth investigation, Constable Dunlop had
contact with a number of Project Truth victims and their families. By July 1998,
the officers were aware that Constable Dunlop had been in contact with C-10,
C-16’s mother, and possibly others.
They also would have been aware that Constable Dunlop had been in contact

with alleged victims prior to Project Truth, based on the statements in the Fantino
Brief and the notes in the yellow binder. Constable Dunlop claimed in his will-
state that he referred many of these people to Project Truth.
Constable Dunlop had also had contact with other alleged victims, most

notably C-2, but Project Truth was unaware of these contacts.
All of these contacts are described in more detail in the relevant investiga-

tion sections.

July 23, 1998, Meeting Between Project Truth and Constable
Perry Dunlop

On July 23, 1998, Detective Inspector Smith, Detective Sergeant Hall, and
Inspector Trew had another meeting with Constable Dunlop. Constable Dunlop’s
will-state contains a detailed description of this meeting. Detective Inspector
Hall testified that he thought Constable Dunlop had tape-recorded the meeting.
One of the purposes of the meeting was to discuss Constable Dunlop’s

contact with victims, including his recent contact with C-16’s mother. Detective
Inspector Hall testified there was some discussion about the extent of the con-
tact and the reasons for it. According to Detective Inspector Smith, Constable
Dunlop explained that C-16’s mother had initially contacted him, but Detective
Inspector Smith was concerned by the fact that Constable Dunlop later called
her back.
Neither Detective Sergeant Hall nor Detective Inspector Smith made notes

of the fact that they had raised the issue of Constable Dunlop’s contact with
C-16’s mother during this meeting. This became an issue during the trial of
Jacques Leduc, and will be discussed in more detail in that section.
It would have been prudent for the Project Truth officers to have reminded

Constable Dunlop that his duty of disclosure was ongoing, and thus he had a
duty to disclose notes of the contacts that he had with victims after Project Truth
began. I cannot see how these notes would be subject to solicitor-client privilege,
given that they were not tied to his civil action.
The second major purpose of the meeting was to discuss disclosure, particu-

larly in light of comments that Helen Dunlop had recently made in the media.

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 653



As discussed in the section “External Pressures: The Media, Websites, and
Garry Guzzo,” shortly after a number of suspects were arrested on July 9, 1998,
Helen Dunlop told the Ottawa Sun that none of the men arrested were named
in the materials that she and her husband had turned over to the OPP, and that at
least ten more people could be added to the list of those charged. Indeed, none of
the suspects arrested that day were accused in statements in the Fantino Brief.
According to Constable Dunlop’s will-state, Ms Dunlop also said in the media,

“Every parent should be knocking down the O.P.P.’s door demanding to know who
these pedophiles are.” Detective Inspector Smith told Constable Dunlop that
these comments could undermine the confidence of victims in the investigation
and that they would not come forward if such comments continued.
Detective Inspector Smith asked Constable Dunlop to speak to his wife about

this, but Constable Dunlop said, according to Detective Inspector Smith’s notes,
that his wife does what she wants.
Inspector Trew testified that Helen Dunlop, in speaking to the media, had

referred to affidavits that the OPP did not have. Detective Inspector Hall also
testified that Ms Dunlop told the press that boxes of material had been delivered
to the Ministry of theAttorney General and the “Top Cop.” Detective Sergeant Hall
wanted to know what Ms Dunlop was talking about, as the Project Truth inves-
tigators had only received one binder (the Fantino Brief) and the letter that
Constable Dunlop had written to the Solicitor General, dated April 7, 1997.
Constable Dunlop was surprised by this. He explained that he had delivered

four volumes of evidence to the Ministry of theAttorney General and the Ontario
Civilian Commission on Police Services (OCCPS) onApril 8, 1997, and that he
had attempted to deliver the same materials to the Solicitor General’s Office,
but it refused to accept the binders. Detective Inspector Smith testified that he was
not aware of these additional materials at the time. I refer to these materials
throughout this Report as the “Government Brief.”
Constable Dunlop agreed to photocopy these materials and provide them to

Project Truth. According to Detective Sergeant Hall’s notes, he also asked
Constable Dunlop to provide him with a memo confirming that the OPP had all
of his materials.

Delivery of the Government Brief to Project Truth

On July 31, 1998, Constable Dunlop met with Inspector Trew and advised him
that the materials that he had promised to provide to Project Truth were ready.
According to Inspector Trew’s notes, Constable Dunlop said that he would not
write a letter stating he had handed over all his materials, but that he would sign
a letter to this effect written by Project Truth, as long as his lawyer could review
the letter first.
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Later that day, Detective Sergeant Hall met with Constable Dunlop, who
provided him with the following:

• two black binders, Volumes 1 and 2;
• 2 plastic-bound binders, Volumes 3 and 4;
• copy of memo to Chief Julian Fantino, London Police Service;
• copy of memo to Solicitor General Robert Runciman, and Mr.
Runciman’s reply;

• copy of reply from regional Crown Attorney Peter Griffiths; and
• copy of receipt of material from the OCCPS, the Ministry of the
Attorney General, and the Ministry of the Solicitor General.

Constable Dunlop had Detective Sergeant Hall sign a receipt saying:

Received from Constable Perry Dunlop of the Cornwall Police
Service—

Four Volumes of documents marked “Submission by Constable
P. Dunlop, of The Cornwall Police Service.”

The Ontario Provincial Police “Project Truth Investigators” never
received the full package that was delivered to the Office of the
Attorney General, or the Office of the Solicitor General, Ontario
Civilian Commission on Policing Services that was hand delivered on
the 8th of April 1997 to the said offices by Constable Perry Dunlop.

The first two binders contained eighty-five tabs of material. The first seventy-
four tabs were identical to the Fantino Brief, and the remaining eleven tabs
consisted of new material. Volumes 3 and 4 contained material from the Police
Services Act charges against Constable Dunlop. This material had not been given
to Chief Fantino.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that only three items were useful to him

from the eleven tabs of new material in the first two binders. These were a state-
ment from C-8, taken in January 1997, an affidavit from Robert Renshaw, and a
statement from C-130.
However, Detective Inspector Hall added that by July 1998, he already

had these items in his possession. He testified that the rest of the new material
in Volumes 1 and 2 “wasn’t overly helpful for investigative purposes.” It in-
cluded a pamphlet on reporting child abuse, Constable Dunlop’s resumé, news
clippings, and a statement of claim from a victim of whom Project Truth was
already aware.
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Detective Inspector Hall testified that Volumes 3 and 4 consisted of materials
that were disclosed during the Police Services Act prosecution against Constable
Dunlop after he gave David Silmser’s statement to the Children’s Aid Society.
They contained interview reports from various Cornwall Police Service officers,
extensive notes from CPS Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie, and other investigative
material compiled by CPS Staff Sergeant Brendon Wells. Detective Sergeant
Hall did not already have this material, and he said at the hearings that it was
useful for his conspiracy investigation.
Notwithstanding the usefulness of the material, Detective Inspector Hall stated

at the hearings that the failure of the Ministry of the Attorney General to deliver
the material to him did not affect his investigation in any way.
In his will-state, Constable Dunlop wrote:

I think I realized why on September 23rd 1997 Detective Sergeant
Pat Hall was upset at me for not handing materials over before my
counsel was contacted. Detective Sergeant Pat Hall had not been
provided with all the material. It was now clear at this meeting. The
Attorney General’s Office as well as the Solicitor General’s Office,
did not forward the material to the assigned investigators the OPP.

It is my view that Constable Dunlop is mistaken in this comment. He had
other relevant materials in his possession that were not included in the Government
Brief, nor in the yellow binder that he provided in October 1997. As I have
previously mentioned, Constable Dunlop may have wrongly been under the
impression that some of these materials were protected by solicitor-client privi-
lege. In addition, he had been in contact with alleged victims since the fall of
1997, and he was obligated to disclose the notes of these contacts by the duty of
ongoing disclosure and by Inspector Trew’s written order of September 25, 1997.
Although OCCPS informed Project Truth in 1999 that it had the materials

that had been delivered in April 1997, the Ministry of the Attorney General was
never able to find its copy of them. In the years that followed, Detective Inspector
Hall made several requests to Ministry officials, asking them to determine what
had happened to the materials. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he never
received a satisfactory answer. This issue is discussed in detail in Chapter 11,
on the institutional response of the Ministry.
After reviewing the materials, Detective Sergeant Hall informed Ms Dunlop

that the binders did not contain any significant new material. Detective Sergeant
Hall also wrote to Crown Attorney Robert Pelletier and provided him with
material from the binders that had to be disclosed to defence counsel in the
Father Charles MacDonald prosecution.
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OPP Request for an Investigation of Constable Perry Dunlop

Detective Inspector Hall testified that at some point in July or August 1998, he
and Detective Inspector Smith spoke with Inspector Trew and requested that the
CPS conduct an investigation of Constable Dunlop. According to Detective
Inspector Hall, the CPS asked the OPP to make this request in writing. Detective
Sergeant Hall consulted with OPP Headquarters and it was determined that they
should not make a written request for an investigation, as it could be perceived
that the OPP was investigating Constable Dunlop.

Constable Perry Dunlop Refuses to Sign Memo on Disclosure

OnAugust 11, 1998, Detective Sergeant Hall met with Constable Dunlop at his
home and presented him with a letter to sign confirming that he had disclosed all
of his materials. The letter said:

I, PERRY DUNLOP, have provided to the Ontario Provincial Police,
Project Truth, copies of all notes, audio/video tapes and interview
statements, pertaining to both criminal and civil matters that are in
my possession. (Emphasis added)

Constable Dunlop said that he had a problem with the reference to “civil
matters” and said he wanted to obtain legal advice before signing the letter. I
agree that Constable Dunlop was justified in refusing to sign a document that
made reference to his civil matters and in seeking legal advice on this issue.
Detective Sergeant Hall spoke with Helen Dunlop on August 27, 1998. She

asked if her husband had signed the disclosure letter. Detective Inspector Hall
testified that he found this odd, and that he concluded that she and her husband
had a difference of opinion about signing the letter. Ms Dunlop told him that
their lawyer had told Constable Dunlop not to sign because of their ongoing
civil action. She also said that Constable Dunlop might have another tape of Ron
Leroux to disclose.
On September 17, 1998, Detective Sergeant Hall met with Constable Dunlop

again and gave him another memo to sign. This memo did not make reference to
Constable Dunlop’s civil matters. According to Detective Sergeant Hall, Constable
Dunlop told him that although he agreed with the memo, he wanted to show it to
his lawyer before signing. He also told Detective Sergeant Hall about the video
of Mr. Leroux reading a statement and said that he would provide a copy. The tape
had been made in December 1996.
Constable Dunlop contacted Detective Sergeant Hall on October 1, 1998, at

3:15 p.m. and told him that he had a copy of the Ron Leroux videotape ready.
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According to Detective Sergeant Hall, he asked Constable Dunlop if he would sign
the memo confirming that he had disclosed all his materials, and Constable
Dunlop said “absolutely.”
Detective Sergeant Hall met with Constable Dunlop half an hour later.

Constable Dunlop provided the tape of Mr. Leroux’s statement but refused to
sign the memo. He wrote “advised not to sign” at the bottom of this document.
During court proceedings in the Father MacDonald prosecution, Constable
Dunlop testified, “I was advised not to sign by my lawyer.”
The following day, Detective Sergeant Hall contacted Inspector Trew to advise

him that Constable Dunlop did not sign the letter confirming he had supplied
all relevant materials pertaining to Project Truth. Inspector Trew testified that
he did not believe that he took this up with Constable Dunlop.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that Constable Dunlop’s refusal to sign the

letter caused him to conclude that Constable Dunlop still had relevant materials
in his possession.
Detective Inspector Hall added that he knew that Constable Dunlop had not

provided all his notes after he reviewed the videotape provided by Constable
Dunlop. The tape showed Constable Dunlop presenting Ron Leroux with a photo
line-up. Constable Dunlop appeared to be taking notes in the video. However,
Constable Dunlop had not provided Project Truth with a copy of these notes.

Constable Perry Dunlop’s Call to Claude Marleau

In the fall of 1998, the question of contacts between Claude Marleau and Constable
Dunlop was raised by the defence in the prosecution of an alleged abuser of
Mr. Marleau.
Around 10:00 a.m. on November 16, 1998, Detective Sergeant Hall attempted

to call Constable Dunlop at home and spoke with his wife, Helen. Ms Dunlop said
her husband was sleeping, having just finished a night shift. Detective Sergeant
Hall asked if she had any notes about her interactions with Mr. Marleau. She
said that there was a letter dated October 3, 1997. Detective Sergeant Hall asked
her to check with her husband and determine whether there were any other notes.
Ms Dunlop testified that she did not remember talking to the OPP about Mr.

Marleau and she did not know why they would be asking her about him. She
said that the only dealings she had with him was sending him one letter and one
package. This is described further in the section “Investigations of Complaints of
Claude Marleau and C-96.”
Detective Sergeant Hall then asked Detective Constable Joe Dupuis to contact

Mr. Marleau. Detective Constable Dupuis was told by Mr. Marleau that he had
just spoken with Constable Dunlop, and that Constable Dunlop had asked Mr.
Marleau to fax him the materials requested by the OPP.
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Detective Sergeant Hall called the Dunlop residence again just after 10:30
a.m. He spoke with Constable Dunlop and asked why he was contacting Mr.
Marleau. According to Detective Sergeant Hall’s notes:

He [Constable Dunlop] really didn’t have any explanation for
contacting MARLEAU, and he went on to say he felt comfortable
getting on the stand and repeated, put me in the stand, meaning the
witness box. I replied it may never get to that if we can’t satisfy
disclosure issues. I said you are a police officer, you know we have
to disclose everything. I said we are trying to cover his ass as well.
He took exception to that.

Detective Sergeant Hall then asked about the notes that were taken during
the videotaped interview of Mr. Leroux. Detective Sergeant Hall’s notes state, “He
[Constable Dunlop] became agitated saying he will take the stand on that matter.
He further stated, don’t call me anymore, call my lawyer.” Constable Dunlop
then provided the name and contact information for his lawyer, John Morris.
Constable Dunlop did not note this incident in his will-state, but he does have

notes of it, although they appear to be wrongly dated December 16, 1998. These
notes confirm that Detective Sergeant Hall asked Constable Dunlop why he was
contacting Mr. Marleau and that he asked about the notes that were taken during
the interview with Mr. Leroux. Constable Dunlop described Detective Sergeant
Hall’s manner as “terse, unprofessional, edgy.”

At the hearings, Detective Inspector Hall said, “[I]n hindsight maybe I
shouldn’t have said it was covering his ass but we’re talking police officer to
police officer here and I’m trying to enforce what I need to get from him.”
Detective Inspector Hall testified that after this conversation, he immediately

contacted Inspector Trew and informed him of what had transpired. ChiefAnthony
Repa acknowledged that the Cornwall Police Service was briefed on the fact
that Detective Sergeant Hall was not convinced that Constable Dunlop had
provided all of his disclosure.
Detective Sergeant Hall also wrote to CrownAttorneyAlain Godin on Novem-

ber 17, 1998, and informed him of the difficulties in obtaining disclosure from
Constable Dunlop. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not recall getting
a response to this letter, nor did he recall getting any direction from Mr. Godin.
Detective Inspector Hall also testified that he had a discussion with Shelley

Hallett about Constable Dunlop’s notes and that he did not get much direction back
from her.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that events in the fall of 1998, in particular

Constable Dunlop’s refusal to sign the memo and the conversation about his
contacts with Mr. Marleau, caused his relationship with Constable Dunlop to
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change for the worse. In addition, he acknowledged that the Dunlops were not
happy with the December 1998 decision not to lay charges in relation to the
death threats against the Dunlop family and that this “probably had an effect on
my relationship with them.”
Despite the fact that Detective Sergeant Hall did not believe he had all of

Constable Dunlop’s materials, it does not appear that any significant action was
taken until disclosure issues arose in the Marcel Lalonde prosecution in the fall
of 1999. It is my view that the OPP should have considered asking the CPS to
issue another order to Constable Dunlop or requested a formal legal opinion
about what action could be taken. Neither the OPP as an institution, nor its case
managers for Project Truth, Detective Inspector Smith and later Detective Inspector
Hall, were able to develop and apply proper practices or protocols to ensure
effective cooperation with the CPS in dealing with Constable Dunlop’s involve-
ment in OPP investigations and prosecutions.

ContactWith Victims in 1999

The OPP was aware that Constable Dunlop was continuing to have contacts with
victims into 1999. He met with C-104 on April 7, 1999, and took a videotaped
statement from him. The OPP interviewed C-104 the following day, and he
disclosed this contact with Constable Dunlop.

Staff Sergeant Garry Derochie Becomes the CPS Liaison Officer

In September 1999, Inspector Trew retired and Staff Sergeant Derochie became
the Cornwall Police Service’s liaison with Project Truth. Staff Sergeant Derochie
testified that he was assigned to this role because he was in the Professional
Standards Branch and because he was involved in a number of issues regarding
Constable Dunlop.

Issues Arising in the Marcel Lalonde Trial

As was discussed in detail in the section “Investigation and Prosecution of Marcel
Lalonde,” a number of issues involving Constable Dunlop arose during the prose-
cution of Marcel Lalonde. Constable Dunlop had had contact with a number of
victims and alleged victims of Mr. Lalonde, including C-8 and C-68.
Constable Dunlop testified in the preliminary inquiry on January 15, 1998. He

told the Court that he still had some undisclosed materials in his possession that
related to the Lalonde prosecution, and that Detective Constable Genier “would
have everything [Perry Dunlop] provided to the OPP.”
The trial of Mr. Lalonde was initially scheduled to begin on October 4, 1999.

On September 29, 1999, Crown ClaudetteWilhelm received a letter from defence
counsel requesting notes taken by Perry Dunlop on September 11 and December
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12, 1996. These notes were in the package of materials that Perry Dunlop had
delivered to Project Truth in a yellow binder in October 1997. As these notes
were in the OPP’s possession, responsibility for the delay in disclosing them
lies with OPP and not with Constable Dunlop or the CPS.
However, on October 1, 1999, Constable Dunlop disclosed a handwritten

note dated November 19, 1996, in which C-8 described the alleged abuse by
Mr. Lalonde. This note was not in the Fantino Brief, the Government Brief, or the
yellow binder. This note is one of several documents that Constable Dunlop
failed to disclose to the police in a timely manner, despite a written order from
the CPS in the fall of 1997.
The note is also significant because Constable Dunlop had testified at the

preliminary inquiry that between June 1996 and January 1997, C-8 did not
disclose the details of his alleged abuse by Marcel Lalonde. He had also promised
at the preliminary inquiry to provide all of his notes that related to C-8’s allega-
tions about Mr. Lalonde.
The trial was subsequently adjourned to September 11, 2000, due to this late

disclosure, but also because of the CPS’s failure to locate and disclose a file of
a previous investigation into Marcel Lalonde.
CrownWilhelm had serious concerns that Constable Dunlop had not disclosed

all of his materials. She expressed these concerns to CPSActing Inspector Rick
Carter and Staff Sergeant Derochie on October 4, 1999, and to Detective Inspector
Hall in a letter dated October 5, 1999. She noted in this letter that the defence
claimed that Constable Dunlop had contact with other alleged victims of Marcel
Lalonde. She asked Detective Inspector Hall to obtain any additional notes from
Constable Dunlop that he might have about these contacts and to ask him to
refrain from speaking to victims.
On October 6, 1999, Detective Inspector Hall met with Staff Sergeant Derochie

andActing Inspector Carter. They discussed the possibility of obtaining a search
warrant for Constable Dunlop’s materials, but Detective Inspector Hall did not feel
there were sufficient grounds for a warrant. They also discussed a possible
investigation into Constable Dunlop for obstruction of justice or perjury. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that it was the CPS officers’ idea to investigate Constable
Dunlop, although Staff Sergeant Derochie testified that Detective Inspector Hall
encouraged him to investigate these issues. Detective Inspector Hall said that
he did have the authority to investigate Constable Dunlop, although he did not
object to the CPS doing so.
Detective Inspector Hall spoke with OPP Detective Superintendent Larry

Edgar the following day, who instructed him not to interview Constable Dunlop.
Detective Inspector Hall then met with Marc Garson, Director of Crown

Operations, Western Region, on October 13, 1999. Staff Sergeant Derochie had
requested the meeting but was unable to attend. Mr. Garson was of the opinion
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that if an investigation into Constable Dunlop was to be conducted, it should
not be done by the CPS or by the OPP, but rather by an outside agency. Detective
Inspector Hall’s notes state that the following conclusions were reached at
this meeting:

1. I am not investigating Dunlop nor do I intend to.
2. If an investigation, someone other than C.P.S. should do it.
3. It is my opinion that Cornwall P.S. want Dunlop investigated.

Detective Inspector Hall contacted Staff Sergeant Derochie a few days later
and told him that he would not be investigating Constable Dunlop. He wrote to
CrownWilhelm on October 28, 1999, and told her that he would not speak with
Constable Dunlop about his contacts with victims or about his disclosure, as she
had requested.
Mr. Garson also met with Staff Sergeant Derochie and then gave him a legal

opinion outlining the CPS’s disclosure obligations and the Crown’s responsi-
bilities, and providing advice on what action should be taken.
Detective Inspector Hall met with Staff Sergeant Derochie on November 25,

1999. Staff Sergeant Derochie told him that Mr. Garson had recommended that
Constable Dunlop be re-interviewed about disclosure. Staff Sergeant Derochie told
Detective Inspector Hall that the Cornwall Chief of Police would be asking for
an outside agency to conduct an investigation into the allegations that Constable
Dunlop had committed perjury or obstructed justice in the Lalonde case. Finally,
Staff Sergeant Derochie advised Detective Inspector Hall that he would issue
an order to Constable Dunlop requiring him to produce all his materials and to
cease communicating with victims.

CPS Issues Comprehensive Order to Constable Perry Dunlop

On January 10, 2000, Staff Sergeant Derochie provided Constable Dunlop with
a comprehensive order requiring him to disclose all materials in his possession
related to the Marcel Lalonde matter or to allegations of sexual abuse being
investigated by the OPP or the CPS.34 In addition, the order required Constable
Dunlop to provide a comprehensive will-state, outlining all of his contacts with
alleged victims or witnesses in all of these cases. He was further ordered not to
communicate with the media and to cease and desist from investigating any
criminal activity that might be the subject of the Project Truth investigation. He
was to refer other victims who came forward to him to Project Truth.
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Detective Inspector Hall testified that he was not asked for input into the
order and that he did not review it before it was given to Constable Dunlop. The
order was drafted by Staff Sergeant Derochie, in consultation with Crowns
Claudette Wilhelm and Marc Garson, and CPS counsel.
Constable Dunlop asked to have time to consult with a lawyer about the order.

Staff Sergeant Derochie agreed, and Constable Dunlop signed the order on
January 17, 2000. Constable Dunlop was taken off uniform patrol duties and
was assigned to work on his will-state full-time until it was completed.
At this Inquiry, Detective Inspectors Hall and Smith took the position that

they had no authority over Constable Dunlop and that it was up to the Cornwall
Police Service to ensure that its officer provided disclosure. CPS Chief Anthony
Repa agreed that the OPP had no power over Constable Dunlop and that any
measures to make Constable Dunlop comply had to be done in conjunction with
the CPS.
I am of the view that Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall should have insisted

that the CPS have Constable Dunlop comply with his disclosure obligations
much sooner than the fall of 1999. At the latest, this should have happened in
October 1998, when Constable Dunlop refused to sign the memo acknowledging
that he had disclosed everything in his possession. Detective Inspector Hall
advised Inspector Trew of the refusal, but it does not appear to me that anyone
followed up with Constable Dunlop after relations broke down in November
1998, until the issue surfaced in the Marcel Lalonde prosecution in October
1999. Detective Inspector Hall testified that if Constable Dunlop had been given
the order sooner, the trial of Father Charles MacDonald might not have been
delayed in May 2000.

Disclosure of ContactWith C-2

On January 17, 2000, Constable Dunlop contacted Detective Inspector Hall and
advised him that almost two years ago he had spoken to C-2, an alleged victim
of Father MacDonald. C-2 had contacted the Cornwall Police Service on February
12, 1998, and spoken to Constable Dunlop. The Constable had met with C-2 on
February 16, 1998, and was told about his alleged abuse, but according to his
will-state, Constable Dunlop did not take a statement. Constable Dunlop says
in his will-state that he referred C-2 to Project Truth. Detective Inspector Hall’s
notes say that Constable Dunlop told him that C-2 had told Constable Dunlop that
he was not ready to come forward yet and that he wanted to keep his identity
between the two of them at that time. Given that the Father MacDonald matter was
before the courts, it would have been prudent for Constable Dunlop to have
disclosed C-2’s contact with him to the OPP. This information was relevant in an
ongoing criminal case.
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The OPP interviewed C-2 on January 26, 2000, and he told the officers about
his alleged abuse by Father MacDonald. Father MacDonald was charged in rela-
tion to these allegations on April 10, 2000. The matter is further discussed in
the section “Project Truth Investigation of Father Charles MacDonald” and
in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”

Preparation of theWill-State and Incremental Disclosure

Between January and April 2000, Constable Dunlop worked on the will-state
that he had been ordered to provide. On January 18, 2000, Detective Inspector Hall
and Detective Constable Dupuis met with Constable Dunlop in order to interview
him as part of Project Truth’s conspiracy investigation. They presented him with
a list of forty-four questions. Constable Dunlop explained that he was currently
preparing his will-state and asked if he could incorporate his answers to these ques-
tions in this document. Detective Inspector Hall agreed.
In the months when Constable Dunlop was preparing his will-state, he began

incrementally turning over tapes, notes, and other documents to Staff Sergeant
Derochie and Acting Inspector Carter. Staff Sergeant Derochie testified that
Constable Dunlop was instructed to provide everything that he had, regardless of
whether he had already turned it over. A copy of these documents was then given
to Detective Inspector Hall. Detective Inspector Hall testified that Project Truth
already had most of the materials that Constable Dunlop turned over, with the
exception of his notes. Detective Inspector Hall said that he received a bundle of
notes that was three to four inches thick. Most of these notes had been taken
while Constable Dunlop was off-duty. Notwithstanding his work status, Constable
Dunlop failed to disclose his notes in a timely fashion to the CPS. These notes con-
tained allegations of criminal conduct and/or information relevant to on-going
criminal investigations and as a police officer, off-duty or not, Constable Dunlop
was required to provide them to the CPS in a timely fashion.
Constable Dunlop completed his will-state on April 7, 2000, and Detective

Inspector Hall was provided with a copy of it, along with four binders of
appendices, onApril 10, 2000. Constable Dunlop also delivered a copy of his will-
state to Crown Shelley Hallett on June 27, 2000.

Ottawa Police Service Investigation of Constable Perry Dunlop

In addition to the comprehensive order issued to Constable Dunlop on January 10,
2000, the Cornwall Police Service also determined that he should be investi-
gated for two issues. The first was “the apparent inconsistency” between his
testimony at the Marcel Lalonde preliminary inquiry and the notes that were
subsequently disclosed. The second issue related to Crown Robert Pelletier’s
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concerns about events during a preliminary hearing in the Father MacDonald
prosecution. There was an allegation that Constable Dunlop had sent C-8 to look
at witnesses during this hearing. At the same hearing, Gerald Renshaw testified
that Constable Dunlop was in uniform when he took a statement from him that
was used to support his civil action.
On January 6, 2000, CPS Chief Repa wrote to Ottawa Chief of Police Brian

Ford requesting an investigation into these matters. Two Ottawa Police Service
officers were assigned to conduct this investigation. They determined that the
allegations about the events at the preliminary inquiry were unsubstantiated.
However, they concluded that “Constable Dunlop’s testimony contradicts in
several points his actual notes and Will-State.” Their report noted, “The Crown
Attorney from theWest Region is to review and decide if charges of perjury are
appropriate or if the matter will be left for the courts to pursue this matter at the
trial of Marcel Lalonde on September 11, 2000.” The Crown determined that
there was no reasonable prospect of conviction and the Ottawa police informed
Chief Repa in July 2000 that no charges would be laid.

Constable Perry Dunlop Leaves Cornwall

On June 29, 2000, Constable Dunlop left the Cornwall Police Service and sued
for constructive dismissal. The Dunlop family moved to British Columbia in
July 2000. Helen Dunlop testified that they wanted to go somewhere where
nobody knew them, to get away from the stress and raise their children.

C-8 Recants Just Prior to Marcel Lalonde Trial

The trial of schoolteacher Marcel Lalonde was held in September 2000. In a
preparatory meeting with Crown Claudette Wilhelm and CPS Constable René
Desrosiers on September 7, C-8 admitted that he had lied in a statement that he
had given to Constable Dunlop. On September 19, 2000, C-8 testified that contrary
to his previous allegations, he had not been abused by Mr. Lalonde on a school
trip to Toronto. C-8 told the Court:

I guess when I was talking with Perry he’s telling what I, you know, he
kept asking me if anything—if anything has happened within the school
itself because he said, “If it did,” he says, “You can sue the school board
instead of just suing him.” And somehow I ended pulling the trip
Toronto [sic] in on that statement which I should of never of done
because I believe it’s not right. I don’t want to see the guy get off for
something that I said wasn’t true. Everything else I’ve said was true
on the statements.
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Notwithstanding the recantation of C-8, Justice Monique Métivier found
Marcel Lalonde guilty on six counts relating to C-45, C-8, another victim, and
C-66 on November 17, 2000.
C-8 was investigated for perjury as a result of his evidence. CrownWilhelm

advised not to lay charges, despite sufficient evidence to do so, in part because
“[a]lthough there is no evidence of overt actions by other individuals to cause
[C-8] to perjure himself, it is evident that individuals took advantage of his
mental state to further their own agendas.”
After C-8 gave this testimony, he received a phone call from Helen Dunlop.

In an interview with police, C-8 said:

She [Helen Dunlop] said, what are you doing [C-8]? I thought we were
your two best friends?

I’m like, yah, you are Helen. So what the hell are you lying for? I said,
no, I’m not lying Helen. She said I think you’re lying.You are lying. No
Helen, I’m sorry, but I says, I can’t fucken do this ... she says, I hope
you can sleep good at night ... it was very stupid, and I said no. And
then she said goodby [sic]. I’m surprised that she even said by [sic].

Ms Dunlop testified at the hearings about why she called C-8:

Because I was upset that he had changed so dramatically in such a short
amount of time. I don’t know if they had something on him or what
made him change so dramatically, but it upset me because he had told
the truth and now he was undoing the truth and making Perry look like
the bad guy, and that upset me. And I wanted to phone and get it from
him why are you doing this?

This is yet another area I would have expected Commission counsel to ques-
tion Mr. Dunlop about. Without his evidence, I am not prepared to conclude that
he was as suggestive in his questioning of C-8 as C-8 has related. However, by
conducting investigations without the knowledge or authorization of the CPS,
failing to keep proper notes and other records, and then failing to disclose relevant
information in a timely manner, Constable Dunlop put this witness’ credibility and
thus this prosecution in jeopardy.

Charges Against Father Charles MacDonaldWithdrawn

C-8 had also told Constable Dunlop that he had been allegedly abused by Father
MacDonald. One of the allegations involved an assault with a candle on the day
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of his father’s funeral. On March 12, 2002, Crown Lorne McConnery inter-
viewed C-8 to prepare him for trial. According to notes taken by Crown Kevin
Phillips, C-8 said that he initially spoke with Constable Dunlop because he
wanted to make a complaint about Ron Leroux. C-8 said that he gave a written
statement about Mr. Leroux and that he “never saw it again.” C-8 began to cry,
and Mr. Phillips’ notes state:

Unprompted, [C-8] goes back to impressing upon us that he never
wanted to make a complaint about Father Charles in the first place.
He says that while he was talking to Dunlop “I felt like more was
better” and that he included Father Charles “to satisfy Perry.” [C-8]
says that he felt pressure as a result of being rushed around all the
time. “He (Dunlop) kept pushing the fucking priest.” “I felt like I
had to do all of this.”

C-8 then said that the events at his father’s funeral didn’t happen. He said,
“I felt pressured. I was made to feel that more was better.” Again, while I am
not prepared to conclude that Constable Dunlop pressured C-8 as alleged, his
failure to follow standard police protocol and obey lawful orders put this prose-
cution in jeopardy for this and other reasons.
Crown McConnery then decided to withdraw the two charges against Father

MacDonald that related to the alleged abuse of C-8. This issue is described in
greater detail in Chapter 11.
When C-8 was being interviewed by the CPS about his testimony in the

Lalonde matter, he said that Constable Dunlop “never said, [C-8], I want to you
lie for me, no ... I just felt like I was obligated.”
C-8 testified at this Inquiry that, at the time, he was facing charges for sexually

assaulting a teenage girl and Constable Perry Dunlop:

... was the only friend I had. I had nobody around and Perry was taking
me to his place all the time for meals and, you know, I was a family
figure, you know, meet his kids, everything is good.You know, he’s
playing music. You know, l feel like I’m part of the family. How do I
let them down, you know? ... I felt like I had to give him something.
I just couldn’t remember so I felt I had to fabricate something.

Constable Dunlop dealt with vulnerable individuals when he was speaking to
victims. The mistakes he made in, at the very least, unwittingly pressuring C-8
are indicative of the fact that he lacked specialized training on the investigation
of historical sexual abuse. This said, he should have known that asserting any

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 667



pressure on complainants during the reporting of their allegations was improper
and could jeopardize their cases. In addition, as a police officer, he should have
known that certain techniques, such as asking leading questions while taking
statements, are problematic.

Perry Dunlop’s Testimony in Father Charles MacDonald 11(b) Motion

In May 2002, Mr. Dunlop testified in a motion to stay proceedings against Father
MacDonald. He was questioned extensively about the disclosure of his notes
and other materials.
He told the Court that he hid his notes and that he kept them in many different

places because he was afraid that someone would come in and seize them. It took
him a significant time to gather all of his materials because of this practice. He
claimed that he was not able to produce them when initially requested because
he was not given the time to do so, until he was directed to complete his will-state
in 2000. Considering that Constable Dunlop was given both oral and written
orders as early as mid-1997, I find his testimony on this point wholly unsatis-
factory. If he did not have sufficient time to gather up his documents and then
disclose them as he stated, he should have asked for time off to fulfill this
function. He was a police officer with several years of experience at the time
and was well aware of police and Crown disclosure requirements in criminal
prosecutions.
He added that he did not trust the OPP to take custody of his evidence, because

the OPP had destroyed the tapes that they seized from Ron Leroux’s residence in
1993. He added that he “just didn’t trust him [Detective Sergeant Pat Hall]. I
just didn’t like his demeanor ... I found him terse.” In my view Constable Dunlop
had lost perspective and therefore no longer had confidence in Project Truth
officers’ ability to conduct these investigations.
Finally, Mr. Dunlop added that he could not say for a fact that everything

that he had assembled had been turned over.
The stay of proceedings was granted on May 13, 2002.

Further Request for an Investigation of Perry Dunlop for Perjury or
Obstruction of Justice

In the months following the stay of proceedings in the Father MacDonald matter,
numerous conversations took place between Detective Inspector Hall, officials
from the Cornwall Police Services, and various Crown attorneys about whether
Mr. Dunlop should be investigated for perjury or obstruction of justice, and who
should initiate and conduct the investigation. Staff Sergeant Derochie testified that
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the CPS was concerned with the “optics” of the CPS conducting an investigation
into Mr. Dunlop, given that he was suing them and the CPS had been accused of
persecuting him. Detective Inspector Hall took the position, “It is not the mandate
of the Ontario Provincial Police to investigate Perry DUNLOP.”
It was decided that Detective Inspector Hall would compile a list of incidents

to be investigated and that while the CPS was prepared to investigate, it would seek
advice from the Crown as to whether an outside police force should do so. If
the decision was made to bring in an outside police force, the CPS would make
that request. I have heard no evidence that this list was ever prepared.
In June 2003, Chief Repa wrote to Crown Murray MacDonald “to seek clari-

fication as to whether or not allegations of criminal misconduct occurred in
 matters pertaining to the Project Truth investigation and subsequent trials.” The
letter said:

The concerns or allegations about Mr. Dunlop pertain to his apparent
continuous contacts with witnesses or potential witnesses; the
withholding of evidence; and counseling perjury. Mr. Dunlop
was a police officer in the Province of Ontario for a portion of the
time frame of these allegations. These allegations have not been
forwarded to us in a formal manner but rather we have been put
on notice that the allegations have been made. We are now waiting
the decision and guidance of the Crown Attorneys involved in the
criminal proceedings.

James Stewart, Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, replied to this
letter, stating that Marc Garson had looked into similar allegations in 1999
and that the Crown’s advice was unchanged. He added that if a brief was
prepared, the Crown would review it, but stated, “The Crown does not normally
investigate matters and normally does not tell a police service to investigate a
given individual.”
It is my view that Mr. Stewart’s response was correct. It is the police’s respon-

sibility to investigate and the Crown’s role is to give an opinion, where necessary,
on issues such as whether a reasonable prospect of conviction exists or if there are
reasonable and probable grounds for charges.
The CPS then asked Detective Inspector Hall to provide them with a will-

state or a statement as a basis for the investigation, but Detective Inspector Hall
suggested waiting until the criminal proceedings against Jacques Leduc had
concluded. Staff Sergeant Derochie testified that shortly after this happened,
this Inquiry was called and the matter was put on hold.
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Lack of Timely Disclosure

Constable Perry Dunlop had contact with many alleged victims in the various
cases investigated by the OPP. Some of these encounters were problematic, most
notably the influence he had on certain individuals, such as C-8, Ron Leroux, and
C-18, while other contacts were much more benign. Although these interactions
were raised in a number of the prosecutions, I would note that these contacts
were never the sole reason why convictions were not obtained.
Mr. Dunlop testified in the Father MacDonald matter, “Throughout this whole

case that I’ve been involved with,Your Honour, I’ve become this person that peo-
ple want to contact, and I don’t turn victims away for the simple humanity of it.”
It is certainly understandable why Mr. Dunlop continued to be there for

victims who reached out to him, and why he occasionally did some reaching
out on his own. It is clear to me that he is a compassionate individual whose
involvement in these matters began with the best of intentions.
What is less understandable is why Constable Dunlop did not provide the

disclosure that was requested by the OPP in a timely manner.
Part of this failure is attributable to poor legal advice. It is also partly due to

Constable Dunlop’s complete lack of trust in public institutions and his inability
to retrieve his own documents in a timely fashion. I understand that Constable
Dunlop believed he was wrongly investigated, or in his mind, persecuted by his
own police service, but I fail to see how this led to a complete lack of trust in the
OPP. Project Truth was put in place as a result of his work and at his request.
Although Constable Dunlop may have been disappointed that he was not given
a greater role in this project, it does not excuse his failure to cooperate.
Constable Dunlop also provided misleading or contradictory statements in

his notes and when he testified in various judicial proceedings. One example is
when he was asked when C-8 initially disclosed that he was a victim of abuse of
Marcel Lalonde. Another is when he was questioned about providing documents
to Richard Nadeau, which were then posted on his website.
He continued providing statements to the media despite being served with

police orders by his superiors and requested to refrain from doing so by Project
Truth officers. It was explained to him that communicating with the media could
jeopardize prosecutions, undermine the investigations, and prevent victims from
reporting. Despite it all, he continued to do so.
Although Constable Dunlop’s cause, the protection of children, was undoubt-

edly in the public interest, at some point it seems that Constable Dunlop came to
believe that the ends justified the means. He acknowledged this as early as 1995
in his interview with the television program The Fifth Estate. Certainly by the time
of the Project Truth investigation, he had lost objectivity and his sense of
professional responsibility. Ironically, he engaged in activities that had a negative

670 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



impact on his ultimate objective of securing convictions against alleged perpe-
trators of child sexual abuse.
It is important to emphasize that the OPP failed to develop and apply proper

practices or protocols to deal with the problems that arose from Constable
Dunlop’s involvement in the Project Truth investigation and, in particular, some
of the problems created by his lack of cooperation.
The OPP should have done more to obtain full disclosure from Constable

Dunlop more quickly. They could have asked him much earlier through the CPS
to organize his materials and prepare a will-state and a list of documents in
his possession.
As for his contact with plaintiffs and witnesses, the OPP needed to track these

contacts and develop a plan to minimize exposure from them.
As previously noted, the OPP should not have waited until disclosure issues

arose in the Marcel Lalonde trial in the fall of 1999. The OPP should have acted
immediately after Constable Dunlop refused to sign the release in 1998.
I am cognizant of the fact that the OPP lacked jurisdiction and the CPS had

to issue the orders, but the OPP had to fully inform the CPS of the problems.
I do not think the CPS was fully aware of the extent of Constable Dunlop’s
interference in the OPP investigations and prosecutions. The OPP needed to
communicate better with the CPS.

Project Truth Investigation of Father Charles MacDonald

As previously mentioned in this chapter, on March 11, 1996, Father Charles
MacDonald was arrested in relation to allegations of abuse made by David
Silmser, John MacDonald, and C-3.
After the arrest, a number of new allegations were made against Father

MacDonald. C-8 came forward to the OPP in January 1997, and the Fantino
Brief included a number of allegations about abuse perpetrated by Father
MacDonald.

Assignment of Detective Constable Joe Dupuis to Father Charles
MacDonald Investigation

As discussed earlier, Detective Constable Joe Dupuis joined the Project Truth
team in September 1997. Shortly after joining Project Truth he was assigned to
be the lead investigator on the Father MacDonald investigation.
In early September 1997, Detective Constable Dupuis did not have a copy

of the earlier investigation into Father MacDonald. Detective Constable Dupuis
did not have an opportunity to review the file on Father MacDonald when he
was initially assigned to this investigation. He was not aware of the status of
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earlier charges against Father MacDonald including the fact that the preliminary
inquiry had been adjourned in February 1997 because of allegations by a new com-
plainant, C-8, and that it had resumed in early September and been completed.
Detective Constable Dupuis’ principal role was to deal with the new allegations

against Father MacDonald. He was not involved with the prior counts that were
already before the court. That was Detective Constable Michael Fagan’s inves-
tigation. Detective Constable Dupuis testified that he remembers receiving the file
from Detective Constable Fagan but he could not recall when this was. On
November 26, 1998, Detective Constable Dupuis met with Detective Constable
Fagan. This was more then one year after Detective Constable Dupuis was
assigned this investigation. At the meeting he took possession of four volumes that
he identified as the investigation into sexual assault, the Cornwall Police Service
(CPS) and Ottawa Police Service investigation into sexual assault, the alleged
agreement not to lay charges by the CPS, the Crown attorney and the Diocese
of Alexandria-Cornwall, and the allegations of obstruction of justice. It does
not appear that he received a copy of Detective Constable Fagan’s current
investigative file.
Detective Constable Dupuis indicated in his notes that on December 9, 1998,

he attended the courthouse in Cornwall and picked up a copy of the informa-
tion laid by Detective Constable Fagan. Detective Constable Dupuis testified
that he received his instructions about the investigation primarily from Detective
Sergeant Hall.
According to Detective Inspector Hall, the OPP recognized the need to fast-

track the Father MacDonald case because it was an ongoing matter before the
court. Detective Inspector Hall explained that the Father MacDonald case was the
“highest priority” and that he recognized the need to ensure they did not get into
trouble with Charter delays.
Despite the fact that this was a stated priority, no interviews were conducted

until September 1997. In addition, Detective Constable Dupuis was the lead
investigator assigned to this case even though he did not join the Project Truth team
until September 1997.
Given the need to prioritize the Father MacDonald investigation, I question why

Detective Constable Dupuis was assigned as the lead investigator. It might have
been more appropriate to assign either Detective Constable Steve Seguin or
Detective Constable Don Genier to the file given that by September 1997, they
had been involved with Project Truth for several months and were familiar with
the allegations contained in the Fantino Brief. In contrast, Detective Constable
Dupuis was completely unfamiliar with the new allegations and with the charges
against Father MacDonald that were making their way through the court system
at that time.
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Detective Inspector Hall explained that the delay in this investigation was
due to several factors: Project Truth was not set up until August 1997; the officers
were still dissecting the Fantino brief; and the team was dealing with the
allegations made by Claude Marleau. Detective Inspector Hall also said that one
of the interviews relating to the Father MacDonald case was conducted in
Edmonton and it was delayed in order to coordinate the interview with a trip for
a separate investigation in the Northwest Territories in which Detective Inspector
Hall was involved.
I find these reasons insufficient to explain the delay in the Father Macdonald

investigation. Detective Constable Seguin or Detective Inspector Hall could
have conducted local interviews during the summer of 1997. Moreover, the
Father MacDonald investigation should have taken priority over investigating
Mr. Marleau’s complaints because of the need to avoid undue delay with
his charges.
I also find it problematic that Detective Constable Dupuis did not have the

entire file regarding the previous investigation on Father MacDonald at his
disposal when he was first assigned to the investigation and that there was some
delay in getting this to him.

New Alleged Victims Come Forward to OPP

During the fall of 1997, the OPP conducted a number of interviews of new
complainants. Three of the individuals were identified either directly or indirectly
from the Fantino Brief. Kevin Upper contacted the Project Truth office after
reading a newspaper article about the investigation.

C-4

In early fall 1997, Detective Constable Dupuis contacted C-4 and left a message
on his answering machine. Although Detective Constable Dupuis did not say
why he was calling, C-4 was aware of what was going on in Cornwall and knew
Detective Constable Dupuis was calling to ask if he had any information that
could help the investigation. According to C-4, receiving that first call was a
“very traumatic experience” and he had to decide whether to call Detective
Constable Dupuis back. On October 9, 1997, Detective Constable Dupuis left
another message for C-4.
On September 18, 1997, Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed one of

C-4’s brothers and learned that Carson Chisholm had tried to interview him
in February 1997 and wanted to know if he was a victim of Father MacDonald.
This individual did not make any allegations against Father MacDonald
but did say that both of his brothers also knew Father MacDonald. At the time,
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Detective Constable Dupuis did not know who Mr. Chisholm was, but he
was sure someone was assigned to find out who he was and what his involve-
ment was.
Detective Constable Dupuis was able to reach C-4 on the phone on October

21, 1997, and asked if he could interview him for Project Truth. C-4 understood
that Detective Constable Dupuis was calling people who had served as altar
boys at a particular church. Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin attended
C-4’s home and interviewed him, during which time he said he had been sexually
abused by Father MacDonald. Arrangements were made to take a videotaped
statement.
Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin took a videotaped statement of C-4

on October 28, 1997. C-4 told the officers that he had been sexually abused by
Father MacDonald at a cottage in Egansville when he was approximately
seventeen years old. In November 1997, Detective Constable Seguin contacted
C-4 and asked if the OPP could take a statement from his wife. Detective
Constables Dupuis and Seguin again attended C-4’s home on November 27,
1997, to take a statement from his wife and have C-4 review his own statement.
The officers asked C-4 if he had told his parents about the alleged abuse and
asked to interview them. At this point C-4 had not told his parents. He explained
that he grew up in a “very closed family” so it was difficult for him to talk to
his parents about this kind of thing. C-4 spoke with his parents before they were
approached by the OPP. Detective Constable Seguin interviewed C-4’s parents on
January 7, 1998.

Robert Renshaw

Another alleged victim interviewed by the Project Truth officers in the fall of
1997 was Robert Renshaw. In February 1997, Mr. Renshaw had met with
Constable Perry Dunlop and told him he had been a victim of Father MacDonald
and Ken Seguin in his youth. Robert Pelletier found out about Constable Dunlop’s
interactions with Mr. Renshaw and on March 14, 1997, he asked Detective
Constable Genier to interview Constable Dunlop about this. Detective Constable
Genier took a statement from Constable Dunlop regarding his involvement with
Mr. Renshaw.
On November 5, 1997, Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis met with

Mr. Renshaw at the OPP’s Walkerton Detachment and took a video statement
from him. Mr. Renshaw testified that his wife was asked to stay out of the room
during the interview and that the behaviour of the officers made him feel like
he “was the bad guy.” Mr. Renshaw also said he had difficulties with Detective
Constable Seguin’s name:
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The very first day that I met Mr. Dupuis and Mr. Seguin, I kind of
thought that it was a little weird that you’re going to send me a police
officer with the same name as Ken Seguin, and I expressed those
opinions, and I found after that, that everything went to hell in a
handbag to deal with him.

During this interview, Mr. Renshaw alleged that Ken Seguin abused him over
a considerable period of time, during some of which Mr. Seguin was his proba-
tion officer. He also alleged abuse by Father MacDonald. He explained that after
his father passed away, he was having difficulty dealing with it and he asked
Mr. Seguin if he knew of anyone who could help him. A few days later, Mr.
Seguin brought Mr. Renshaw to Father MacDonald’s house, where Father
MacDonald sexually assaulted him.
According to Mr. Renshaw, both officers were polite during the interview

and gave him as much time as he needed to answer the questions. They never
challenged him or suggested he was not telling the truth.
Mr. Renshaw testified that he received a call from his sister in northernAlberta

who told him that Detective Constable Seguin had phoned her and told her
Mr. Renshaw’s story. He said the officers had never told him they would be
contacting her or any of his siblings. He had not had a relationship with his sister
for almost thirty years and found this phone call “very intrusive.” Mr. Renshaw
had no more dealings with Detective Constable Seguin after this.

Kevin Upper

Another alleged victim, Kevin Upper, gave the OPP a videotaped statement
regarding his allegations against Father MacDonald on October 3, 1997. Mr.
Upper told Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis that he had been an altar
boy at St. Columban’s Church for several years, during which there was an
incident when Father MacDonald sexually molested him. Mr. Upper was unclear
on the dates when he was an altar boy. He does not recall the police or Crown
showing him church bulletins that may have had dates on them from when he was
serving mass. Mr. Upper suggested that the officers ask his mother for details
about when he was an altar boy.

C-5

Another alleged victim, C-5, was interviewed by the OPP on September 30,
1997. Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis interviewed C-5 for approxi-
mately forty minutes. Most of the discussion related to his alleged abuse by
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Malcolm MacDonald and Ken Seguin. When asked if anyone else abused
him, he disclosed abuse by Father Charles MacDonald while in confession
at his school. This was the first time he had disclosed this alleged abuse
to anyone.

Father Charles MacDonald Arrested and Second Set of Charges Laid

The Crown brief based on the fall 1997 Project Truth investigation was provided
to Robert Pelletier on January 6, 1998. The Crown recommended a number of
charges be laid against Father MacDonald in relation to the complainants discussed
above as well as C-8, whose allegations were discussed in an earlier section of
this chapter.
An information was sworn on January 26, 1998, and arrangements were made

for Father MacDonald to surrender himself to Detective Constable Dupuis for
arrest the following day. Detective Sergeant Hall understood that the Crown
would likely want to join these new charges with the initial set of charges that
preceded Project Truth. He assumed this was what the Crown would do because
having more allegations would increase the likelihood of a conviction. The decision
to join the charges is discussed in detail in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response
of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”

Hallway Discussion Between Michael Neville and Robert Pelletier

Detective Constable Dupuis testified that he recalls a chance meeting in an
Ottawa courthouse hallway between Crown Pelletier and Father MacDonald’s
defence counsel, Michael Neville, who discussed the Father MacDonald case.
According to Detective Constable Dupuis, Mr. Pelletier advised Mr. Neville that
further charges were coming and asked if he wished to have one trial or two.
Mr. Neville replied that he wanted one trial and that in return he would waive his
client’s section 11(b) Charter right to be tried within a reasonable time. Detective
Constable Dupuis believes the conversation took place before January 26, 1998,
but he could not recall whether it occurred before or after he delivered the Crown
brief to Mr. Pelletier on January 6, 1998. Detective Constable Dupuis testified that
the conversation did not have any effect on the way that he conducted the
investigation. He did not record this conversation in his notes. Detective Constable
Dupuis did not discuss this conversation with anyone until the stay application was
brought in 2002, at which time he advised Crown Lorne McConnery and possibly
Detective Inspector Hall about this discussion.
Detective Inspector Hall recalled hearing about a conversation between

Mr. Pelletier and Mr. Neville in which there was some indication that Mr.
Neville was going to waive Father MacDonald’s section 11(b) right. Detective
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Inspector Hall heard that this information was going to be put on the record at a
subsequent court appearance by Crown Pelletier, but he did not attend the next
appearance and it was not put on the record. This issue is discussed in more
detail in Chapter 11.

Father Charles MacDonald’s “Apology” Letters

The OPP became aware in late 1998 and early 1999 of letters written by Father
MacDonald to alleged and potential alleged victims. On September 1, 1998,
the OPP interviewed C-100. This was an “informal interview” because C-100 was
not very keen to participate in the investigation. He told Detective Constable
Seguin that he was sexually abused by Father MacDonald but did not remem-
ber what happened other than a dream he had of being abused by Father
MacDonald. He said he did not remember much of his childhood prior to
seventeen years of age. C-100 also told Detective Constable Seguin that he had
received a greeting card from Father MacDonald dated December 31, 1997,
saying Father MacDonald was sorry about what he did to C-100 and did not
mean to hurt him in any way.
In January 1999, the OPP learned that C-4 had also received a letter of apology

from Father MacDonald. Detective Constable Dupuis went to C-4’s home on
January 22, 1999, to give him a copy of his statement to read prior to meeting with
the Crown in preparation for the upcoming preliminary inquiry, and C-4 told
him about the letter. Father MacDonald gave this letter, dated December 30,
1997, to C-4’s brother sometime in or after March 1998; he in turn gave it to
C-4 in late summer 1998. The letter stated:

I realize now I should have said or written these words to you a long
time ago. I honestly didn’t realize you were hurting.

What’s done is done—but I want to tell you, [C-4], that I am very sorry
for causing you any hurt or pain. It was never my intention to hurt you.
I wish I could change things, but ...

Again I’m sorry. I hope you can find it in your heart to forgive me.

Sincerely, Charles F.

Approximately one month later, Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed
C-4’s brother about the letter. He said that Father MacDonald had contacted him
in March 1998 and asked if they could meet because he had a letter for C-4 that

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 677



he could not deliver to C-4 himself, “he said because of a restraining order.”
Detective Constable Dupuis asked C-4’s brother if Father MacDonald said
anything about C-4. The brother replied, “Just before he left, Charles was apolo-
getic for his actions, and said to me, ‘He was of age.’”
Detective Constable Dupuis could not recall if he took any action and

acknowledged that he should have looked into this further and found out if there
was in fact a restraining order. I agree. Father MacDonald had been released on
conditions not to contact complainants. Given the information Detective Constable
Dupuis had received from C-4’s brother, he should have investigated further to
determine if Father MacDonald had breached release conditions or attempted
to obstruct justice. In my view, the OPP should have tried to interview Father
MacDonald about this.

Preliminary Inquiry

The OPP officers contacted the victims to advise them of the upcoming prelimi-
nary inquiry date. The preliminary inquiry began in March 1999. On May 3,
1999, Father MacDonald was committed to stand trial on all counts. Following
the preliminary inquiry, Detective Constable Dupuis continued to have contact
with the complainants to assist in their preparation for upcoming phases of the
court process.
The pre-trial was scheduled for September 7, 1999. On September 7, it was put

over to October 22, 1999.

Change in Crown Attorney

As will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 11, in the spring of 1999, Shelley
Hallett took over responsibility for prosecuting the Father MacDonald case from
Robert Pelletier. It appears that Detective Constable Dupuis contacted some of the
complainants to advise them of the change in Crown. This is yet another instance
where Victim/Witness Assistance Program services would have been helpful to
Project Truth officers and complainants.

C-2’s Allegations

In early 2000, the OPP became aware of another individual alleging he was abused
by Father MacDonald. On January 17, 2000, Detective Inspector Hall received a call
from Constable Perry Dunlop, who said that a victim had contacted him two years
earlier, on February 12, 1998. The person had said that he was not ready at that time
to come forward. Constable Dunlop felt that Project Truth should contact this
individual. Constable Dunlop had recently been ordered by his superior officer to
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provide a detailed will-state outlining all his contacts with victims of sexual abuse
who might be of interest to the Project Truth investigation.
Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed C-2 on January 21, 2000. During

this meeting, C-2 made allegations of sexual abuse against Father MacDonald, so
Detective Constable Dupuis arranged for a videotaped interview to be conducted
on January 26, 2000. At this point, the trial of Father MacDonald was scheduled
for April 2000.
The allegation made by C-2 was different from previous allegations against

Father MacDonald. In particular, he alleged he had been drugged and abused
by more than one person in a ritualistic way. The volume of the Crown brief
dealing with the C-2 allegations was provided to Crown Hallett on March 23,
2000. On March 30, 2000, she wrote a letter to Detective Inspector Hall recom-
mending charges against Father MacDonald in respect of C-2’s allegations. She
noted that although one of his allegations was unusual, “there have been other
bizarre allegations made by other complainants, unknown to [C-2], with respect
to Charles MacDonald.” She also pointed out that his second allegation, of being
abused while making confession, bore some resemblance to complaints made
by other individuals.
Charges were laid against Father MacDonald in respect of C-2’s allegations

onApril 10, 2000. The initial trial date was adjourned and the preliminary inquiry
on C-2’s counts was completed onAugust 30, 2000. Detective Constable Dupuis
does not recall having any discussions with Detective Inspector Hall or Crown
Hallett about whether to adjourn the trial and add these new counts to the
indictment. He was not asked his opinion regarding the merits of joining all the
charges together, nor did he have an opinion at the time as to what should be
done. Detective Inspector Hall recalls one discussion with Ms Hallett about
whether an adjournment would be granted in the Father MacDonald case because
of C-2 coming forward. Detective Inspector Hall said that he preferred that the
trial go forward or at least be adjourned for only a short period. He explained that
although it was ultimately the Crown’s decision, the police would have some
input into such a decision.
An indictment for all the charges, including those that related to C-2, was

prepared on October 18, 2000. The decision to join these new charges with the
older charges, and the decision in April 2002 to withdraw these charges, will be
explored more fully in Chapter 11.

Dunlop Boxes

OnApril 18, 2000, nine banker’s boxes of material from Constable Perry Dunlop
were brought to the Project Truth office. Detective Constable Dupuis recalls that
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they were moved there from the Cornwall Police Service so that Ms Hallett
could go through them, although he cannot recall what prompted the boxes to be
moved. As will be discussed in Chapter 11, the boxes were moved at Ms Hallett’s
direction, and Detective Inspector Hall was not happy about it.
Detective Constable Genier reviewed the boxes for material relevant for

Project Truth files other than Father Macdonald and Jacques Leduc. As Detective
Constable Genier explained in his statement to theYork Regional Police, those
files were assigned to Detective Constable Dupuis and the review was going
to be done by Ms Hallett. Detective Inspector Hall testified that although
Detective Constable Genier was not assigned to review the nine boxes for
disclosure in those two cases specifically, had he seen anything of relevance
he would have pointed it out to Ms Hallett or Detective Constable Dupuis.
Given that disclosure problems had already arisen in the Marcel Lalonde case,
it would have been prudent for Detective Inspector Hall to assign Detective
Constable Dupuis to assist as he was involved in both the Father MacDonald and
Leduc cases.

Application to Stay Father Charles MacDonald Proceedings

InApril 2002, defence counsel filed an application to stay the proceedings against
Father MacDonald based on unreasonable delay. On May 13, 2002, Justice
Chilcott allowed the section 11(b) application and all the charges were stayed.
Detective Constable Dupuis testified that he thought the Father MacDonald

case had been moving too slowly and that he had discussed this with other
Constables who felt the same way. However, according to Detective Constable
Dupuis there was no concern among the officers that there would be a delay
argument made by defence prior to the stay application. He realized there
was a problem when defence counsel brought the stay application. Detective
Constable Dupuis did not think the issue of delay was one that he had to deal
with personally.
Detective Inspector Hall felt that the principal reason for the adjournment of

the trial in May 2000 was the laying of additional charges in respect of C-2’s
allegations and joining those charges with existing charges to be prosecuted at the
same time. Detective Inspector Hall explained that if Project Truth had heard
about C-2’s allegations in 1998 when he first spoke to Constable Dunlop, they
would have been investigated at that time and charges would have been laid in
1998 rather than 2000, which could have led to two years less delay. Detective
Inspector Hall acknowledged, however, that even without the C-2 allegations
other problems necessitated an adjournment in 2000, such as the further disclosure
by Constable Dunlop.
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Investigation of Death Threats

Ron Leroux swore an affidavit that was included in the brief given to Chief
Julian Fantino in December 1996. In the affidavit, he claimed to have overheard
death threats being made against Constable Perry Dunlop and his family by
Malcolm MacDonald, Father Charles MacDonald, and Ken Seguin, at Mr.
Seguin’s residence in or around November 1993. Mr. Leroux repeated these
claims during his statement at the OPP Orillia Detachment in February 1997.
Detective Sergeant Pat Hall was assigned to investigate these allegations in March
1997. The Crown brief was completed onAugust 19, 1998, and CrownAttorney
Robert Pelletier provided his written opinion on December 22, 1998. Detective
Sergeant Hall concluded that there were no reasonable and probable grounds to
lay charges and, after reviewing the brief, Mr. Pelletier agreed.

Initial Investigative Action

It appears that Detective Inspector Tim Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall initially
acted quickly in relation to the death threats. After being assigned to the case
on March 19, 1997, Detective Sergeant Hall promptly set up an interview with
Helen Dunlop for March 21 to determine whether she and her family were in
immediate danger. Detective Inspector Smith contacted Chief Anthony Repa of
the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and informed him that he was investigating
a threat against Constable Dunlop and his family. At Detective Inspector Smith’s
request, Chief Repa entered the Dunlop residence in the Ontario Municipal and
Provincial PoliceAutomation Cooperative system as a high priority so that officers
could respond quickly in case of a call.
Detective Sergeant Hall and Detective Constable Steve Seguin interviewed

Helen Dunlop on March 21, 1997. She insisted on tape-recording the interview.
Ms Dunlop described the conversation that Mr. Leroux claimed he had over-
heard between Mr. Seguin, Father MacDonald, and Malcolm MacDonald. The
threats were allegedly made just before Mr. Seguin’s suicide in the fall of 1993.
She explained that her husband had reported this allegation to Chief Fantino in
London because they could not take the information to the Cornwall or Ottawa
police. She also explained that death threats had been made against her daughter
in the past, and that a woman had been subsequently charged (see Chapter 6,
on the institutional response of the Cornwall Community Police Service).
Ms Dunlop expressed frustration at the lack of action by the police against the

conspirators. She claimed that she was concerned about the death threats but
stated that she did not feel that she needed protection at that time, unless the
police felt that she did after speaking to the alleged conspirators.
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I believe that Ms Dunlop’s concerns should be placed in some context. The
alleged threats had been made three years earlier and had not been acted on.
Ms Dunlop first learned of the death threats on October 30, 1996, after Mr.
Leroux told her husband and Charles Bourgeois about the conversation
he overheard. The Dunlops did not immediately report this to the police. The
death threats were first referenced in the amended statement of claim for Constable
Dunlop’s civil action that was filed on November 15, 1996. The first time the
threats were directly mentioned to police authorities was in December 1996,
when Mr. Bourgeois sent Chief Fantino a package of materials. As previously
mentioned, these materials were forwarded to the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) in February 1997. At some point, Constable Dunlop also reported the
threats to the Metro Toronto Police, although the exact date is unclear.
Ms Dunlop testified that she believed the threats to be real and that both she

and her husband found them quite upsetting. I find the Dunlops’ failure to report
the threats immediately to the authorities inconsistent with the actions of
individuals who were truly afraid for their lives. This inconsistency may be
explained, in part, by other issues facing the Dunlop family at this time, which are
more fully described in Chapter 6.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that this was the first time he had investigated

death threat allegations that were so dated. He said that typically alleged victims
go to the police immediately after they find out about the threats. He questioned
why no one had gone to the police sooner and noted that no attempts had
been made to harm the Dunlops since the threats were allegedly uttered three
years earlier.
The officers asked Ms Dunlop if her husband would agree to be interviewed.

She informed them on April 4, 1997, that he did not wish to be interviewed.
Constable Dunlop’s refusal may also have affected their view regarding the
validity of the threats.
On March 24, 1997, Detective Sergeant Hall told Ms Dunlop that the CPS

had been notified about the death threats. He also told her that he would be
conducting the investigation. She asked to be kept informed.
Detective Sergeant Hall spoke with Ms Dunlop again on April 4, 1997. She

asked whether he had interviewed either Malcolm MacDonald or Father Charles
MacDonald, and he informed her that this “would be our last stop.” Detective
Sergeant Hall said that he would update her the following week.
Detective Sergeant Hall was concerned that Mr. Leroux had said nothing

about the threats when he was interviewed by the OPP in November 1993 after
Mr. Seguin’s suicide, or again in March 1994 during the extortion investigation.
Detective Sergeant Hall planned to interview Mr. Leroux in Maine. However,
on April 8, 1997, Detective Sergeant Hall was asked to attend a meeting with
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regional Crown Peter Griffiths that was scheduled for April 24, 1997. Detective
Inspector Smith asked him to wait until after the meeting to interview Mr. Leroux.
The week before the meeting, Detective Sergeant Hall informed Constable

Dunlop that he was meeting with Mr. Griffiths on April 24 to review the case
and obtain directions. Detective Sergeant Hall contacted the Dunlops again on
April 30 and left a message that a decision had been made to investigate all of the
allegations in the Fantino Brief.
Ms Dunlop testified that the police did not follow up with her or inform her

of the status of her complaint. However, the evidence clearly demonstrates that,
at least at the outset, Detective Sergeant Hall attempted to keep her informed
about the progress of the investigation.

Investigation After the Initiation of Project Truth

After the April 24 meeting, it is clear that other Project Truth matters became
a priority and Detective Sergeant Hall took no active steps to advance the
death threat investigation between April 30 and July 30, 1997. Twice during
this period he spoke to Ms Dunlop, who expressed frustration at the time the
investigation was taking. She was also concerned that he had not yet interviewed
Father MacDonald or Malcolm MacDonald and asked why they had not been
arrested based on the materials that Constable Dunlop had provided. Ms Dunlop
seemed to be tying the death threats very closely to the allegations of abuse in
the Fantino Brief.

David Silmser’s Death Threat Complaint

On July 30, 1997, David Silmser contacted the Prescott Detachment of the OPP
and informed them that he was also the target of death threats. The Commander
of the Prescott Detachment relayed this information to Detective Sergeant Hall,
who set up an interview with Mr. Silmser for August 1.
During this interview, Mr. Silmser said that Constable Dunlop had told him that

Mr. Seguin, Father MacDonald, Malcolm MacDonald, and a few other unnamed
individuals had plotted to kill Mr. Silmser as well as Constable Dunlop. Mr.
Silmser was quite upset when he came in for the interview. He testified at the
hearing, “I was worried about it. If somebody’s getting death threats, now, I’m
going to be worried because I’m stuck right in the middle of this thing too.”
Shortly after this statement was taken, Detective Sergeant Hall, Detective

Inspector Smith, and Inspector Richard Trew of the CPS met with Constable
Dunlop on August 7, 1997. The officers discussed a number of issues with
Constable Dunlop, which are outlined in detail in the section “Interactions
Between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop.” They also told Constable
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Dunlop about Mr. Silmser’s allegations. Constable Dunlop denied telling Mr.
Silmser that threats were made toward him. Detective Sergeant Hall asked
Constable Dunlop if he would give a statement to this effect. This upset Constable
Dunlop, and Detective Inspector Smith resolved the situation by telling him that
he could speak to Mr. Silmser to straighten out the matter. The officers told
Constable Dunlop that they would see if this satisfied Mr. Silmser.
The following week, Constable Dunlop told Detective Sergeant Hall that he

had spoken to Mr. Silmser and cleared up the misunderstanding. The officers
did not follow up with Mr. Silmser. Several months later, in mid-November, Mr.
Silmser called Detective Sergeant Hall wanting to know if the police were still
investigating the death threats and whether charges would be laid. Detective
Sergeant Hall told him that they were investigating and that the information
would be taken to Crown Pelletier for a decision on charges.
Detective Sergeant Hall provided the same information to Helen Dunlop

when he spoke with her on November 17, 1997. He also told her that he had
arranged to visit Mr. Leroux. Ms Dunlop informed Detective Sergeant Hall that
she wanted to be updated every thirty days on the progress of the investigation.

Interview of Ron Leroux

Detective Sergeant Hall and Detective Constable Don Genier interviewed Ron
Leroux in Maine on November 25, 1997, about the death threats and other matters
raised in his statements. Detective Inspector Hall testified that the interview was
delayed until this time because he was busy with Project Truth. He also wanted
to combine this trip with another he had to make for a separate investigation.
During the interview, Mr. Leroux told the investigators that he did not hear how

Malcolm and Charles MacDonald intended to carry out the threat. He also said
that he was uncertain whether they were serious: “I figure this is the ranting and
ravings of a bunch of old men here.” Mr. Leroux stated that when he first told
Constable Dunlop about the threats, Constable Dunlop did not “get excited.”
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not find Mr. Leroux to be credible.

Based on Mr. Leroux’s statement and the other information he had to date, the
officer did not feel that he had subjective grounds to lay charges.

InterviewsWith Suspects

Father Charles MacDonald was interviewed on January 27, 1998. He opted not
to comment on the death threat allegations. Malcolm MacDonald was not inter-
viewed until June 8, 1998. He denied the allegations.
Detective Sergeant Hall attributed the delay in interviewing Malcolm Mac-

Donald to the fact that the officers were conducting interviews in the Father
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MacDonald abuse case. He also cited a murder investigation, the 1998 ice storm,
and the fact that Malcolm MacDonald went south in the winter as causes for
the delay.

Submission of Crown Brief and DiscussionsWith Helen Dunlop

Detective Sergeant Hall prepared a Crown brief and submitted it to Crown
Pelletier onAugust 19, 1998, despite not having reasonable and probable grounds
to lay a charge. In the time between the Ron Leroux interview and the submission
of the Crown brief, Detective Sergeant Hall received a number of calls from
Helen Dunlop, who wanted to know whether Malcolm MacDonald or Father
Charles MacDonald had been interviewed. In December 1997, Detective Sergeant
Hall learned that Ms Dunlop had contacted Crown Pelletier. Detective Sergeant
Hall called her to explain that it is the police who lay charges, not the Crown.
In June 1998, Detective Sergeant Hall told Ms Dunlop that a brief had been

put together for a Crown attorney to review. He said that he did not know which
Crown would review it but that it would probably be someone from Toronto.
Detective Sergeant Hall spoke with Ms Dunlop again after he had sent the brief
to Mr. Pelletier in August 1998, and again told her he did not know who the
reviewing Crown would be.
Detective Inspector Hall explained at this Inquiry that although he sent the brief

to Mr. Pelletier, he did not tell Ms Dunlop that Mr. Pelletier would be doing the
review because Mr. Pelletier “may have wanted to send it off. I mean ... I didn’t
know for certain that he was going to be the ultimate person to review that file at
that time.”
I am unsure why Detective Sergeant Hall refused to tell Ms Dunlop which

Crown would be providing the opinion. Perhaps he was aware that the Dunlops
were upset and distrustful because of the connection between Robert Pelletier
and Murray MacDonald. In my view, Detective Sergeant Hall demonstrated
a lack of transparency in his dealings with Ms Dunlop on this matter, which may
have contributed to the breakdown in the relationship between the Dunlops and
Project Truth.
Mr. Pelletier provided a written opinion on the investigation on December

22, 1998. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not feel that a four-month
delay in reviewing the brief was unreasonable, given the size of the brief, its
relatively less urgent nature, and the totality of what it contained.
Mr. Pelletier recommended that no charges be laid, for a number of reasons.

Notably, the statements made by the suspects did not clearly indicate that the
Dunlops were being threatened with death and that the only witness, Mr. Leroux,
waited three years to bring the complaint. Moreover, Mr. Leroux did not think that
the men were serious or capable of carrying out the threats. While Mr. Leroux
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attributed Ken Seguin’s suicide to the fact that he wanted to escape the pressure
of being part of the conspiracy, Mr. Pelletier believed that it was more probably
caused by Mr. Seguin’s fear of exposure of his own activities. Finally, there was
no supporting evidence to corroborate the allegations.
Detective Sergeant Hall agreed with Mr. Pelletier’s assessment. He said at

the hearing, “There was no doubt in my mind” that there were no reasonable
and probable grounds to lay charges.
Beyond the lack of grounds, Mr. Pelletier also concluded that laying charges

would not be in the public interest given the nature of the comments, the
lapse in time, the death of Mr. Seguin, and the proceedings against Father
MacDonald.

Follow-UpWith the Complainants

Detective Sergeant Hall spoke with Helen Dunlop on December 24, 1998, and told
her that no charges would be laid. She asked which Crown attorney had reviewed
the brief. Detective Sergeant Hall told her he “did not know for certain however
the written opinion came fromActing Regional Crown Pelletier.”
Detective Sergeant Hall met with Helen and Perry Dunlop after the Christmas

holidays, on January 6, 1999. He testified that the Dunlops were not happy with
the decision not to lay charges, but he resisted the suggestion that it damaged
his relationship with them:

It probably had an effect. To what—you know, to use the word
“damage,” I don’t know what extent you could add to that. I mean,
anybody making allegations and you don’t lay charges is probably
going to be upset.

Detective Inspector Hall did not contact Mr. Leroux or Mr. Silmser to inform
them of the decision not to lay charges.

Comments on Delay in the Investigation

There is little doubt that the death threats investigation moved significantly down
Detective Sergeant Hall’s priority list following the initiation of Project Truth. To
some extent, this response was appropriate given the heavy workload shouldered
by him and the other Project Truth investigators. There were reasons to doubt
the seriousness of the allegations, including the delay in bringing them to the
attention of the police, the unwillingness of the alleged main target of the threats
(Constable Dunlop) to participate in the investigation, and the credibility issues
surrounding the case’s only witness, Mr. Leroux.
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While this may account for some of the delay in the death threats investigation,
it does not excuse the significant periods of inaction on the file, the lack of trans-
parency in Detective Sergeant Hall’s discussions with Ms Dunlop, or the failure to
informMr. Leroux andMr. Silmser of the results of the investigation. For the reasons
stated in Mr. Pelletier’s letter, it is clear that there were insufficient grounds to lay
charges in this investigation. Had Mr. Leroux, Father MacDonald, Malcolm
MacDonald, and others been interviewed earlier, perhaps that determination could
have been made more quickly.Accordingly, I find that although Detective Sergeant
Hall investigated these allegations thoroughly, he failed to do so in a timely manner.

Investigations of Complaints of Claude Marleau and C-96

Claude Marleau Contacts OPP

In late July 1997, Claude Marleau read an article in the Quebec City newspaper
Le Soleil and learned of the Project Truth investigation in Cornwall, Ontario.
The article discussed the allegations of sexual abuse involving young people in
the Cornwall area, talked about Constable Perry Dunlop, and provided a 1-800
telephone number for the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP).
At the time, Mr. Marleau had not told his wife and family about his abuse. He

had discussed it in the past with his friend C-96, who also alleged that he had been
abused, although they did not discuss specifics.
The morning after seeing the article in the paper, Mr. Marleau called C-96.

C-96 had read a similar article in a Montreal newspaper. After discussion, the
two decided to come forward to the OPP with their allegations. As I noted
previously, the fact that Mr. Marleau and C-96 decided to come forward after
reading a newspaper article about Project Truth is one example of the positive
impact broad media coverage can have.
Detective Constable Don Genier was assigned to contact Mr. Marleau and

spoke with him on July 28, 1997. Mr. Marleau said that he had been abused by
eight men and said the abuse occurred when he was between ten and sixteen
years old. He also identified other potential victims: C-96, C-110, C-95, and
another individual. Mr. Marleau and C-96 agreed to meet with the OPP in a few
days and provide a statement. Detective Constable Genier advised Mr. Marleau
not to discuss the allegations with the other victims or anyone else involved
directly or indirectly in the investigation.

Initial Interviews of Claude Marleau and C-96

Mr. Marleau and C-96 met with Project Truth on July 31, 1997, and were inter-
viewed separately.
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C-96 provided a statement to Detective Constable Steve Seguin and described
his alleged abuse by Harvey Latour and Roch Landry. C-96 also claimed that
he was abused by an unidentified individual. I have heard no evidence about
whether or not this individual was eventually identified. C-96 had difficulty
recalling his exact age at the time of the abuse but said it began when he was
between eleven and thirteen and continued until he was around fifteen.
Mr. Marleau’s statement was taken by Detective Constable Genier. In it, Mr.

Marleau identified Mr. Landry, Father Paul Lapierre, Father Donald Scott, Father
Kenneth Martin, George Sandford Lawrence, Dr. Arthur Peachey, and Laurent
Benoît as his alleged abusers. There was another alleged abuser whose name
Mr. Marleau could not recall but whom he described as the priest in charge of the
parish in Ingleside.
According to Detective Inspector Hall, the allegations of C-96 and Mr. Marleau

were a significant development for Project Truth, particularly because they did not
come from Constable Perry Dunlop’s materials. Project Truth’s decision to
investigate these complaints is discussed in the section “Project Truth’s Mandate.”
As I point out there, the Claude Marleau and C-96 complaints significantly
increased the number of suspects under investigation.

Choice of Language of the Interviews

At the outset of Mr. Marleau’s first interview with Project Truth, Detective
Constable Genier advised Mr. Marleau that he would prefer to conduct the
interview in English. The transcript of the interview reads:

MARLEAU: Going to do this in English, or?
GENIER:Yes, preferably ...

Mr. Marleau testified that he would have liked to have done the interview in
French, but he acknowledged that he never told this to Detective Constable
Genier. Mr. Marleau believes that the content of his first statement would have
been different if he had been given the opportunity to speak French. He contends
that he would have been able to give better descriptions and found it easier to
express his emotions.
C-96’s interview was also conducted in English as Detective Constable Seguin

did not speak French. According to Detective Inspector Hall, Detective Constable
Genier was the only person on the Project Truth team who spoke French fluently.
Detective Inspector Hall said he could not recall “any statements being taken in
French” and acknowledged that if he had received statements in French he would
have needed to have them translated.
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I find it unfortunate that only one bilingual officer, and no bilingual adminis-
trative staff, were assigned to this investigation, despite the fact that it was taking
place in a bilingual community. I heard significant expert testimony on the stress
associated with disclosing incidents of sexual abuse. Efforts must be made to
ensure complainants are comfortable, and this includes conducting the interview
in the language in which the alleged victim is most comfortable. The choice of
language should be left with the complainant and not made for the convenience
of the investigators.

Mistakes in Memory Made by Claude Marleau During His First Interview

By the time Mr. Marleau gave his first statement in 1997, approximately thirty
years had passed since the alleged abuse occurred. He had never mapped out
the entire sequence of events. Before they met with the Project Truth officers, Mr.
Marleau and C-96 visited most of the places where they were allegedly abused.
Mr. Marleau testified that before giving his statement to Project Truth, he

had put all the past abuse in a “drawer” for thirty years. Mr. Marleau described
his initial statement as opening the drawer and beginning to unpack the various
memories that he kept there. He believed at the time he had a good memory of
events and places. However, he made a few mistakes with respect to the dates of
the alleged incidents. He believes the mistakes were attributable to the fact that
his story came out all of a sudden, and he said that once he was able to find
some reference points, the memories were intact. These mistakes and changes in
dates were later the subject of intense cross-examination during the course of
the criminal proceedings.
Alain Godin, the Crown responsible for prosecuting some of Mr. Marleau’s

alleged abusers, testified that when he reviewedMr. Marleau’s statement, he noticed
that Mr. Marleau referred to markers (such as where he lived, which school he
attended, etc.) instead of referring to his age. Mr. Godin asked the officers to speak
with Mr. Marleau’s mother and to obtain school and land registry records. This
documentation helped Mr. Godin assess Mr. Marleau’s age at the time of the
incidents. Mr. Godin further noted that this often happens in historical cases.
Wendy Harvey, an expert in the prosecution of child sexual abuse, suggests that

before taking a statement, investigators should help complainants develop a plan to
best recount their version of an event that took place years earlier. This may include
collecting documents and photographs, and creating a timeline to provide some con-
text for the incident they are trying to recall.According toMsHarvey, a complainant’s

first responsibility is to reconstruct what transpired in as accurate a way
possible, and because the human memory cannot do that on its own,
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they will require some assistance with structured documents around
issues of dates and that type of thing.

In my view, the steps recommended by Crown Godin and Ms Harvey are
examples of techniques that can be of considerable benefit when investigating
allegations of historical sexual abuse, and they should be incorporated into
investigative protocols.

Identification of Father René Dubé

A few days after providing his statement to the OPP, Mr. Marleau contacted
Detective Constable Genier and told him that he had forgotten to address one
incident of abuse. Detective Constable Genier’s notes state:

Marleau adds he forgot to mention one (1) accused; he had it written
on the other side of his paper. His name is Father Deslaurier[s].
Marleau recalls one incident occurring in Montreal area at approx.
age of 13/14 years.

On September 3, 1997, Mr. Marleau met with Detective Constable Genier in
Montreal. During this second interview, Mr. Marleau described an incident where
he alleged that he had been jointly abused in Montreal by Father Paul Lapierre and
a priest whom Mr. Marleau identified as Father Deslauriers.
On October 19, 1998, Mr. Marleau told Detective Constable Genier that he

believed it was another priest and not Father Deslauriers who had abused him in
Montreal. Detective Constable Genier’s notes state:

Spoke to Marleau about the Father Deslauriers issue. Marleau was
speaking to his mother last evening and she believes the Priest
responsible for abuse is not Deslauriers but Father Dubé.

Marleau stated years ago, he attended a wedding in Cornwall and was
corrected by mom that the priest wasn’t Deslauriers but Dubé.

Mr. Marleau had determined that the priest who presided over the wedding of
a relative was the person who had allegedly abused him. Detective Constable
Genier attended Nativity Church and asked for information about the wedding of
Mr. Marleau’s relative. He learned that the priest at this wedding was Father
René Dubé.
On November 20, 1998, Mr. Marleau provided a formal statement to Detective

Constable Genier regarding the name of the alleged abuser in Montreal.

690 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



Q: I understand, Mr. MARLEAU, that you realized the name of a priest
that you disclosed to us was wrong. This correction applies to your
disclosure involving Father DESLAURIERS. Could you tell me
how you came to this conclusion?

A: After thinking back on that specific priest, I kept thinking that the
name was wrong, but physically I always knew who he was. After
talking to my mother, which was after the Montreal Urban Police
had contacted me, I realized the Father I was talking about was not
DESLAURIERS, but Father DUBÉ, because my mother lives in the
parish and after I described the Father to her, she said it was Father
DUBÉ because of the description I gave her.

...

Q: Do you know what Father DESLAURIERS looks like?
A: No, I’ve never met him. The mix up in the names came from my

trying to get information from [C-96’s mother], who lives in the
parish. I was trying to recollect who served at Nativity Church in the
late 70’s, or early 80’s, as that was the period I knew I had seen him
again. [C-96’s mother] with the information I provided, said it was
Father DESLAURIERS that was there at that time. But I didn’t
give her a description at anytime, because I didn’t want her to think
that any of these questions were related to Project Truth. I spoke to
[C-96’s mother] the morning before I gave my video statement at
Lancaster Detachment.

Detective Constable Genier went to Quebec City in order to have Mr. Marleau
identify his alleged perpetrator in a photo line-up. Mr. Marleau selected the
picture of Father René Dubé.
The allegations about the incident involving Father Dubé and Father Paul

Lapierre were eventually turned over to police in Quebec.

Identification of Father Hollis Lapierre

On October 20, 1998, Detective Constable Genier met with Mr. Marleau and
showed him a statement from someone who said they could help identify the
priest at Our Lady of Grace Parish in Ingleside during the relevant time period,
as well as a photo of the parish priest. As a result, Mr. Marleau provided a state-
ment and identified Father Hollis Lapierre as the unknown priest first mentioned
in his July 31, 1997, statement. He told Detective Constable Genier that Father
Paul Lapierre had informed him a few years previously that the priest from
Ingleside was dead. Father Hollis Lapierre had in fact died in 1975.
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Preparation of Crown Briefs and Crown Opinion

Following their investigation, the Project Truth officers prepared Crown briefs for
complaints against Roch Landry, Father Paul Lapierre, Father Kenneth Martin,
George Sandford Lawrence, Dr. Arthur Peachey, and Harvey Latour. The other
suspects identified by Mr. Marleau and C-96 either were dead or the allegations
against them had been turned over to Quebec police. Crown Attorney Robert
Pelletier received these briefs on April 1 and 3, 1998.
On May 7, 1998, Crown Pelletier provided Detective Inspector Smith with an

opinion on the allegations in the Crown briefs. Mr. Pelletier recommended that
the charges against Mr. Latour proceed and had “no hesitation whatsoever in
recommending charges against Roch Joseph Landry” and Father Paul Lapierre.
Crown Pelletier noted that consent was a live issue in the cases involving Dr.
Peachey, Father Martin, and Mr. Lawrence. He recommended that these cases
proceed to a preliminary inquiry, after which they could determine whether the
merits and public interest were sufficient for the various accused to be committed
to trial. Crown Pelletier noted that Mr. Marleau was not “challenged specifically
on the issue of consent” in his statements, although “the general tenor of Marleau’s
statement is such that he was not a fully willing participant.” Crown Pelletier
further noted that Mr. Marleau should be advised of the difficulties with the
prosecutions in order to obtain his fully informed view on the matter.

Follow-Up on the Consent Issue

After receiving the Crown opinion, Detective Constable Seguin called Mr. Marleau
on May 13, 1998, and asked about consent. Detective Constable Seguin’s notes
describe the conversation as follows:

Asked about issue of consent. He advised that in all situations it
was influenced consent. The way it’s brought upon you. These are
people in control. With the stuff you’re given, it’s like you’re lured
into it because of the stuff and treatment you get there that you don’t
get at home.

According to Mr. Marleau, during this conversation there were no follow-
up questions or questions about his relationship with the priests.
On May 19, 1998, Detective Constable Seguin called Mr. Marleau again and

asked him questions relating to the Crown’s concerns about consent, particularly
in relation to Dr. Peachey and Father Martin. According to Mr. Marleau, Detective
Constable Seguin was interested in consent in a very narrow and technical sense
rather than looking at the broader relationship he had with his alleged abusers.
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Mr. Marleau understood that in the criminal trials, a lot revolved around legal
definitions of consent. According to Mr. Marleau, not many people at the trial
understood that the events at age seventeen were connected to the events at age
eleven; it was for him a connected chain of events. It appears that Mr. Marleau
was trying to explain that the connection between these events undermined any
appearance of consent.
As I have previously noted, Detective Constable Seguin did not have specific

training on sexual abuse. Such training would have helped him understand how
victims can be groomed, thus making them appear to agree to acts of abuse when
in reality their consent is vitiated by the psychological or financial manipula-
tion employed by their abusers. In hindsight, had Detective Constable Seguin
understood this principle, he would have been able to ask more targeted questions
in order to obtain evidence of grooming and undermined consent. This incident
underscores the need for officers to be properly trained on sexual abuse and to have
this training updated periodically.

Delay in Laying Charges Against Alleged Perpetrators

Mr. Marleau and C-96 first gave statements in July 1997. The Crown briefs were
submitted in April 1998, and a Crown opinion followed in early May 1998.
However, no charges were laid until July 1998. The Project Truth officers advised
Mr. Marleau that there were problems in assigning a Crown because the local
Crown had a conflict of interest. It had been decided that local Crown attorney
Murray MacDonald would not take on Project Truth prosecutions because of
the allegations that were made against him in the Fantino Brief.
On the other hand, Detective Constable Seguin noted that he could not explain

the delay of almost a year between the initial complaint and the actual charge,
except to say that the decision when to lay charges was not his to make.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that when a number of arrests were to be

made, it is the OPP’s normal practice to do them all at once:

You’re not going to do one this week, one the next week. We were
doing it grouped because of the heightened interest in the community,
and we wanted to make a press release and we knew there would be
lots of discussion over it.

Detective Inspector Smith agreed that in special projects it is not unusual to
do all the arrests on one day, issue a press release, and set the same court date for
all the accused. According to Detective Inspector Smith, as of June 1998, the
OPP were ready to arrest a number of suspects and were waiting for a Crown to
be assigned to Project Truth.
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Detective Inspector Smith and Crown Pelletier set a date of July 9, 1998, for
charges against a number of suspects. Detective Sergeant Hall advised Bishop
Eugène LaRocque about the scheduled arrests. The Bishop was to contact the
clergy members who were to be arrested and request that they report at a certain
time and location in lieu of an arrest warrant. Detective Inspector Hall testified
that there were no complaints from alleged victims when arrangements were
made to have alleged perpetrators come in themselves. He believed that the
officers dealing with the victims explained the procedure and it was accepted.

Simultaneous Arrests of Alleged Perpetrators

In the month preceding the planned arrests, two suspects, in cases unrelated to Mr.
Marleau and C-96, committed suicide. As discussed in the following sections,
Richard Hickerson and Nelson Barque took their lives on June 19 and June 28,
1998, respectively. Both were to be charged on July 9, 1998.
Detective Inspector Smith mentioned during his testimony that in other cases

he worked on in the past, often victims would commit suicide. He noted:

In this case, it’s the opposite, although we had I think two attempt
on victims, but now all of a sudden, because of media attention and
everything else I’ve got—I’ve got suicides all over the place.

And as a police officer, you’re sworn to protect life and property.
What do I do to protect life? ... We don’t have a death sentence in
this country, but just the mere mention that somebody may be a
paedophile or is going to be arrested, is a death sentence to some
of them, and that bothered me.

And you know, how can I do my job at the same time make the arrests
that I have to but what can I do to maybe stop these people from taking
their lives ... that wore on all of us, you know.

Detective Inspector Smith was concerned about the suicides and wanted to
prevent others. He had a discussion with CrownAttorney Murray MacDonald on
June 30, 1998, about this issue.
Project Truth planned to arrest six other individuals on July 9, 1998. The

suspects were asked to turn themselves in to the OPP, and all but one attended
as planned. When Harvey Latour failed to attend and could not be reached by
telephone, Detective Sergeant Hall asked the officers to go to his residence. On
their arrival they discovered that Mr. Latour was attempting suicide. They
obtained a key from the superintendent and called an ambulance. It was later
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determined that Mr. Latour had overdosed on Tylenol. He was arrested a few
days afterwards.
Detective Constable Seguin had been in contact with Roch Landry’s wife

several months earlier to find out about Mr. Landry’s state of mind, as there were
concerns about suicide.
The Project Truth officers’ attempts to prevent suicides among the alleged

perpetrators demonstrate the concern they had for everyone involved in the
investigations. They responded to problems when they had the knowledge and
the ability to do so. I believe that they would have dealt with victims with an
equal amount of sensitivity and diligence had they had more training on the
particularities of historical sexual abuse victims.

Claude Marleau’s ContactsWith Constable Perry Dunlop

Mr. Marleau first heard of Constable Dunlop when he read the article in Le Soleil
in July 1997. The newspaper reported the problems that Constable Dunlop had
with the Cornwall Police Service. Mr. Marleau contacted Jackie Leroux, the
author of the article, and Ms Leroux told him about a lawyer named Charles
Bourgeois who was representing Constable Dunlop in a civil case. Mr. Marleau
contacted Mr. Bourgeois and told him that he was a lawyer for victims of child
sexual abuse in Cornwall rather than a victim himself.
According to Mr. Marleau, a few weeks after making his initial statement to

the OPP, he received a call from Constable Dunlop. Constable Dunlop said that
he had obtained his telephone number from Mr. Bourgeois. Mr. Marleau once
again presented himself as a lawyer representing victims. Constable Dunlop
offered to send him copies of court proceedings, a scrapbook of newspaper articles,
and a copy of the Fifth Estate video. Mr. Marleau received the documents on
December 2, 1997, and sent a cheque in the amount of $80 for expenses.
In fall 1998, the question of Mr. Marleau’s contacts with Constable Dunlop was

raised by defence counsel in prosecutions of Mr. Marleau’s alleged perpetrators.
On October 25, 1998, Mr. Marleau prepared a statement in which he detailed
his contacts with Helen and Perry Dunlop. The Project Truth officers asked Mr.
Marleau to refrain from further contact with the Dunlops.
Mr. Marleau testified that he received a call from Constable Dunlop on one

occasion after providing his statement. He told Constable Dunlop that he had
been advised by the police not to speak with him. Mr. Marleau testified that
Constable Dunlop did not seem surprised by this and they had no further contact.
Detective Sergeant Hall questioned the Dunlops about their contacts

with Mr. Marleau on November 16, 1998. This conversation is described in
greater detail in the section “Interactions Between Project Truth and Constable
Perry Dunlop.”
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The Links Among Alleged Abusers of Claude Marleau

Mr. Marleau testified that the men who abused him, with the exception of Laurent
Benoît and Father René Dubé, all knew one another. Roch Landry was the first
alleged abuser; he introduced Mr. Marleau to Father Paul Lapierre. Father Paul
Lapierre introduced him to Father Donald Scott, Father Hollis Lapierre, George
Sandford Lawrence, Father Dubé, and Father Kenneth Martin. Mr. Lawrence
introduced him to Dr. Peachey. Mr. Marleau met Mr. Benoît independently, but
Mr. Benoît employed Mr. Landry. To his knowledge, Father Dubé knew only
Father Paul Lapierre. According to Mr. Marleau, it was clear that some of the
alleged abusers communicated with each other and talked about him.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he completed an analysis of the suspects

in the Marleau case and concluded that they were not all known to each other
despite the common victim. According to Detective Inspector Hall, a ring is a
group of people who all know each other and operate in concert. He said, “This
wasn’t the situation here.” I discuss Project Truth’s linkage analysis further at
the end of this chapter.

Communication Between the OPP and Quebec Authorities

Detective Inspector Hall testified that he and Detective Constable Genier went to
the Montreal police headquarters and spoke with an inspector there regarding
the incident of abuse that allegedly occurred in Montreal. They provided a copy
of the interview reports, and the Montreal police took over the matter. Detective
Constable Genier worked with the assigned investigator and made several trips
to Montreal for court appearances.

Claude Marleau’s Perception of Treatment by the OPP

Mr. Marleau testified that the Project Truth officers whom he dealt with did not
appear to have specialized training in historical sexual offences. He contrasted his
dealings with the OPP and the Montreal police. He noted that the Quebec officer
he dealt with specialized in sexual offences and had a better approach. Mr.
Marleau said he did not feel judged by the Quebec officer, while the approach
and techniques of the OPP officers intimidated him and made him feel like his
credibility was being questioned.

Outcome of the Prosecutions

The only conviction obtained based on the allegations of Mr. Marleau and
C-96 was Father Paul Lapierre; he was found guilty by a court in Quebec and
sentenced to twelve months imprisonment followed by a period of probation of
three years.
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Father Dubé was acquitted of the charges in Quebec.
In Ontario, Father Lapierre was found not guilty of the charges laid by the

OPP. Mr. Latour, Mr. Lawrence, and Father Martin were also acquitted of
the charges against them.
Mr. Landry and Dr. Peachey died before their trials, and the charges against

them were withdrawn.
These prosecutions are described in detail in Chapter 11, “Institutional

Response of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”

Investigation of Richard Hickerson

Richard Hickerson worked as an employment counsellor for Canada Manpower.
He had frequent interactions with probation officers Ken Seguin and Nelson
Barque because he was often asked to help individuals on probation and parole
find work. Mr. Hickerson also volunteered at the École Musica in Cornwall,
where he acted as a “coach” for violin students. Previously, Mr. Hickerson had
been a priest in Manitoba, but he left the priesthood around 1965, after the Bishop
of his Diocese became aware of a “sexual incident” between Mr. Hickerson and
a teenaged altar boy. He left and came to Cornwall in 1968. His background is
more fully described in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall
Community Police Service.
In the course of Project Truth, three complainants alleged sexual abuse by

Mr. Hickerson. Detective Constable Don Genier was the lead investigator.

Complaints Against Richard Hickerson

On October 7, 1997, C-11 contacted Detective Constable Joe Dupuis to make a
complaint regarding Mr. Hickerson. When C-11 was twelve or thirteen years
old and in grade 8, he took music lessons at École Musica. Mr. Hickerson was a
volunteer with the school’s orchestra and would coach some students individu-
ally at his apartment. C-11 alleged that during these coaching sessions Mr.
Hickerson sexually abused him repeatedly over several years. C-11 also alleged
that Mr. Hickerson had “an extensive pornography collection, ... including child
pornography.”
A second complainant, Keith Ouellette, came to the attention of Project Truth

on October 10, 1997. Detective Constable Dupuis received a call from proba-
tion officer Jos van Diepen advising him that Mr. Ouellette had complained that
he had been sexually assaulted by Mr. Hickerson, Ken Seguin, and ChrisWilson.
Mr. Ouellette was interviewed by Detective Constables Dupuis and Steve Seguin
on October 30, 1997. He told the officers that Ken Seguin was his probation
officer when he was around eighteen or nineteen years old. Mr. Ouellette said that

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 697



Mr. Seguin sent him to Manpower to see Mr. Hickerson. He alleged that Mr.
Hickerson had sexually abused him on multiple occasions.
Mr. Ouellette spoke with Constable Perry Dunlop a few weeks after he

provided the statement to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) and met with him
in 2000, just before the Dunlops moved to British Columbia. Mr. Ouellette
claimed that he spoke with Constable Dunlop several times over the phone to
set up meetings, but that he never attended these meetings. This appears to be
Constable Dunlop’s only involvement in the Hickerson case.
Finally, on May 11, 1998, the OPP learned from C-90 that Robert Sheets

might also have been a victim of Mr. Hickerson. Detective Constable Genier
took a statement from Mr. Sheets on June 2, 1998. Mr. Sheets alleged that Mr.
Hickerson and Mr. Barque sexually abused him. When he was fourteen or
fifteen years old, Mr. Hickerson was assigned to be Mr. Sheets’ Special Needs
Counsellor and to assist Mr. Sheets in finding a job. Mr. Sheets alleged that
Mr. Hickerson would bring him to his place, give him alcohol and money, and
sexually molest him. He said that this sexual abuse went on for two or three
years and that he kept going back because he needed Mr. Hickerson’s help to
find employment. Mr. Sheets also referred to Mr. Hickerson’s collection of
pornography, alleging that Mr. Hickerson made him watch male homosexual
pornographic movies.

Caution and Release of Richard Hickerson

On June 11, 1998, Detective Constables Genier and Dupuis took a cautioned
statement from Mr. Hickerson. Mr. Hickerson admitted to having had a sexual
relationship with C-11 and also acknowledged a “sexual incident” with an altar
boy when he was still a priest. He said:

Let’s face it, when you’re gay and there’s boys all around. I’m not into
pre-pubescent boys, but as they reach to age of puberty I start to get
attractive to them. Let’s say twelve, thirteen to twenty-five years. It’s
a “ephebophile.” (it’s an adolescent that reached puberty.)

Mr. Hickerson denied having a pornography collection, and the OPP did not
obtain a search warrant to follow up on the allegations of possession of child
pornography. Nor did the Project Truth officers inform Project P, the OPP’s child
pornography section, of these allegations.
Despite his inculpatory statements, Mr. Hickerson was not arrested immedi-

ately. Instead, he was told that the OPP would be in touch within a few weeks.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that Mr. Hickerson was among the group of
suspects Project Truth planned to arrest on July 9, 1998.
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Richard Hickerson Death Investigation

Mr. Hickerson committed suicide on June 19, 1998. Constable Jeff Carroll of
the Cornwall Police Service investigated his death. A search was conducted of Mr.
Hickerson’s residence pursuant to a warrant issued by the Coroner, and the
Cornwall police discovered a large quantity of pornographic material, includ-
ing magazines and videos. The investigation is described in Chapter 6.

ProblemsWith Investigation and Delay of Arrest

I am concerned that the OPP did not take steps to interview Mr. Hickerson, or
search his residence, in the fall of 1997 after C-11 and Mr. Ouellette made com-
plaints. It may be that the investigators were simply too busy or were attempting
to gather further evidence before approaching Mr. Hickerson. Although Mr.
Hickerson did not have a prior conviction, allegations of sexual abuse from more
than one alleged victim and additional allegations of possession of child pornog-
raphy should be investigated more quickly.
It is clear that the OPP could have done more to pursue the allegations of

possession of child pornography. In his testimony, Detective Inspector Hall
suggested that the OPP would not have had sufficient grounds to obtain a search
warrant, in part because C-11’s allegations were historical. I am unconvinced. The
Cornwall Police Service was able to obtain a search warrant for Marcel Lalonde’s
residence based on historical allegations that he was in possession of child
pornography, and the OPP should have attempted to do the same in the case of
Mr. Hickerson. Moreover, in addition to C-11’s allegations, the OPP eventually
had Mr. Hickerson’s own admission made during his statement that he was
sexually attracted to, and had been sexually involved with, young teenage boys.
I am also concerned by the almost month-long delay between obtaining Mr.

Hickerson’s inculpatory statement and the planned date for arrest. Arrangements
had been made by Project Truth to make a number of arrests and issue a press
release on July 9, 1998. Detective Inspector Smith testified that this practice was
not unusual in special projects. While mass arrests may not be uncommon, and
may even be necessary in certain situations, such as drug busts or gang activity,
I fail to see the reason for delaying the arrest of historical sexual abuse suspects.
I find this practice inadvisable where suspects have made inculpatory statements
and are aware that they are likely to be arrested, particularly in high-profile cases
involving allegations of sexual abuse.

Project Truth Investigation of Nelson Barque

As discussed in other chapters and earlier in this one, Nelson Barque was
investigated on several occasions: by the Ministry of Correctional Services in
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1982, and jointly by the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and the Ontario Provincial
Police (OPP) in 1994. Following the 1994 investigation, Mr. Barque pleaded
guilty to indecent assault and was sentenced to four months incarceration and
eighteen months probation in relation to the abuse of Albert Roy.

Complaints Against Nelson Barque

The OPP’s second investigation of Mr. Barque began in 1997 as part of Project
Truth. Detective Constable Don Genier led the Project Truth investigation into
allegations of sexual abuse by former probationers of Mr. Barque. On January 27,
1997, Detective Constable Genier received a call from C-45, who made allega-
tions against Ken Seguin, Mr. Barque, and Marcel Lalonde. In a statement
to Detective Constables Joe Dupuis and Steve Seguin on October 3, 1997,
C-45 claimed that when he was fifteen years old, Mr. Seguin and Mr. Barque
touched and measured his penis in Mr. Barque’s office as part of a probation
“pre-sentence report.”
Project Truth learned of another possible victim, Robert Sheets, after speak-

ing to C-90 on May 11, 1998. On June 2, 1998, Detective Constable Genier took
a statement fromMr. Sheets. Mr. Sheets alleged that both Mr. Barque and Richard
Hickerson had sexually abused him. He claimed that he was introduced to Mr.
Barque by C-44 when he was about eighteen years old. Initially, Mr. Seguin was
Mr. Sheets’ probation officer, but Mr. Barque became his probation officer in
January 1982. Mr. Sheets alleged that Mr. Barque gave him money and alcohol
in breach of his probation conditions and that a sexual relationship ensued. A
few of these incidents allegedly occurred at Mr. Seguin’s residence. Mr. Sheets
claimed that Mr. Seguin was not home at the time, but he left “a gay movie” set
up for them. Mr. Sheets also claimed that the abuse began after he told Mr.
Barque about his sexual contact with Mr. Hickerson.
This is the third time that public institutions became aware that Mr. Barque

might have had sexual contact with Mr. Sheets. These allegations surfaced in
the Ministry of Correctional Services’ 1982 investigation into Mr. Barque, and
again in 1994, when OPP Detective ConstableWilliam Zebruck was investigating
Mr. Barque for his abuse of Albert Roy. These investigations are discussed in
detail in previous sections of this Report.

Caution and Release of Nelson Barque

Mr. Barque provided Detective Constables Genier and Dupuis with a cautioned
statement on June 18, 1998. Mr. Barque admitted that he engaged in sexual
activities with Mr. Sheets when he was a probationer and estimated that these took
place over one to one-and-one half years. He said that at the time he was under
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the impression that Mr. Sheets was eighteen or nineteen years old but that it was
possible he was younger. Mr. Barque did not recall having sex with Mr. Sheets
at Mr. Seguin’s residence.
Mr. Barque also admitted to having a sexual relationship with C-44 and Mr.

Roy.When asked if there was anyone else, Mr. Barque replied, “Not that I recall.
In my mind there was only three.” When asked generally if he had any sexual
contact with C-45, he denied it.
Despite the admissions made in his statement, Mr. Barque was not arrested on

June 18, 1998. Detective Inspector Hall testified the officers had reasonable
and probable grounds for the arrest but the OPP’s intention was to arrest Mr.
Barque on July 9, 1998, along with several other suspects. However, Mr. Barque
committed suicide on June 28, 1998.

Concerns About Delay

I am concerned about the delay in investigating allegations against Mr. Barque
from June 1997 onwards. He had been convicted of similar charges in 1995, yet
little priority seems to have been applied in investigating him again. In addition,
as I commented in relation to the investigation of Mr. Hickerson, I believe it was
inadvisable for Project Truth to delay the arrest of suspects in relation to serious
charges involving the sexual abuse of young people, after those suspects made
inculpatory statements in cautioned interviews.

Investigation of Brother Leonel Romeo Carriere

Brother Leonel Romeo Carriere was a retired teacher from the St. Joseph’s
Training School in Alexandria. He was also identified by the name Brother
George Edmond. Detective Constable Don Genier was the officer in charge of
investigating Brother Carriere.
In the fall of 1997, Detective Constable Genier took statements from C-105

and C-106. Both said Brother Carriere abused them when they were between
the ages of eleven and thirteen. The alleged abuse took place while they were
studying at St. Joseph’s between 1954 and 1956.
Detective Constables Genier and Joe Dupuis took a cautioned statement from

Brother Carriere on March 11, 1998.
OnApril 1, 1998, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) submitted a brief to the

Crown. In his opinion to Detective Inspector Smith, dated May 7, 1998, Crown
Attorney Robert Pelletier expressed concern that it might not be in the public
interest to prosecute Brother Carriere because of his age, seventy-seven, and the
dated nature of the alleged offences. However, Crown Pelletier recommended
that the matter proceed at least to a preliminary inquiry if Detective Inspector
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Smith felt there were reasonable and probable grounds and that the public interest
would be served.
Brother Carriere was arrested on July 9, 1998, and charged with two counts

of indecent assault on a male.
The preliminary inquiry took place before Justice G. Renaud on May 31,

1999, and Brother Carriere was committed to stand trial on both charges. On
January 13, 2000, Justice P. Lalonde granted a stay of proceedings, finding that
Brother Carriere, who had suffered multiple strokes in recent years, would be
unable to present a whole and complete defence at trial because of his mental
deficits. This issue is further discussed in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response
of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”

Investigation and Prosecution of Jacques Leduc

Complaints about sexual abuse by Jacques Leduc were first reported in April
1998. Project Truth conducted an investigation, and Mr. Leduc was arrested on
June 22, 1998. He was ultimately tried on charges relating to three complainants.
His first trial ended in a stay of proceedings due to wilful non-disclosure of
information relating to contact between Constable Perry Dunlop and one of the
complainant’s mothers. The Crown successfully appealed that decision, but a
further stay was granted during Mr. Leduc’s retrial due to delay. The Court
decided that Mr. Leduc had not been tried within a reasonable time, in violation
of his rights under the Charter.

First Complaint to Ontario Provincial Police

Allegations about sexual abuse against Cornwall lawyer Jacques Leduc surfaced
in April 1998. The first alleged victim to come forward was C-16. A report was
made onApril 8, 1998, to Detective Constable Verne Gilkes in the Hawkesbury
Detachment by a friend of C-16’s family. C-16 was interviewed by Constable
Charlene Davidson at the Lancaster Detachment on May 7, 1998. C-16 was
twenty-one years old at the time of the interview. He alleged that Mr. Leduc
began sexually abusing him shortly after he started doing outdoor work for Mr.
Leduc when he was fifteen years old. C-16 said the incidents occurred every
time he worked for Mr. Leduc.
On May 8, 1998, Constable Davidson gave C-16’s statement to Detective

Constable Joe Dupuis and asked whether this case fell within the Project Truth
mandate. Detective Constable Dupuis called Detective Inspector Tim Smith,
who decided the allegation did fall within the mandate. Project Truth took over
the investigation into C-16’s allegations. Constable Davidson contacted C-16 to
advise him that the investigation had been turned over to Project Truth.
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Investigation of C-16’s Complaint

Detective Constable Dupuis, the lead investigator on the case, and Detective
Constable Steve Seguin conducted a videotaped interview of C-16 on May 11,
1998. In this statement, C-16 stated he began working for Mr. Leduc when he was
thirteen years old. He said the abuse started less than a year after he began
working for Leduc and continued until he was about eighteen or nineteen years
old. C-16 told the officers about other young people who had worked for Mr.
Leduc, in particular C-23, C-17, and another individual.
Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed C-16’s mother on May 13, 1998.

The officer explained that he does not always interview complainants’ mothers
but interviewed C-16’s mother to corroborate his statement. She confirmed that
C-16 was twelve, about to turn thirteen, when he began working for Mr. Leduc.
She said the first incident of alleged abuse took place during the second summer
that C-16 worked for Mr. Leduc, when C-16 was thirteen years old. C-16’s
mother told the officer that Mr. Leduc gave her son clothing, including expensive
cowboy boots, paid for braces for his teeth, and would let C-16 borrow his car
whenever he wanted it.
Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed C-16 a second time on July 28, 1998.

During this interview, C-16 provided further details about his alleged abuse. As
I have discussed in earlier chapters, incremental disclosure is not unusual for
victims of child sexual abuse.

Investigation of Allegations by C-17 and C-23

Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis interviewed C-17 on May 13, 1998.
At the time of the interview, C-17 was seventeen years old. He told the officers
that he had been working for Mr. Leduc since December 1995 and had worked
for him as recently as one week before. He alleged that Mr. Leduc first abused him
after they went deer hunting in the fall of 1997. Throughout the interview, C-17
had difficulty describing the abuse, in part because of language issues. C-17 had
trouble finding the English words for what he was trying to describe. Neither of
the officers could speak French fluently. They did invite C-17 to use the French
words and they would “figure it out.”
It is unfortunate that this interview was not conducted in French. As I discuss

in the section “Investigations of Complaints of Claude Marleau and C-96,”
disclosing incidents of sexual abuse can be extremely stressful for victims, and
efforts should be made to ensure they are comfortable. In my view, this should
include, at minimum, conducting the interview in the language in which the
complainant is most comfortable.
C-17 alleged that he was abused by Mr. Leduc approximately ten times. He

also told the officers that Mr. Leduc gave him some clothes and would let him
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drive his car. He said a friend of his had just started working for Mr. Leduc and
gave the name of another friend who used to work for him. C-16 had also provided
the officers with the latter name. Both of these individuals were interviewed by
the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) and became potential witnesses for the
charges involving C-17.
C-17 was interviewed again on June 9, 1998. He provided some additional details

about how he had come to work for Mr. Leduc and the incidents of alleged abuse.
The Project Truth officers also took two statements from C-23, on May 25 and

July 22, 1998. C-23 told the officers that he had sexual contact with Mr. Leduc
but said that it was consensual. He also said that he and Mr. Leduc engaged in
sexual acts with another individual, C-22. As I explain below, the officers later
interviewed C-22 and Mr. Leduc was eventually charged in relation to allega-
tions made by him. The Crown intended to call C-23 as a similar fact witness in
Mr. Leduc’s trial.

Constable Perry Dunlop’s ConversationWith C-16’s Mother

On June 15, 1998, Detective Constable Dupuis visited C-16’s home to pick up a
videotape dealing with victim support. C-16’s mother advised him that she had
received a call from Constable Perry Dunlop, who wanted to know how the
investigation was proceeding. Detective Constable Dupuis told her not to discuss
anything with Constable Dunlop while the investigation was ongoing. He did
not ask her any questions about the phone call or whether she had any previous
contact with Constable Dunlop. He did make a note of this in his notebook.
When Detective Constable Dupuis returned to the Project Truth office he

made a general comment about the phone conversation between Constable
Dunlop and C-16’s mother, but at the hearings, he could not recall who was in the
office at the time. Detective Inspector Hall remembered overhearing Detective
Constable Dupuis say something to the effect of “[W]ell, Dunlop is contacting
victims again.” Detective Inspector Hall does not think Detective Constable
Dupuis told him he had just come from C-16’s residence. At some point, Detective
Inspector Smith was briefed on the fact that Constable Dunlop spoke with
C-16’s mother.
Sometime during the week of June 15, 1998, Detective Inspector Smith and

Detective Sergeant Hall discussed the contact between Constable Dunlop and
C-16’s mother, and they met with Constable Dunlop on July 23, 1998. During this
meeting, Detective Inspector Smith brought up the call to C-16’s mother because
he had previously asked Constable Dunlop not to contact victims or witnesses.
Detective Inspector Smith did not make a note of this topic, probably, he testified,
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because he was more concerned about the issue of disclosure and felt this was a
“side issue.” At this meeting, the OPP learned that Constable Dunlop had deliv-
ered four binders of materials to a number of government bodies and that these
materials had not been forwarded to the OPP. This issue is further discussed in the
section “Constable Perry Dunlop and Disclosure to the OPP.”
Detective Inspector Hall explained that he did not know Detective Inspector

Smith was going to bring up the contact with C-16’s mother, and said he did not
make a note of it because, “I just make notes usually on what I speak on if I
think it’s appropriate.” However, earlier in his testimony, when Detective Inspector
Hall described his note-taking practices, he said that he made sufficient notes
to capture the “gist of the conversation” and also that he mostly wrote down
what other people told him, rather than what he told them. Neither Detective
Inspector Smith nor Detective Sergeant Hall made a note about the contact
between Constable Dunlop and C-16’s mother either after hearing about it from
Detective Constable Dupuis or during the July 23, 1998, meeting with Constable
Dunlop. Given their concerns about Constable Dunlop’s contacts with witnesses,
something should have been noted.
Constable Dunlop mentions this topic in a will-state he prepared in early 2000:

Inspector Tim Smith wants to know about [C-16’s mother]. I stated that
I spoke to her and directed her to Project Truth. Inspector Tim Smith
indicated that I called her back. Three weeks later I called [C-16’s
mother] back out of concern she was very upset the first time she called
me. Out of concern that a normal caring person has I called her back to
make sure she was O.K.

Constable Dunlop’s will-state also refers to his initial contact with C-16’s
mother on May 8, 1998, when he referred her to Project Truth.
The conversation between Constable Dunlop and C-16’s mother did not strike

Detective Sergeant Hall as particularly significant because the officers knew that
Constable Dunlop was contacting witnesses and it was not unusual to find out that
he had talked to someone. Detective Inspector Hall explained that when this was
discussed with Constable Dunlop on July 23, 1998, he said that he was following
up to see how C-16’s mother was doing. There was no indication of contact with
the complainant.
Detective Constable Dupuis’ note of this contact was not disclosed to the

defence, and he never informed Crown Shelley Hallett, who was assigned in
July 1998 to prosecute the matter, about the telephone conversation between
C-16’s mother and Constable Dunlop. As will be discussed below, C-16’s mother
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testified about her contacts with Constable Dunlop during Mr. Leduc’s trial, at
which point the non-disclosure of this information to the defence became a very
significant issue.

Jacques Leduc’s ContactWith Victims

During the course of the investigation by Project Truth officers, Mr. Leduc main-
tained contact with some of his alleged victims. On May 12, 1998, Mr. Leduc
showed up at C-17’s home while Detective Constable Dupuis was there discussing
C-17’s allegations. Detective Constable Dupuis believed this was merely a
coincidence. Mr. Leduc had not been arrested, and Detective Constable Dupuis
had no reason to believe that he would be aware of the investigation. On May 27,
1998 while Detective Constable Dupuis was interviewing another potential
witness, Mr. Leduc called the residence asking this individual to come do some
work for him. Again, Detective Constable Dupuis felt this was a coincidence.
Given that both C-17 and the other individual had recently worked for Mr. Leduc,
and that I did not hear any evidence of Mr. Leduc attempting to interfere in the
investigation, I am inclined to agree with Detective Constable Dupuis that his
contact was coincidental. However, it was probably disconcerting to the officers
as it indicated a potential for ongoing abuse.

C-17 Receives a Death Threat

On July 13, 1998, C-17’s mother provided Detective Constable Dupuis with
an envelope containing a death threat that stated, “You’re dead meat, faggot.”
C-17’s mother asked Detective Constable Dupuis to investigate this threat. The
letter was sent to the OPP in Long Sault to examine it for fingerprints, but none
were recovered from the envelope. The OPP were never able to identify who
sent the envelope.

Investigation of C-22’s Allegations

As mentioned above, C-23 told the officers that he and Mr. Leduc had a “three-
some” with C-22. Detective Constable Dupuis contacted C-22 on May 28, 1998,
and he said he had worked for Mr. Leduc when he was fourteen years old. On June
2, 1998, Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin went to C-22’s house and
asked him to provide a statement. According to Detective Constable Dupuis’
notes, C-22 “stood with his head down” while talking to the officers. He said
he had a baseball game later that evening and had not yet had dinner. There were
people in the house and he did not want to do the interview there. Detective
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Constable Dupuis noted that C-22 was “reluctant” to speak to them. C-22
suggested that something had occurred while he was working for Mr. Leduc but
said he “did not want to talk about it, did not want his name in the paper, or want
to go to court.”
After the officers explained that they needed his help, C-22 agreed to speak to

them and went to get his shoes. Another person came out of the house and
said that C-22 did not want to speak to the police and that he was dealing
with it himself. Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin told this unidentified
person that if C-22 would not talk to them, they would subpoena him to appear
in court anyway.
Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis tried again on July 30, 1998, to

obtain a statement. By this date, Mr. Leduc had been charged for allegedly
abusing C-16 and C-17. Although C-22 still did not want to give a formal state-
ment, he did provide information that led the officers to believe that he was
potentially a victim of Mr. Leduc. He said he had worked for Mr. Leduc for
three years and had a sexual experience with him and another individual twice.
Although he never received gifts from Mr. Leduc, C-22 did not have to pay legal
fees for the drafting of his will, a power of attorney, or the purchase of his house.
C-22 stated that he did not want to go to court or provide a statement. He

believed the police had enough people and did not need him. The officers then told
C-22 that he would be “subpoenaed anyways.”
Detective Constable Dupuis acknowledged during testimony that he should not

have told an alleged victim that he would be subpoenaed. Detective Constable
Seguin admitted that there “could have been a better way of delivering” that
message. I appreciate the officers’ acknowledgment of their error. It is, of course,
not appropriate to threaten a reluctant alleged victim with a subpoena. In this
case, C-22 was threatened twice, first through a third party and then directly.
C-22 provided more information during his second interaction with the OPP
than he had in the first and eventually provided a full statement. Patience rather
than coercion is a more appropriate, and probably more fruitful, tactic to encourage
a reluctant potential complainant.
On November 24, 1998, Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin again went

to C-22’s residence in the hope that he would be willing to assist them. Crown
Attorney Shelley Hallett accompanied them. She spoke to C-22 and convinced him
to provide a statement. According to Detective Constable Dupuis, it was unusual
for Crown Hallett to be involved at this stage of the investigation, but he did not
suggest that it was improper. Crown Hallett’s involvement in convincing C-22 to
provide a statement is discussed further in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of
the Ministry of the Attorney General.”
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C-22 accompanied the officers to the Long Sault Detachment, where they
conducted a videotaped interview. C-22 said that he was fourteen when he met
Mr. Leduc. He had been charged with a criminal offence and Mr. Leduc repre-
sented him. He began working for Mr. Leduc while he was on probation. He
recalled C-23 working for Mr. Leduc around the same time. C-22 alleged that Mr.
Leduc began sexually abusing him about one year after he started working for him
and that there were four incidents of abuse.
Detective Constable Dupuis and Crown Hallett met with C-22 again on March

24, 1999, to review his previous statement. After reviewing it, C-22 said he had
left some things out. As a result, Detective Constable Dupuis conducted an
additional videotaped interview with C-22. During this statement, C-22 said
there were closer to fifty incidents of abuse. He said he did not tell the police
this earlier because he was nervous, scared, and felt that he owed Mr. Leduc:
“He’s done a lot of work for me that he hasn’t charged me for, and I feel that I owe
him a lot. He’s like a father figure to me in my life.”
He also said that the abuse started approximately one month, rather than one

year, after he started working for Mr. Leduc.

OPP MeetsWith Children’s Aid Society About Leduc Victims

On May 21, 1998, Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall met
with Richard Abell, executive director, and Bill Carriere, Director of Client
Services and Protection Services, at the Children’s Aid Society (CAS). They
discussed the complaints against Mr. Leduc and the ongoing investigation.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that the officers went to the CAS pursuant
to their duty to report under the Child and Family Services Act. Although at
this time the two willing complainants, C-16 and C-17, were over sixteen
years of age, the OPP officers were reporting to the CAS because they had
concerns about young people under sixteen potentially being at risk. The
fact that there were current allegations against Mr. Leduc was a “live issue” for
the officers.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that as of May 21, he was not aware of any

young people who were employed by Mr. Leduc, but the officers were concerned
about the upcoming end of school year and the possibility that Mr. Leduc might
hire other youths for the summer. This was a legitimate concern, and the OPP were
correct to inform the CAS of its investigation of Mr. Leduc. This said, the officers
did not inform the CAS as soon as they became concerned that Mr. Leduc might
currently be putting children at risk. It would have been prudent for the OPP to
have reported to the CAS sooner.
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According to Detective Inspector Hall, one purpose of the meeting was to
share information, and he believes the CAS was given the names of the
complainants, although perhaps not that day. Mr. Abell and Mr. Carriere testified
they did not recall receiving the names of the complainants. As discussed in
Chapter 9, on the institutional response of the CAS, the CAS did not, at the time
of this meeting, believe it had information that children were currently at risk
from Mr. Leduc.

Arrest of Jacques Leduc

Mr. Leduc was arrested on June 22, 1998, and charged with six counts in respect
of allegations by C-16 and C-17. Unlike most of the Project Truth investiga-
tions, an arrest was made before a Crown brief was prepared and submitted to the
Crown Attorney for an opinion. The police were concerned, correctly in my
view, about the possibility that Mr. Leduc would hire a youth to do work for
him over the summer. Detective Inspector Smith discussed the issue with Crown
Attorney Robert Pelletier. Detective Inspector Smith also spoke with Bishop
Eugène LaRocque prior to Mr. Leduc’s arrest. According to Detective Inspector
Hall, Detective Inspector Smith did this because Mr. Leduc was still working
as a lawyer for the Diocese on some matters.
On June 22, 1998, Detective Sergeant Hall swore the information against Mr.

Leduc, called him, and asked him to come to the police station. The arrange-
ments for Mr. Leduc’s arrest were Detective Sergeant Hall’s idea, and he explained
that this is typically how an arrest of this nature would be carried out: “You try
to be as least intrusive as necessary.We weren’t going to go and put the handcuffs
on and make a public display in front of his employees. I mean, you know, you’ve
got to be considerate.”While Mr. Leduc was being arrested at the station, Detective
Inspector Smith attended his residence and spoke to his wife. He did this because
of suicide concerns, because another suspect, Richard Hickerson, had just
committed suicide a few days before. Detective Inspector Smith knew that Mr.
Leduc’s wife was on sick leave and his understanding was that she was fragile.
Mr. Leduc was released on bail subject to a condition that he was not to be

alone with any males under the age of eighteen. He was also not to communicate
with the alleged victims and their families, or with C-23 and his family.
As described above, the investigation continued after Mr. Leduc’s arrest. An

additional six charges were laid against Mr. Leduc on July 17, 1998, and he was
charged with four counts relating to allegations by C-22 on March 11, 1999.
Crown Attorney Shelley Hallett was assigned to prosecute the case in

July 1998.
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First Trial of Jacques Leduc and Stay of Proceedings

The trial of Mr. Leduc began on January 15, 2001. The trial is examined in detail
in Chapter 11. This section will look at the participation of the OPP officers in the
trial and their perspective on the events that unfolded. Detective Constables
Dupuis and Seguin assisted Crown Hallett at the trial.

C-16ʼs Mother Testifies About Contact With Constable Perry Dunlop; Detective
Constable Joe Dupuisʼ Notes Were Not Disclosed

C-16’s mother was called as a witness by the Crown. On February 7, 2001, in
answer to questions put to her during cross-examination, she disclosed that she
had two prior contacts with Constable Perry Dunlop. It was later determined
that these conversations occurred on May 8 and June 15, 1998. She testified that
Detective Constable Dupuis was aware of the second incident because he was at
her home when Constable Dunlop called her. This testimony was significant
because until this point, there had been no indication that Constable Dunlop had
spoken to any witnesses connected with the Leduc prosecution.
Detective Constable Dupuis was in the courtroom, and when he heard this

testimony, he remembered that he might have written something in his notebook
about the call to C-16’s house. He checked the Crown brief, but was unable to find
a reference to it there. He contacted Detective Inspector Hall and asked him to
check the statements for references to the call between Constable Dunlop and
C-16’s mother. When Detective Inspector Hall received this call from Detective
Constable Dupuis, he remembered that Detective Inspector Smith had brought up
Constable Dunlop’s contact with C-16’s mother during a meeting with Constable
Dunlop on July 23, 1998.
Detective Inspector Hall did not know at the time whether Detective Constable

Dupuis had notes of the incident and asked him to check his notebook. Detective
Constable Dupuis, not knowing the date of the contact, looked through his note-
book several times before he found the entry, several days later, on February 12,
2001. The entry was dated June 15, 1998, and it was five lines long:

1054 Picked up Project Guardian tape from the [C-16s]
[C-16’s mother] stated that she had received a call from
Perry Dunlop wanting to know how the investigation
was proceeding.

This note had not been disclosed to the Crown prior to the trial and, as a
result, was not disclosed to Mr. Leduc’s defence lawyers. At the hearings, Detective
Constable Dupuis testified that he would have given this entry to the Crown but
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simply missed it when he was preparing his will-state for the Crown brief.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that when the officers prepare will-states
for a Crown brief, they use a computer-generated sheet that lists all the relevant
witness statements. As a result, it would have been “quite easy” for Detective
Constable Dupuis to overlook the entry in his notes, because he did not attend
C-16’s residence on June 15 to take a statement or gather evidence, and therefore
there was no computer record of the note. Detective Inspector Hall explained
that Detective Constable Dupuis would have to have had a conscious recollection
of the incident or of making the note when preparing his will-state.
I accept that the failure of Detective Constable Dupuis to include his June

15 note in the material he provided to the Crown was inadvertent.
Further, both Detective Sergeant Hall and Detective Inspector Smith were aware

of the contact between C-16’s mother and Constable Dunlop. Neither of them
made a reference to this contact in their notes when they learned of it, nor did they
note it when they discussed the incident with Constable Dunlop on July 23, 1998.
As I mentioned in the section “Interactions Between Project Truth and

Constable Perry Dunlop,” Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall
were aware that Constable Dunlop was contacting a number of witnesses in the
Project Truth cases. They should have been noting these contacts as they became
aware of them, and they should have had a means of tracking Constable Dunlop’s
exposure to their cases.

Documentation of the Contact Between Constable Perry Dunlop and
C-16ʼs Mother

In fact, a number of documents in Project Truth’s possession mention the contacts
between C-16’s mother and Constable Dunlop. As set out above, Detective
Constable Dupuis had a note of the June 15, 1998 incident. The two conversations
with C-16’s mother were also mentioned in notes disclosed by Constable Dunlop
to Project Truth on March 14, 2000. Finally, in a will-state given to Project Truth
in April 2000, Constable Dunlop made two references to his contacts with
C-16’s mother. He refers to the May 8, 1998, conversation and to the July 23,
1998, meeting where Detective Inspector Smith, Detective Sergeant Hall, and
Inspector Trew discussed his contacts with C-16’s mother. None of these had
been disclosed to the defence prior to C-16’s mother’s testimony.

Detective Inspector Pat Hall Brings Documents to Courthouse

Around 2:00 p.m. on February 7, Detective Inspector Hall came to the court-
house and met with Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin and Crowns Shelley
Hallett and Christine Tier. He brought with him photocopies of the relevant
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portions of Constable Dunlop’s will-state and notes, as well as a copy of his
own notes of the July 23, 1998, meeting with Constable Dunlop.
These were provided to Crown Tier for disclosure purposes. At this point,

Detective Inspector Hall did not have Detective Constable Dupuis’ note of the June
15 contact, because Detective Constable Dupuis was not able to locate it until
February 12, while working on disclosure requests from defence counsel.

Police and Crowns Meet With Defence Counsel

Shortly after the meeting between the officers and the Crowns, Detective Inspector
Hall, Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis, Ms Hallett, and Ms Tier met
with Mr. Leduc’s defence lawyers, Steven Skurka and Philip Campbell. The
defence counsel were given the material Detective Inspector Hall had brought with
him to court. The officers felt that defence counsel were very critical of the police
for not having disclosed this material earlier. Detective Inspector Hall, in particular,
recalls defence counsel being very aggressive and accusatory. According
to Detective Inspector Hall, defence counsel pointed out that as experienced
police officers, they should have disclosed the Dunlop material as required by
Stinchcombe, a Supreme Court of Canada case on disclosure obligations. Detective
Inspector Hall said, “Mr. Skurka was very explicit about that and ... I got a dressing-
down for not doing it.”
Detective Constable Seguin and Detective Inspector Hall both testified that

while defence counsel was questioning the police about not having disclosed
this material, Ms Hallett said that she did not know anything about it before. Ms
Hallett said something to the effect of, “This is news to me.” Detective Inspector
Hall interpreted this comment to mean that she did not have any knowledge
about C-16’s mother’s contact with Constable Dunlop. He testified that he had
difficulty understanding this comment, because he believed that Ms Hallett
had gone through Constable Dunlop’s will-state after Project Truth received it in
April 2000, so he “couldn’t see how she didn’t know about that.”
Detective Inspector Hall said that he did not tell defence counsel that Ms

Hallett had been provided with the Dunlop material in April 2000 because he
was not in court that morning and was unsure of what had been said. He also
did not want to embarrass Ms Hallett in front of the defence lawyers. The officers
left the meeting with the impression that defence counsel believed the police
had not disclosed the Dunlop material to the Crown.
As will be discussed in Chapter 11, Ms Hallett acknowledged saying some-

thing like, “This is news to me,” but testified that she was referring to the meeting
between Detective Inspector Smith, Detective Sergeant Hall, and Constable
Dunlop that took place on July 23, 1998, and not to the existence of the Dunlop
material.

712 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



Police and Crowns Meet After MeetingWith Defence Counsel

After the meeting with defence counsel, the officers and the Crowns had a
discussion. Detective Inspector Hall told Ms Hallett that she did in fact have the
Dunlop material in her possession, to which Ms Hallett said something to the
effect of, “Yeah, yeah, yeah, I know.” Detective Inspector Hall interpreted this as
an acknowledgment that what she had said earlier, in front of defence counsel, was
inaccurate. According to Detective Inspector Hall and Detective Constable Seguin,
Detective Inspector Hall also told her that he could have raised that issue in front
of the defence but chose to wait until they left. Ms Hallett, on the other hand,
testified that Detective Inspector Hall never said anything about not wanting to
embarrass her in front of defence counsel.
Detective Inspector Hall took the position when testifying at this Inquiry that

Ms Hallett lied during the meeting with defence counsel on February 7, 2001. He
acknowledged, however, that his notes of the meeting do not reflect that belief and
that he did not confront Ms Hallett about this perceived lie.
Detective Inspector Hall was understandably upset by defence counsel’s

accusation of wilful non-disclosure. It is clear to me that he felt Ms Hallett was
attempting to deflect blame for the failure to disclose onto the OPP officers. In
my view, however, Detective Inspector Hall’s belief was the result of a misunder-
standing during the meeting with defence counsel as to what Ms Hallett was
referring to when she said, “This is news to me.”

Detective Inspector Pat Hall Sends Copy of July 4, 2000, Letter to Shelley Hallett

Following this discussion, Detective Inspector Hall returned to the Long Sault
Detachment and obtained a copy of a letter fromMs Hallett to Detective Constable
Dupuis, dated July 4, 2000. The letter, among other things, explained that she
would review the Dunlop materials in order to determine what needed to be
disclosed in the Father Charles MacDonald case.
Detective Inspector Hall wrote on the letter, “Shelley, For your information,”

and signed his name. He instructed Detective Constable Seguin to deliver the
letter to Ms Hallett the next morning. In a will-state later provided to the York
Regional Police on this matter, Detective Inspector Hall said that the purpose
of delivering the letter to Ms Hallett was to remind her of its existence, as her files
were probably in Toronto, and so she would be in possession of it, if required, for
disclosure. Detective Inspector Hall said he also wanted to remind her of their
previous conversation about the Dunlop material. Detective Inspector Hall testified
that he picked that particular letter because it stated that Constable Dunlop had
personally attended Ms Hallett’s office in Toronto and given her a copy of his
will-state. According to the letter, Ms Hallett was reviewing the material for the
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Father MacDonald prosecution, not the Leduc matter.When questioned about this,
Detective Inspector Hall replied, “if you see a name, you see a name,” meaning
that he did not think that she would overlook the portions of the material that
did not relate to the Father MacDonald case.
Detective Inspector Hall was of the opinion that this memo could be required

for disclosure, although he never suggested this to Ms Hallett and he acknowl-
edged that it would be her decision to disclose it. Detective Inspector Hall never
explained to Crown Hallett why he sent her the letter.
On the morning of February 8, 2001, as per Detective Inspector Hall’s

instructions, Detective Constable Seguin gave the copy of the July 4, 2000, letter
to Ms Hallett. She attended the Project Truth office in the days following the
delivery of this letter. She never asked Detective Inspector Hall why he sent it to
her, and he did not ask her what she did with it. The letter was never discussed
between them.
As will be discussed in Chapter 11, Ms Hallett did not know why the letter was

sent to her but thought Detective Inspector Hall was trying to remind her that
she was in possession of the Dunlop materials. In any event, Ms Hallett was of
the view that as an internal communication between a Crown and a police officer,
this was not the type of document that she would normally disclose.
As will be described below, the letter was not included in the disclosure

package subsequently prepared by the Crown and the OPP. Detective Inspector
Hall, however, provided a copy directly to defence counsel without informing
Crown Hallett.

Defence Makes Several Disclosure Requests

Over the course of the next week, defence counsel made a number of disclosure
requests of the Crown. The Project Truth officers assisted the Crown in fulfilling
these requests. In a letter to Crown Hallett dated February 12, 2001, defence
counsel requested two categories of disclosure. First, they asked for a detailed
account from any officer with knowledge about Constable Dunlop’s contact with
C-16’s mother. In this regard, they wrote:

It is clear to us that non-disclosure on this issue was willful rather than
unwitting: Mr. Dunlop’s telephone call to [C-16’s mother] was of
sufficient seriousness that Detective Dupuis raised the matter with his
colleagues and superiors; reference to it was, however, omitted from
his notes and willsay statements. The fact that OPP inspectors convened
a meeting with Mr. Dunlop to broach the issue illustrates its importance
to the investigators. We will require full disclosure from Inspector Smith
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and Inspector Hall. We would welcome clarification as to whether
Detective Dupuis determined on his own initiative to omit reference
to the matter from his notes and statements or whether he received
directions from his superiors in that regard.

The second category of requested disclosure related to “information avail-
able to the police and Crown about the general investigative activities of Constable
Perry Dunlop.” Detective Inspector Hall testified he interpreted this letter to
mean that it required the disclosure of internal correspondence such as the July
4, 2000, letter from Ms Hallett to Detective Constable Dupuis. Yet at no time
did Detective Inspector Hall discuss with Ms Hallett whether she should disclose
the letter.
Detective Inspector Hall wrote a lengthy letter to Ms Hallett on February 15,

2001, in response to the February 12 letter from defence counsel. He stated:

I did not at any time willfully fail to make disclosure in this case. As
you are aware, my position has always been that the Crown Attorney
make disclosure, and the police provide the material for disclosure.

I did not at any time give any instructions to Detective Constable
DUPUIS to withhold disclosure in relation to the [C-16’s mother]
conversation about her contact with Perry DUNLOP. In fact, in our
meeting with defence counsel on 07 February 01, at the court house,
I did not know at that time that Detective Constable DUPUIS had
any notes of the conversation of 15 June 98.

Detective Inspector Hall also discussed the purpose of the July 23, 1998, meeting
with Constable Dunlop and provided a detailed list of his contacts with Constable
Dunlop.
The defence made further disclosure requests on February 14 and 15, 2001.

One of the items requested in the February 15 letter from defence counsel was
“[a]ny correspondence, notes, memos, letters or other records reporting to the
Crown about issues related to Perry Dunlop, whether generally or before and
after July 23, 1998” (emphasis in original).
Ms Hallett forwarded the February 15 letter from defence counsel to Detective

Inspector Hall with a handwritten note requesting that “further efforts be made
to follow through on items still outstanding.” In a memo she sent to a number of
senior Crowns in March 2001, Ms Hallett wrote that she felt this would have
been an additional opportunity for Detective Inspector Hall to include anything
he wanted her to disclose, including her letter of July 4, 2000.
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When asked why he did not raise the letter with Ms Hallett if he thought it
should be disclosed, Detective Inspector Hall first replied, “I could have raised
it with her, but ... based on the information I had from my supervisor, she was
having some emotional problems and I wasn’t going to breach [sic] that with
her.” In response to a suggestion that this was irrelevant and further question-
ing on the issue, he testified, “I didn’t think at that time it needed to be disclosed.”
He explained that it was up to Crown Hallett to determine what to disclose.
When pressed further, Detective Inspector Hall stated it was not apparent to him
that the July 4, 2000, letter was not in the disclosure package. With respect to this
last explanation, Detective Inspector Hall said he had delegated to his officers the
responsibility to collect the outstanding items for disclosure.
Ms Hallett responded to defence counsel on February 16, 2001, and enclosed

a number of materials. She copied Detective Inspector Hall so he was aware of
what she was disclosing.
None of Detective Inspector Hall’s excuses strike me as particularly convincing.

If he felt that the letter was relevant for disclosure, he had ample opportunity to
share this opinion with Ms Hallett. It is clear he chose not to. In my view, he
provided her with the July 4, 2000, letter as a means of reiterating the fact that she
had the Dunlop materials and that, accordingly, the blame for non-disclosure
should rest with the Crown, not the police. If Detective Inspector Hall felt this
needed to be explained to defence counsel through disclosure of the letter, he
should have made Ms Hallett aware of his views. If he felt that Crown Hallett was
not sufficiently addressing his concerns, he should have raised the matter with his
superiors, so that they could discuss the issue with Crown Hallett’s superiors,
who could then direct her to take action.
At this time, the police were, understandably, distressed by the accusation of

wilful non-disclosure levelled at them by defence counsel both in the meeting of
February 7 and the letter of February 12. In the meetings between OPP and the
Crown about disclosure, Detective Inspector Hall said there was no indication
from Crown Hallett that she was intending to clear up these accusations against
the police. Detective Constable Dupuis testified that he did not recall anyone
explaining to him between February 7, 2001, and the stay of proceedings on
March 1, 2001, the difference between inadvertent non-disclosure and deliberate
non-disclosure or how the courts treat those concepts differently. As discussed in
Chapter 11, Shelley Hallett testified that she did explain to the officers her strategy
of arguing inadvertent disclosure. The perceptions of the parties obviously vary
on this point.
What is clear is that the Crown and the OPP were not functioning as a team

to address the defence’s accusation of wilful non-disclosure. They failed to
develop a coordinated strategy to deal with this issue. Instead of openly and
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co-operatively dealing with a difficult situation, they let the lines of communication
break down, which compounded any misunderstanding that initially existed.

Defence Brings Stay Application; Shelley Hallett Admits in Court to Having
Dunlop Material

On February 14, 2001, defence counsel for Mr. Leduc declared their intention to
bring a motion for a stay of proceedings on the basis of deliberate non-disclosure
by the police:

The basis of our motion will be in brief, deliberate non-disclosure
by one of the officers in charge of this case, Detective Constable
Dupuis and several senior ranking police officers in the Project Truth
investigation. It will be in the position of the defence on the motion,
that these officers colluded and conspired to suppress all information
in their possession relating to Perry Dunlop’s participation in this case.

Ms Hallett made submissions to the Court in order to “contextualize” the
application framed by defence counsel. She indicated that she too was surprised
by the evidence of C-16’s mother about her contact with Constable Dunlop.
With respect to the entry in Detective Constable Dupuis’ notebook that was not
disclosed, she made these comments:

I would say, thousands of pages of both notebook entries and statements
and the results of the investigation have been disclosed to the defence.
However, one page of five lines with respect to this June 15th contact
between [C-16’s mother] and Constable Dunlop was not identified as
something that should be handed over and I must say that, and there will
be evidence I’m sure called on this next week obviously, that I have
every confidence that, that omission was as a result of inadvertence by
the investigation officer, Detective Dupuis and that there is no sinister
or ulterior motive for not including that in all of the disclosure that has
been provided in this case.

In these submissions, Crown Hallett is clearly defending the police, arguing
that the non-disclosure was inadvertent. Ms Hallett also made submissions to
the Court about the fact that she had received and reviewed the Dunlop material:

As I say, I perused these documents in a cursory way to satisfy myself,
essentially, that they should be disclosed to defence counsel for Father
MacDonald. However, because of my unawareness of any connection
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[between] Constable Dunlop and the witnesses for the Leduc matter,
I did not pour [sic] over each document to see whether there was
anything that would be relevant to Mr. Leduc’s defence. And I take
responsibility for that, however, as I say, by that point in time we had
had the preliminary inquiry. There had been two judicial pre-trial
conferences, there had been no suggestion to me as to what the
defence was going to be. I had frankly anticipated a defence completely
different than the one that I now have become aware, is being raised—
a defence that was certainly something that I thought might be raised
in this case and I obviously was wrong.

In these submissions, Ms Hallett took responsibility for the fact that she had
reviewed the Dunlop materials and that she had not determined them to be
relevant to the defence in the Leduc matter. If the Project Truth officers were
not initially advised of the Crown strategy, it should have become evident to
them at this point. Detective Constables Dupuis and Seguin were both in court on
this day and would have heard Crown Hallett’s submissions. Detective Inspector
Hall was not in court, and he does not recall speaking with Detective Constable
Dupuis about what transpired.
According to Detective Inspector Hall, he first became aware of Crown

Hallett’s submissions to the Court that Detective Constable Dupuis’ non-disclo-
sure was inadvertent rather than wilful when he was cross-examined by Crown
Hallett during the application for stay of proceedings on February 22, 2001.
During her cross-examination, she outlined to the Court some of her submis-
sions of February 14.

Stay Application Begins; OPP Officers Meet With Defence Counsel

The stay application began on February 19, 2001. As will be discussed in Chapter
11, because of the testimony of Richard Nadeau, Justice Colin McKinnon recused
himself and Justice James Chadwick heard the stay application.
Retired Detective Inspector Smith was told by Detective Inspector Hall

that he had to come to Cornwall on the Leduc matter and that he would be
subpoenaed. Detective Inspector Smith arrived in Cornwall on February 19 and
had dinner with Detective Inspector Hall and Ms Hallett. Detective Inspector
Smith had never met her before, and they discussed the investigation and where
the case was going. Detective Inspector Smith was not yet a witness on the stay
application, but he had prepared a statement about his contacts with Constable
Dunlop to be disclosed to the defence.
The next morning in court, Crown Hallett handed Detective Inspector Smith

a subpoena to testify for the defence on the stay application. Ms Hallett did not

718 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



know what the defence sought to ask him, and so Detective Inspector Smith,
who knew defence counsel Steven Skurka from a previous trial, told Ms Hallett
he was going to see Mr. Skurka to ask him what he wanted. Detective Inspector
Smith testified that Ms Hallett responded, “well okay,” and he went to speak to
defence counsel. There is a difference of opinion as to how the other officers
came to accompany Detective Inspector Smith. What is clear is that Ms Hallett
was aware that Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall and Detective Constable
Dupuis went to speak with defence counsel. Although she thought this unusual,
she did not object. Her recollection of what transpired will be discussed in
Chapter 11.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that he went into a small office outside

the hall and spoke to Mr. Skurka, who asked him if he had any notes pertaining
to the discussion he had with Detective Constable Dupuis about the contact
between Constable Dunlop and C-16’s mother. Detective Inspector Smith replied
that he did not, but that he recalled vividly what had taken place. Mr. Skurka
then gave Detective Inspector Smith his card, told him to send his expenses and
told him that he might not be called as a witness. Detective Inspector Smith said
this conversation took less than one minute. According to Detective Inspector
Smith’s recollection, Detective Inspector Hall then came in, and a number of
officers were speaking with defence counsel Phillip Campbell when Detective
Inspector Smith left. Detective Inspector Smith said he did not know why
Detective Inspector Hall and Detective Constable Dupuis came to meet with the
defence, or what transpired between them after he left.
According to Detective Inspector Hall, the three officers attended the meeting

with defence counsel at the same time, although he does recall that Detective
Inspector Smith left before he and Detective Constable Dupuis did. Although
Detective Inspector Hall did not make contemporaneous notes of this meeting, an
issue that will be discussed in further detail below, he set out his recollection of
the meeting in a will-state he prepared several months later for theYork Regional
Police investigation into allegations that the Crown wilfully withheld disclosure
in the Leduc matter:

The meeting lasted approximately 10 minutes. CAMPBELL, who it
appeared would be directing questions to the writer the following
morning asked specifically about the DUNLOP material in relation to
his Will State and notes. He wanted to know when it was received and
by whom, and when was Ms. HALLETT provided with the disclosure.
He wanted to know if there was any correspondence in relation
to the DUNLOPWill State and notes. The writer was aware from
disclosure requested in the past weeks that correspondence relating
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to disclosure was requested from Defence Counsel. The writer indicated
to CAMPBELL and SKURKA that there was correspondence on file
at our office from Ms. HALLETT in that regard and was surprised
that they did not have it. They requested to have a copy that day
before court. The correspondence that the writer was referring to
was a memorandum directed to D/Constable DUPUIS with a c.c.
to the writer dated 04 JUL 00. The same memorandum that was
provided to Ms. HALLETT on 08 FEB 00 [sic], with the writer’s
note written on it. Defence Counsel were staying at NAVCAN and
provided telephone and fax number.

Detective Inspector Hall does not believe Detective Inspector Smith was pre-
sent when they were discussing the July 4, 2000, letter.
Detective Constable Dupuis, at Detective Inspector Hall’s request, provided

defence counsel with a copy of the July 4, 2000, letter later that day, February 20.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not know he was going to give the
letter to defence counsel until they asked him that day whether there was any
correspondence relating to the Dunlop materials. Detective Inspector Hall never
advised Ms Hallett that he was going to provide a copy of that letter to the defence.
Detective Constable Dupuis had never been in a meeting with defence counsel

without a Crown attorney present. Although Detective Inspector Hall had met
with defence lawyers without a Crown attorney present, he acknowledged that
following such meetings he would inform the Crown about what was discussed.
He agreed that it is important to fully brief the Crown about these discussions.
Although it may be unusual, there is nothing wrong with police officers meet-

ing with defence counsel without a Crown attorney present in a situation, such as
this, where the officers are to be called as witnesses for the defence. There is no
property in witnesses. However, if matters such as disclosure are discussed, it
is imperative that the Crown be informed.
Accordingly, I find that Detective Inspector Hall failed in his professional

duties by providing documentation directly to defence counsel without consult-
ing the Crown attorney and by failing to advise the Crown that such disclosure
had been made. As I have said before in this Report, disclosure is solely within
the purview of the Crown. If Detective Inspector Hall felt that the letter should
be disclosed in light of what he would be asked on the stand the next day, he
should have brought this to Ms Hallett’s attention. Had he done so, he likely
would have learned that Ms Hallett had acknowledged in court on February 14
that she had reviewed the Dunlop materials and accepted responsibility for the
shortcomings in disclosure.
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I reiterate the point that if Detective Inspector Hall had a concern with Crown
Hallett’s approach after raising the matter with her, or if he felt that he could
not have raised the matter with her, he should have brought the issue to the
attention of his superiors so that they could discuss it with her superiors.

Discussions With Shelley Hallett After the Meeting

According to Detective Inspector Hall, following the meeting with defence coun-
sel, the officers returned to where Ms Hallett was gathering up her material, and
he advised her that the defence was inquiring about the Dunlop disclosure and was
going to direct questions specifically about when it was received, when it was
disclosed, and any correspondence relating to it. Detective Inspector Hall testi-
fied that he also told her that Mr. Skurka had said they might not need to call
Detective Inspector Smith as a witness. Detective Inspector Hall did not tell Ms
Hallett about the intention to give the July 4, 2000, letter to the defence.
Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall were scheduled to meet with Ms Hallett

after lunch. According to Detective Inspector Hall, Ms Hallett was late arriving
for the meeting and when she did arrive, Detective Inspector Hall did not stay.
Rather, he told her that he was going home to take his wife out to dinner for
their anniversary and would see her in court the next morning. Detective Inspector
Hall then went to the Long Sault Detachment to obtain a copy of the letter he says
was requested by defence counsel. Detective Inspector Hall did not tell Ms Hallett
he was going to retrieve this correspondence to give it to defence counsel.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that he did not want to “push any buttons” or
get in a verbal altercation with Ms Hallett: “So I was just going to do what I
was going to do”—that is, give disclosure directly to the defence without telling
the Crown.
Detective Inspector Smith met with Ms Hallett for approximately two hours,

during which time they went through his notes. He left around 4:00 p.m. and
returned home. At the time, Detective Inspector Smith lived just over 200 kilo-
metres from Cornwall. He did not stay because he did not think he was needed
at the stay application given what Mr. Skurka had said to him.

July 4, 2000, Letter Is Disclosed to the Defence Without Crownʼs Knowledge

Detective Inspector Hall could not find a copy of the July 4, 2000, letter at the
Long Sault Detachment, so he called Detective Constable Dupuis, who also
could not find the letter. Detective Inspector Hall instructed him to obtain a copy
from Ms Hallett and take it to defence counsel. He did not instruct Detective
Constable Dupuis to advise Crown Hallett why he needed the letter.
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Detective Constable Dupuis, accompanied by Detective Constable Seguin,
went to Ms Hallett’s hotel room and asked her for a copy of the letter, explaining
that they could not find their copy. Detective Inspector Smith was meeting with
Ms Hallett at the time. Ms Hallett gave the letter to Detective Constables Dupuis
and Seguin and they left. They did not advise Crown Hallett that they intended
to provide this document to defence counsel. Detective Constable Dupuis thought
she knew this was the intention, as he assumed Detective Inspector Hall had
discussed it with her. The officers made a copy of the document and returned
Ms Hallett’s copy to her. They then turned over the letter to defence counsel.
Detective Constable Dupuis acknowledged that the direct delivery of a

document by a police officer to defence counsel was a highly unusual occur-
rence unless it is done pursuant to Crown instruction. Detective Constable Dupuis
also thought it was unusual because of the sense of urgency involved: “It was,
‘Hurry up and get it to Mr. Campbell.’”
Detective Inspector Hall acknowledged that it was entirely his decision to

disclose the document to defence counsel and said that it was unfortunate that his
officers had to get involved. He did not seek any advice from his superiors or
colleagues about whether to disclose the letter to the defence.
Detective Inspector Hall agreed that it is not the role of police officers to

provide disclosure but rather the role of the Crown, and that he has never in his
vast experience as a police officer made disclosure as he did in this case. He
explained, however, that he felt this was an “unusual situation” because “in my
entire career I never had a Crown attorney lie to me in front of defence counsel.”
According to Detective Inspector Hall, the primary reason he turned the document
over to defence counsel was because he was going to be questioned under oath
the next morning. He thought giving the document directly to the defence without
going through the Crown was the appropriate thing to do because he believed
Crown Hallett had lied to defence counsel on February 7, 2001.
During his testimony, Detective Inspector Hall frequently said that he felt

Ms Hallett should have said to defence counsel on February 7 what she did to the
Court on February 14—that is, she should have admitted that she had received the
Dunlop material. Detective Inspector Hall acknowledged that in hindsight he
could have advised Ms Hallett that he was giving the letter to the defence. When
pressed as to why he did what he did, Detective Inspector Hall responded: “I
wasn’t worried about the OPP; I was worried about me ... I wanted to make it clear
to the defence that the police didn’t fail to disclose.”
It is clear to me that Detective Inspector Hall was so focused on the accusa-

tions made against him, he lost sight of his professional duties and the ultimate
goal of successfully bringing the matter to a trial on the merits. Even years later,
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in his evidence at this Inquiry, Detective Inspector Hall did not admit that
he had done anything wrong, nor did he acknowledge the consequences of
his actions.
The fact is, the Project Truth investigators did inadvertently fail to disclose

their knowledge of contacts between Constable Dunlop and C-16’s mother,
and the Crown inadvertently failed to disclose the relevant notes and will-
state from Constable Dunlop to Mr. Leduc’s defence counsel. Although it
could have prevented a misunderstanding with Detective Inspector Hall, an
acknowledgment by Ms Hallett in the February 7 meeting that she had reviewed
the Dunlop materials would not have changed the fact that the materials had not
been disclosed.
Moreover, Detective Inspector Hall decided to disclose the letter directly to the

defence, afterMs Hallett had admitted in open court that she had reviewed the
Dunlop material. Ms Hallett’s “lie” was the key motivation for Detective Inspector
Hall’s actions, yet he did not bother to check whether his concern had been
corrected before making his own disclosure decisions.

Detective Inspector Pat Hallʼs Notes

Before turning to what transpired after the disclosure of the letter, I want to com-
ment on the fact that Detective Inspector Hall did not take any contemporaneous
notes of the meeting with defence counsel in the courthouse on February 20.
Detective Inspector Hall took meticulous and detailed notes over the entire course
of Project Truth. In fact, twenty-one of his notebooks spanning a seven-year
period were entered in evidence at this Inquiry. Detective Inspector Hall testified
that his normal practice was to write notes of anything of significance before
going off duty. On February 20, however, Detective Inspector Hall made no
notes of his meeting with defence counsel, although he made notes of other
events that day. He did write extensive notes about the meeting one week later,
on February 27, 2001.
Detective Inspector Hall’s explanation for this anomaly was that “it was an

unusual day.”When asked why he wrote the notes later, Detective Inspector Hall
explained that there was some information he did not have until February 27,
such as what transpired during the meeting between Ms Hallett and Detective
Inspector Smith in the afternoon on February 20.
I am puzzled by this response, as the purpose of writing notes each day is to

record anything of significance observed on that day. It appears to me that by
February 27, Detective Inspector Hall had become aware of the ramifications
of the meeting and, accordingly, wished to record his version of events.
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Stay Application Proceeds Before Justice James Chadwick

On February 21, 2001, the stay application proceeded before Justice Chadwick.
Detective Inspector Hall commenced his testimony that day. That evening James
Stewart, the Director of Crown Operations, Eastern Region, came to Cornwall to
have dinner with Crowns Hallett and Tier. This is discussed in further detail in
Chapter 11. I note here that Detective Inspector Hall was present at the restaurant,
stopped by their table, and engaged in conversation. If Detective Inspector Hall
had any concerns about the July 4, 2000, letter and whether it should be disclosed,
he had an opportunity at this time to speak with Mr. Stewart.
Detective Inspector Hall continued his testimony on February 22, 2001. As I

discuss in Chapter 11, during Ms Hallett’s cross-examination of the officers, she
attempted to show the Court that Detective Constable Dupuis’ failure to disclose
his notes of the June 15, 1998, incident was inadvertent.

Detective Inspector Pat Hall Meets With Defence Counsel Again

Detective Inspector Hall’s testimony finished the morning of February 22, 2001,
and was followed by Detective Constable Dupuis. After the lunch recess, Detective
Inspector Hall was recalled to the witness stand by defence counsel. At the outset
of this “second round” of testimony, Detective Inspector Hall was asked to
confirm that he and Detective Constable Seguin met with defence counsel over
that lunch break, during which the lawyers asked him questions about the July 4,
2000, letter. This lunch meeting had taken place without the knowledge of the
Crown. Detective Inspector Hall explained at this Inquiry that he had no difficulty
meeting with defence counsel because they were just asking him for more
information about the July 4, 2000, letter. As described in Chapter 11, during
this second round of testimony Detective Inspector Hall was then asked about
providing a copy of the letter to Ms Hallett on February 8, 2001, and whether the
purpose of doing so was so that she could disclose it.
Ms Hallett again cross-examined Detective Inspector Hall. She asked him if

he had been present in court on February 14, 2001, and she reiterated much of
what she had said to the Court on that day about having received and reviewed
the Dunlop materials. Detective Inspector Hall said he was not aware of what
Ms Hallett told the Court on February 14 until this cross-examination.

Final Submissions on the Stay Application; Shelley Hallett Is Upset With Detective
Inspector Pat Hall

Following the completion of the stay application on February 26, 2001, Detective
Constables Dupuis and Seguin met with Crowns Hallett and Tier. Both Detective
Constables Dupuis and Seguin’s notes indicate that Ms Hallett was upset with
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Detective Inspector Hall for having gone “behind her back” to give the July 4,
2000, letter to the defence. It appeared to the officers that she had not been aware
that the letter had been given to the defence. Ms Hallett’s reaction is further
described in Chapter 11.
Following this meeting, Detective Constable Dupuis contacted Detective

Inspector Hall and advised him of some of the comments made by Ms Hallett,
including the fact that she held Detective Inspector Hall responsible for giving the
July 4 letter to the defence and that she believed he had done so because she
was a woman. Despite this, Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not feel
that his relationship with Ms Hallett had broken down at this point.

Detective Inspector Pat Hall Speaks With James Stewart About Shelley Hallett

The next day, after hearing about Ms Hallett’s comments from his officers,
Detective Inspector Hall contacted Mr. Stewart. He told Mr. Stewart that he
did not think that Ms Hallett could handle the Father MacDonald case because
she “didn’t have it to be a front line Crown” and suggested that Crown Robert
Pelletier be assigned to the case. Detective Inspector Hall advised Mr. Stewart
that Ms Hallett had previously indicated that she did not want to do the Father
MacDonald case.

Stay Granted

On March 1, 2001, Justice Chadwick granted the stay of proceedings. Justice
Chadwick found that the July 4, 2000, letter showed that the Crown had re-
viewed the Dunlop materials in more than just a cursory manner. He determined
that the materials should have been disclosed and that the Crown’s failure to do
so was wilful:

These materials should have been disclosed. I can only conclude that
the holding back of the July 4th, 2000 letter and the Dunlop notes and
will say statements, which had been reviewed in depth by the Crown,
show that the Crown did not want the portal to open to make Dunlop’s
evidence relevant to the Leduc case. I find the failure to disclose by the
Crown was willful.

Detective Inspector Hall acknowledged that it appeared that the July 4, 2000,
letter and the fact that it was disclosed by the police rather than the Crown were
relevant to Justice Chadwick. In fact, in the Ontario Court of Appeal decision
that overturned Justice Chadwick’s decision, the Court found that the July 4
letter, both its contents and the circumstances of its disclosure, were the “crucial
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plank” on which Justice Chadwick’s findings rested. It is sufficient to note here
that the Court ofAppeal went on to find that “not only did Ms Hallett not suppress
the letter, she had no reason to disclose it.” As to whether in hindsight Detective
Inspector Hall should have advised Ms Hallett about what he intended to do
with the July 4, 2000, letter, he said, “Well, I think, in hindsight, both her and I
could have did things differently.” He agreed that one of the things he could have
done differently was talk to Ms Hallett about what he was doing.
As I have mentioned above, Detective Inspector Hall’s belief that Ms Hallett

lied to defence counsel was the result of a misunderstanding. However, even if
Detective Inspector Hall was justified in his view that Ms Hallett was less than
candid in the meeting, his response (in the form of disclosing the letter directly
to defence counsel) was unnecessary and unprofessional. It was also irresponsible
and, in my view, ultimately contributed to the stay of proceedings in this case. If
Detective Inspector Hall was concerned that Ms Hallett had been dishonest with
defence counsel, he should have confronted Ms Hallett directly or taken his
concerns to a superior rather than take action which he should have known would
jeopardize the case.

Crown Shelley Hallett No Longer Assigned to Project Truth Cases

On March 8, 2001, Detective Inspector Hall met with Mr. Stewart to discuss the
Project Truth files that were assigned to Ms Hallett, as she would no longer be
involved in Project Truth matters. According to Detective Inspector Hall, he tried
to discuss the events that took place on February 7, 2001, with Mr. Stewart, but
he “didn’t want to deal with it.” Detective Inspector Hall testified that he showed
Mr. Stewart the February 12, 2001, letter from defence counsel in which they
accused the police of failing to make disclosure. Detective Inspector Hall said that
Mr. Stewart just looked at it and gave it back: “[H]e didn’t want to enter any
discussions about it at all.”

Detective Inspector Pat Hall Writes E-mail to James Stewart

On April 3, 2001, Detective Inspector Hall sent an e-mail to Mr. Stewart. The
e-mail was predominantly about the nine boxes of Dunlop materials and
the issue of Constable Dunlop having a privacy interest in those materials.
At the end of the e-mail, however, Detective Inspector Hall made the following
comments:

What disturbs me most is Ms. HALLETT not being truthful with
SKURKA & CAMPBELL on FEB 07, 01 when the [sic] first
asked about the DUNLOP material in light of the fact that on JAN
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[illegible] 0135 I had a telephone conversation with Ms. HALLETT
when she asked me about the DUNLOP involvement in the LEDUC
matter and how the initial complaint came in. None of us knew
about the 5 lines in DUPUIS note book at that time. SHE certainly
knew DUNLOP made notes and his will say entry on the
[C-16’s mother] conversations.

When Detective Inspector Hall wrote this e-mail he was aware that Ms Hallett
was no longer working on Project Truth cases. According to Detective Inspector
Hall, he wrote the comment about Ms Hallett because he was still concerned
about the issue. He said there were several media articles saying that the police
stabbed the Crown attorney in the back. This e-mail, and particularly its allega-
tion that Ms Hallett was aware of Constable Dunlop’s involvement in the Jacques
Leduc case in January 2001, is discussed in further detail in Chapter 11.
After receiving Detective Inspector Hall’s e-mail, Mr. Stewart discussed the

matter with other senior Ministry officials and on May 16, 2001, the Attorney
General’s Office forwarded the information to the York Regional Police. As a
result, theYork Regional Police initiated an investigation “to determine if Crown
Attorney Hallett willfully failed to disclose relevant materials provided by
Constable Perry Dunlop to Defence in relation to R vs. Leduc.”

Project Truth Officers Interviewed by York Regional Police

Detective Constables Dupuis and Genier and retired Detective Inspector Smith
all gave statements to the York Regional Police. Detective Inspector Hall and
Detective Constable Seguin provided written will-states in lieu of an interview.
According to Detective Inspector Hall, he did not refuse to be interviewed.When
Inspector Denis Mulholland and Detective Sergeant Denise LaBarge of theYork
Regional Police came to his office on May 17, 2001, wanting to conduct an
audiotaped interview, Detective Inspector Hall requested time to prepare a written
statement given the complexity of the case.
In addition to outlining events in the Jacques Leduc case, Detective Inspector

Hall’s will-state raises a host of other issues, such as the delay in the legal opin-
ions Crown Hallett was to provide in other Project Truth matters, difficulties he
had in contacting her, and their differences of opinion regarding the arrest of
another suspect and her transfer of the Dunlop boxes from the CPS to the OPP
office. Detective Constable Seguin also included unrelated matters in his will-state.
In particular, he noted her being late and her “over-interviewing” of witnesses.
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In my opinion, these matters were extraneous and irrelevant to the matter the
York Regional Police was investigating, and there was no need for the officers to
include them in their will-states. Nor was there any need for theYork Regional
Police to enquire into these matters.
Despite the concerns he outlined, Detective Constable Seguin testified that

he thought Ms Hallett was an experienced and dedicated prosecutor who took the
Jacques Leduc case seriously.

York Regional Police Conclude No Basis for Criminal Charges Against
Shelley Hallett

TheYork Regional Police concluded that the e-mail sent by Detective Inspector
Hall to Mr. Stewart was the result of frustration over several concerns and that
nobody interviewed, including Detective Inspector Hall, believed Crown Hallett
had intentionally withheld information from the defence. As a result, the inves-
tigative team concluded that there was no basis for criminal charges against Ms
Hallett for the wilful non-disclosure of material to the defence in the Jacques
Leduc matter.

Appeal of Stay of Proceedings

Justice Chadwick’s decision to stay the proceedings in R. v. Leduc was appealed
by the Crown in 2001 and overturned by the Court of Appeal in July 2003. The
Supreme Court of Canada denied Mr. Leduc’s request for leave to appeal in
January 2004. The Court of Appeal’s decision and the second trial of Mr. Leduc,
which ended in a stay of proceedings, are discussed fully in Chapter 11. Two
incidents occurred during this time that involved the OPP.

Jacques Leduc’sWife Contacts C-22

While Justice Chadwick’s decision was pending appeal, Jacques Leduc’s wife
contacted C-22 and asked him to meet her at noon on August 9, 2001, at a
particular intersection. OnAugust 8, 2001, Detective Constable Dupuis received
a call from a friend of C-22 who advised him of this fact. She had concerns
about the meeting and had requested that C-22 not attend. Detective Constable
Dupuis called Detective Inspector Hall and they discussed the implications of
Mr. Leduc’s wife meeting with C-22 to talk about his allegations. Detective
Constable Dupuis then spoke with C-22, who expressed concerns for his safety
and said there was no reason provided for the meeting. Detective Constable
Dupuis told C-22 he could not stop him from going to the meeting, but asked
C-22 not to attend. Detective Constable Dupuis told C-22 that meeting with
Mr. Leduc’s wife could cause issues at a new trial if the appeal was successful.

728 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



The next day, Detective Constables Dupuis, Genier, and Seguin set up surveil-
lance at the specified corner to see if the meeting would take place. Ms Leduc
arrived, but C-22 did not. The officers followed her back to her residence but
did not speak to her. Later that day, Detective Constable Dupuis contacted
C-22, who said that he did not show up for the meeting and had not received
any other calls from Ms Leduc.
Detective Constable Dupuis testified that the officers were “confused” as to

why Ms Leduc wanted to meet with C-22. He does not recall advising a Crown
attorney about this incident.
This was certainly questionable behaviour from the wife of a suspect, parti-

cularly in light of the fact that one of the conditions of Mr. Leduc’s release after
his arrest was that he not communicate with the complainants. Ms Leduc’s
contact with C-22 could be seen as a violation of the conditions of release if she
was attempting to speak to C-22 on Mr. Leduc’s behalf. Her attempt to contact
C-22 may also have been an attempt to obstruct justice, depending on what she
planned to say to him. In my view, the OPP should have taken the opportunity to
question Ms Leduc about her actions and her motives. The officers also should
have informed the responsible Crown prosecutor of this incident in the event
that it came up at a new trial.

Disclosure Motion in Second Trial of Jacques Leduc

Detective Constable Seguin was the officer assigned to the second trial of Mr.
Leduc and assisted the Crown, Lidia Narozniak, in preparing for trial. Detective
Constable Seguin was present during the defence motion for disclosure of all
relevant notes and materials from Mr. Dunlop and Carson Chisholm, which was
heard over several days in August 2004 and September 2004.
On September 13, 2004, Justice Plantana issued an order of production for Mr.

Dunlop to produce all material in his possession or control relating to this matter.

Perry Dunlop ServedWith Production Order

On September 27, 2004, Detective Constables Seguin and Genier attended at
Perry Dunlop’s home in British Columbia to serve the production order.
Detective Constable Seguin had been instructed by Detective Inspector

Colleen McQuade to serve Mr. Dunlop with the production order personally.
The officers arrived, in suit and tie, at the Dunlop home around 7:00 a.m.
Detective Constable Seguin testified that they went early because he knew Perry
Dunlop worked in construction, and so his workday could start very early. He
wanted to get there before Mr. Dunlop left for the day. Detective Constable
Seguin did not recall seeing any children. Detective Constable Seguin handed him
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the document and explained what it was, and the officers left the Dunlops’
property within ten minutes.
According to Detective Constable Seguin, Mr. Dunlop knew he was going to be

served with the production order because Detective Constable Seguin had explained
the document to him over the telephone twelve days earlier. This is confirmed by
an entry in Detective Constable Seguin’s notes on September 15, 2004:

1023 Contacted Perry Dunlop at [phone number]
Advised him of Production Order for any materials in his
possession and /or control + that it would be served sometime
next week. Call was a heads-up so that he had time to put
it together. Also reminded him of info he said in Court that
he’d look for it.
No fax avail for him.
Due 30th Sept.

At this Inquiry, Helen Dunlop testified that she was upset that the police
officers came to their residence unannounced and felt they were there to
“intimidate and harass” the Dunlop family. She thought they could have sent
the production order by fax and that it was unnecessary for them to come in
person. Following this visit by the OPP officers, the Dunlops’ lawyer,Yvonne Pink,
wrote a letter to Chief Superintendent Frank Ryder explaining how the Dunlops
felt about the incident. The letter reads, in part:

The constables’ untimely arrival at the Dunlop residence, before their
children had left for school, was completely and utterly insensitive and
unleashed a series of painful and frantic reactions from my clients’ three
young daughters. It is next to impossible to adequately express the
flashbacks of fear and terror these children experienced on the morning
of September 27th. The Dunlop family left Cornwall, Ontario more
than four years ago to remove themselves from such harassment. They
sought refuge on Vancouver Island to live a quiet family life and to
begin healing the wounds caused by years of humiliation, harassment
and threats as a result of these investigations.

...
What was the point of this unannounced visit? On whose authority did
the constables travel to Vancouver Island? Neither constable offered up
any such explanation on the morning of September 27th. Instead, my
clients were left with an overwhelming sense that one or possibly two
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things were going to happen on or about October 1, 2004: a search
warrant would be executed at their home and/or Mr. Dunlop would be
arrested. The constables indicated they would be in “town for a week.”
Nothing was said by either of them to assure or dissuade my clients
from either of these possible actions.

The response from Chief Superintendent Ryder, addressed to the Dunlops’
lawyer, was brief:

I am in receipt of your letter dated 25 October, 2004. Please be
advised that in future you will be contacted if we require anything
further with respect to your clients, Mr. Perry DUNLOP and Mrs.
Helen DUNLOP.

Helen Dunlop testified that they did not receive answers to any of the questions
they asked in their letter.
It is unfortunate that the Dunlop family was upset by the arrival of Detective

Constables Seguin and Genier. I believe the officers could have lessened the
family’s discomfort by pre-arranging a time to attend at the home. However,
aside from not extending that courtesy, I do not believe Detective Constables
Seguin and Genier did anything wrong. They provided Mr. Dunlop with advance
notice that they would be serving him with the production order, explained what
was required of him, and were at the Dunlop residence for only a short time.
As will be discussed in Chapter 11, the charges against Mr. Leduc were stayed

in October 2004 on the basis of delay.

Investigations Relating to the Cornwall Classical College

For many years the Cornwall Classical College (Collège classique de Cornwall)
was the subject of rumours regarding the sexual abuse of young people. The
most sensational claim was that a pedophile ring operated out of Classical College.
The alleged abusers were priests at the school as well as other individuals who had
a close connection to these priests or to the College. Classical College shut down
in the late 1960s and was purchased by St. Lawrence College.
Classical College was operated by Les Clercs de Saint-Viateur, a religious

order based in Montreal. Given that Classical College has been closed for
approximately forty years, and that Les Clercs de Saint-Viateur no longer operate
in Ontario, the institutional response of the Classical College is not within
my mandate. However, it does fall within my purview to analyze how public
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institutions such as the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) responded to allega-
tions and rumours of abuse occurring at Classical College.
At the very outset of Project Truth a number of individuals reported allegations

of abuse at Classical College.

C-102’s Allegations

On July 28, 1997, Detective Constable Steve Seguin spoke to C-102, who reported
that when he was five years old, he was sexually abused at the Classical College
by a man who he believed was a science teacher from the school. One of the
officers noted in the Case Manager Assignment Register that because the suspect
was middle-aged at the time of the abuse, he was possibly deceased. Detective
Constable Seguin took a statement from C-102 on November 4, 1997. I have
seen no evidence to indicate whether this suspect was eventually identified.

C-103’s Allegations

Detective Constable Seguin received another complaint about Classical College
on August 6, 1997. C-103 alleged that he had been sexually and physically
assaulted by a brother or priest at the school. C-103 was not interviewed until
November 2, 1998. Detective Constable Seguin attributed this delay to the fact
that C-103 did not have a phone and so the officers had to leave messages for him
with his mother, who lived half an hour away. At the time of his interview, C-103
was unable to name the person who allegedly abused him, but gave the officers
his title and a physical description. In August 2000, C-103 contacted Detective
Constable Dupuis and informed him that he had figured out that the person who
had allegedly sexually abused him was Father Henri Legault. Father Legault
died in 1985.

Richard Nadeau’s Allegations

Project Truth received a third complaint of abuse at Classical College from
Richard Nadeau. Mr. Nadeau was interviewed on November 14, 1997, and alleged
that while he was a student at Classical College he had been abused by Father
Hector Côté. Project Truth discovered that Father Côté had died in 1981.

Allegations Against Father Jean Primeau

On April 8, 1999, Project Truth was contacted by C-104 who alleged that he
had been sexually abused by Father Jean Primeau and physically assaulted by
two other priests at Classical College while he was a student there. Detective
Constables Seguin and Don Genier interviewed C-104 and took a copy of a
handwritten statement that C-104 had prepared about the abuse.
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C-104 had met with Constable Perry Dunlop the previous day and disclosed
this abuse to him. According to Constable Dunlop’s will-state, he taped the
interview but did not take a statement, and the tape was provided to Project
Truth. C-104 told Detective Constables Genier and Seguin about this interview
with Constable Dunlop.
A Crown brief was submitted to Crown Shelley Hallett on August 6, 1999.

Father Primeau died on November 8, 1999. Crown Hallett testified that she read
the brief but did not have time to write a written opinion before Father Primeau’s
death. However, Detective Inspector Pat Hall’s notes show that he told Bishop
Eugène LaRocque that Project Truth had received an opinion recommending
that charges be laid, but had not set a charge date because they were looking
into Father Primeau’s health issues.
Notwithstanding this discrepancy, what is clear is that Father Primeau died

before any charges could be laid.

Allegations About a “Pedophile Ring” at Classical College

Project Truth obtained some interesting information about Classical College
when Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed Ron Wilson, a former Cornwall
Police Service (CPS) officer, on July 28, 1999. When asked if he had knowl-
edge about a pedophile ring in Cornwall, Mr. Wilson stated:

There was no doubt in my mind, in 1967, in the Cornwall Arena [sic],
and what have you ah, from my knowledge, that there was ah, a ring
running out of the ah, Classical College at the time. But not in the, in
this modern day.

Mr. Wilson also mentioned there was a large investigation conducted by the
Cornwall police into Classical College around 1967. According to Mr.Wilson, the
investigation focused on Father Paul Lapierre and Father Donald Scott. Father
Scott was a former student of the College. Father Lapierre did not work at the
College, and his connection to it is unknown. Unfortunately, Mr. Wilson did not
testify before this Inquiry. He was excused due to medical reasons.
OnAugust 9, 1999, Detective Constable Dupuis spoke with Inspector Richard

Trew at the CPS and requested the archival files surrounding Father Donald
Scott, circa 1967. Inspector Trew said that he did not think the files went that
far back but he would check. Detective Constable Dupuis told him not to worry
about it because Father Scott was dead and he would get back to Inspector
Trew if he needed the files at a later time. Detective Constable Dupuis testified
that he did not recall doing any other follow-up on the information provided by
Mr. Wilson.
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Detective Inspector Hall testified he believed that Detective Constable Genier
made some efforts to obtain these records from the CPS but said they could not
get records that old. Detective Constable Seguin testified that he did not recall
whether he followed up with the CPS about its investigation.

Linkages Between Project Truth Investigation and Classical College

As the Project Truth investigation moved forward, the officers became aware
that some of the other individuals under investigation had links or alleged links
to Classical College. For example, in the information provided to them by the
Bishop, they learned that Fathers Romeo Major and Donald Scott had been
students there.
In the year 2000, Project Truth became aware of a website called www.project-

truth.com. Richard Nadeau posted a list of individuals on this website who he
claimed were “priests at the college, associates or graduates from the college.” He
did not specify the exact nature of the connections.
The list included a number of individuals who had been charged or investigated

by Project Truth, including Fathers Lapierre, Scott, Primeau, Major, and Kenneth
Martin. It also included Jacques Leduc.
Mr. Leduc was in fact a former student of the college, as were Ken Seguin and

Nelson Barque.
I am not suggesting that these linkages are necessarily meaningful, but they

certainly merited further exploration by the OPP. These connections also may
have contributed to the rumours that existed about the school.
On the website, Mr. Nadeau speculated that a pedophile network began

operating in Cornwall in the 1950s and that it began with Classical College.

Evaluation of Investigation of Classical College

The Project Truth officers were aware that there were serious allegations linked
to Classical College and took a number of investigative steps in relation to this
matter. Detective Sergeant Hall asked Bishop LaRocque for information about
Father Primeau and Classical College. In a letter dated November 26, 1998,
Detective Sergeant Hall made a general request to the Bishop for a list of students
from Classical College as well as “information and photographs of staff” at
Classical College during particular periods. The Bishop replied that this infor-
mation was never in the possession of the Diocese, but gave Detective Sergeant
Hall the name and address of the person to contact for these records.
Detective Constables Seguin and Genier obtained documents from the archivist

of Les Clercs de Saint-Viateur relating to Classical College and Father Primeau
in September 1999.
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The officers also obtained the names of former students from some of the
victims who came forward, and attempted to interview them.
Classical College was entered in Project Truth’sACCESS tracking system, and

the Association Report allowed the officers to see which witnesses, victims, and
suspects had a link with Classical College. However, this document only lists
twelve names associated to Classical College, and it did not identify some of
the individuals whose link to the school I have mentioned above, such as Mr.
Seguin, Mr. Leduc, Mr. Barque, Father Major, and Father Scott. I am not aware
whether the Project Truth officers knew of all of these connections at the time.
However, these omissions indicate that there was not an extensive effort put into
understanding all of the connections between the persons of interest to the
investigation and the Classical College.
This said, after reviewing the evidence, it appears obvious to me that Project

Truth performed substantial work on the allegations they received about Classical
College, particularly in relation to C-104’s complaints. However, it does not
appear that they investigated Classical College itself in any systematic fashion.
When Detective Constable Seguin was asked if there was ever a discussion
at Project Truth about whether to look at Classical College as an institution,
he replied:

Well, like I said, I think Don Genier had a file started on that or going
on that. I don’t know where he would have went with it, with all the
people being deceased that we looked at. Everyone that I’m aware of,
the alleged suspect was deceased.

In my view, there are at least two reasons the officers might have wished to
pursue the matter further. First, Project Truth could have looked at Classical
College as part of the conspiracy investigation to determine whether Classical
College was the “haven” of the pedophile ring, as Mr. Nadeau claimed.
Second, further investigation might have revealed a significant number of

victims. I heard testimony from Dr. Peter Jaffe that historically, institutions
sometimes turned a blind eye to child sexual abuse. Where that happened a
perpetrator might have felt he was “beyond reproach” and therefore was likely to
continue to abuse children.
One of the difficulties of investigating allegations of historical sexual abuse is

getting victims to come forward. Detective Wendy Leaver testified that making
phone calls and knocking on doors is not the most effective approach. Where
the allegation relates to an institution, like a school, it may be more helpful to use
records to contact former students by letter, inform them of the investigation,
and ask them to contact the police if they have any information. This way,
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Detective Leaver stated, “potential victims get an opportunity to open up, to read
it and make a decision.”
However, given the particular circumstances, there are also several reasons why

it may not have been in the public interest for Project Truth to further investigate
Classical College: the College was no longer operating; many of its priests and
brothers had died or were very ill and therefore difficult to prosecute; and, given
the passage of time, it would have been difficult to find former students. A full-
scale investigation of Classical College would have required significant resources
and might not have resulted in many charges. As already mentioned, resources for
Project Truth were limited, and a broader investigation of the Classical College
might have reduced resources available for other investigations. Moreover, a
strategic decision had been made to investigate allegations that came to Project
Truth, but not to actively seek out victims.
Although ideally the situation at Classical College should have been fully

and thoroughly investigated, for the reasons set out above, the case-specific
approach taken by Project Truth was not unreasonable. This said, further work
should have been done to understand the connections between the various persons
under investigation, both generally and in relation to Classical College. I explore
Project Truth’s failure to conduct a proper linkage analysis more generally at
the end of this chapter.

Investigation of Malcolm MacDonald for Sexual Abuse

Cornwall lawyer Malcolm MacDonald had many ties to the allegations investi-
gated by Project Truth. He was a central figure in the Fantino Brief. Statements
in the brief contained numerous allegations of abuse perpetrated by him; he was
allegedly a member of the “clan” of pedophiles, and his cottage on Stanley Island
was allegedly a central meeting place for members of the “clan.” Ron Leroux
claimed that the cottage was the location of a “VIP meeting” just prior to the
illegal settlement agreement made with David Silmser. Moreover, Mr. MacDonald
represented Father Charles MacDonald in the settlement, and he had pleaded
guilty to attempting to obstruct justice in relation to that matter in 1995. Detective
Inspector Tim Smith also would have been aware, from his 1994 investigation,
that Mr. MacDonald was linked to Ken Seguin and Father MacDonald as both a
lawyer and a friend. Detective Inspector Smith was aware of rumours circulating
prior to Project Truth that Mr. MacDonald “liked boys.” In addition, Mr.
MacDonald was alleged to have made death threats against Constable Perry
Dunlop and his family.
Accordingly, Project Truth investigated Mr. MacDonald both as an alleged

perpetrator of sexual abuse and as part of its death threats and conspiracy
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investigations. The officers investigated sexual assault complaints made by three
individuals against Mr. MacDonald, and he was arrested and charged in relation
to two of the complaints. He died before he could be tried for these offences.

Allegations of Abuse by Malcolm MacDonald

The Fantino Brief contained a number of statements that alleged that Mr.
MacDonald had abused young people. Ron Leroux claimed that he had seen Mr.
MacDonald having sex with a boy at the Saltaire Motel in Fort Lauderdale,
Florida, and that he had seen him on BirchAvenue in Fort Lauderdale, a “known
pick up spot” for young male prostitutes. Mr. Leroux also claimed that Mr.
MacDonald would bring young boys and prostitutes to his cottage.
Mr. Leroux further alleged that Mr. MacDonald had Polaroid pictures of

naked minors in his office, and C-8 claimed that Mr. MacDonald had shown
him pictures of nude males, “some that are young and some that are adults.” C-19
alleged that Mr. MacDonald had given a young person, C-5, money for sex.
Detective Constable Steve Seguin was the lead investigator into allegations of

abuse by Mr. MacDonald.

Allegations of C-5

C-5 was interviewed by Detective Constables Seguin and Joe Dupuis on
September 30, 1997. C-5 told the officers that he was abused by Ken Seguin
and that Mr. Seguin had introduced him to Mr. MacDonald when he was thirteen
or fourteen years old. He claimed that Mr. MacDonald would give him money or
drugs in exchange for sex. He also alleged that Mr. MacDonald had taken nude
pictures of him in his office in Cornwall. In addition, C-5 told the officers that he
had been abused by Father MacDonald. C-5’s complaint against Father
MacDonald is described in the section “Project Truth Investigation of Father
Charles MacDonald.”

Allegations of C-10

Prior to meeting with Project Truth, C-10 disclosed his allegations of abuse by
Mr. MacDonald to Constable Perry Dunlop. C-10 contacted Constable Dunlop
and met with him on January 19, 1998. They met again about a week later at
Constable Dunlop’s home. According to C-10, “He steered me to the Project
Truth investigation.”
On January 26, 1998, C-10 contacted Project Truth. On February 3, Detective

Constables Seguin and Genier interviewed C-10, who alleged that he had been
abused by a number of individuals, including Mr. MacDonald. He claimed that
he was abused by his probation officer, Mr. Seguin, beginning when he was
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thirteen to fourteen years old. Mr. Seguin referred C-10 to Mr. MacDonald for legal
representation when he was fifteen or sixteen years old, and C-10 alleged that Mr.
MacDonald subsequently abused him.
C-10 also alleged that he had been abused by Carl Allen and a Father Scott,

although C-10 could not remember the priest’s first name. As mentioned in the
mandate section of this chapter, C-10’s allegations against Mr. Allen were referred
to the Cornwall Police Service for investigation. The officers eventually determined
that the priest was Father Donald Scott, who died prior to Project Truth.
On June 26, 1998, Detective Constable Genier took a second statement from

C-10 to clarify some of the details surrounding his alleged abuse by Mr.
MacDonald and Mr. Seguin.

Allegations of C-21

The third individual to make allegations against Mr. MacDonald was C-21, whom
Detective Constables Seguin and Genier interviewed on December 16, 1998.
He alleged that he had been abused on numerous occasions by Jean Luc Leblanc.
Some of this abuse occurred at Mr. Leblanc mother’s cottage in Quebec.According
to C-21, there were parties at the cottage where numerous adults would abuse
children, and he claimed that he saw Mr. MacDonald at these parties, but he did
not see him abuse anyone. C-21 also alleged that Mr. MacDonald had abused
him once at the cottage.
Detective Constable Seguin testified that Detective Constable Genier passed

information on to the police in Quebec regarding the alleged offences that took
place in their jurisdiction. The Quebec police did not lay any charge based on these
allegations.
As will be discussed in the section “Investigation of Jean Luc Leblanc,” Mr.

Leblanc was investigated by Project Truth. He was charged with and pleaded
guilty to numerous sexual offences involving a number of complainants, including
two charges related to C-21.

InterviewsWith Malcolm MacDonald

On June 8, 1998, Detective Constables Genier and Dupuis took cautioned state-
ments fromMr. MacDonald relating to the allegations made by C-5 and C-10. Mr.
MacDonald acknowledged that C-5 was a former client of his, but denied the
allegations of abuse. He claimed not to know C-10.
On November 18, 1998, Detective Constables Seguin and Genier took another

statement from Mr. MacDonald. The focus of the interview was the allegations
made by Mr. Leroux. Mr. MacDonald was asked whether he had ever possessed
nude male photographs. He denied the allegation.
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Mr. MacDonald was interviewed again on December 17, 1999, by Detective
Constables Seguin and Dupuis, this time specifically in relation to the settle-
ment with David Silmser. They did not question him regarding the allegations of
sexual abuse nor did they ask about the allegations made by C-21 regarding his
connections to Mr. Leblanc. This was a missed opportunity. I note that in their
investigation of Mr. MacDonald generally, the officers did not appear to pursue
his linkages to other alleged perpetrators of sexual abuse. Further, despite
allegations that he was in possession of nude photos of C-5 and possibly other
young people, the Project Truth officers did not attempt to get a search warrant
to obtain them.

Crown Opinion

On July 7, 1998, a Crown brief was submitted to Shelley Hallett. She did not
provide an opinion until eight months later, on March 9, 1999. This delay is
discussed in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of the Attorney
General.”

Arrest and Release of Malcolm MacDonald

On March 11, 1999, Mr. MacDonald was charged with indecent assault and
gross indecency in relation to C-5, and with indecent assault against C-10.
In May 1999, Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall travelled to Florida to

investigate some of the allegations made by Mr. Leroux. They met with Fort
Lauderdale police and asked if they had any information on Mr. MacDonald.
The Fort Lauderdale police had no record of contact with him. The officers also
went to the Saltaire Motel and spoke to the owner’s wife. She confirmed that
Mr. MacDonald was a client, that he may have had male guests at night, but that
he was “no trouble.” In a written interview, the motel owner later told Detective
Inspector Hall that “I have never-ever witnessed any sexual misconduct with
anybody staying at Saltaire motel.” Project Truth’s investigation of the allegations
in Florida is discussed in greater detail in the “Conspiracy Investigation” section
of this chapter.

Death of Malcolm MacDonald

Mr. MacDonald died in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, on December 23, 1999, and on
January 11, 2000, the Crown withdrew all charges against him. Detective Inspector
Hall testified that they were aware that Mr. MacDonald travelled to Florida in the
wintertime.
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I do not find the delay in investigating this matter unreasonable in the
circumstances. It is unfortunate that Mr. MacDonald was not charged until March
11, 1999, but that was in large part due to the delay in obtaining an opinion from
the Crown, which is described in Chapter 11.

C-8’s Allegations Against Ron Leroux and Jacques Martell

As noted in previous sections in this chapter, C-8 was a complainant in the
Marcel Lalonde and Father Charles MacDonald cases. He had spoken to Constable
Perry Dunlop, Constable Dunlop’s lawyer, and others during Constable Dunlop’s
private investigation in 1996 and 1997, and had provided them with statements,
some of which were included in the Fantino Brief. C-8 also provided statements
to Detective Constable Don Genier in January 1997, prior to the inception of
Project Truth.
During the course of Project Truth, the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP)

investigated and prepared Crown briefs in relation to two other allegations made
by C-8. He alleged that he had been abused by Ron Leroux and by Jacques
Martell. No charges were laid in either case. As described in the section “Investi-
gations of Complaints of Ron Leroux and C-15,” Mr. Leroux was himself an
alleged victim of sexual abuse. He was also a key complainant in the Fantino
Brief and in support of Constable Perry Dunlop’s amended statement of claim in
his civil action against the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and others.

Statements to the OPP on January 23, 1997

The OPP first became aware of C-8’s allegations against Mr. Leroux in January
1997, prior to Project Truth. On January 23, 1997, C-8 gave two statements to the
OPP, in respect of his allegations against Father MacDonald and Mr. Lalonde. In
the statement dealing with Mr. Lalonde, C-8 claimed that Mr. Leroux assaulted
him and that this abuse occurred after the abuse by Mr. Lalonde. C-8 explained
that he met Mr. Leroux and moved in with him when he was fifteen years old. As
C-8 described it in his testimony, Mr. Leroux “got Mr. Lalonde away from me.”
Detective Constable Don Genier, who was conducting the interview, asked

C-8 if he would be willing to give another video statement about these allegations
against Mr. Leroux and C-8 agreed. I have seen no evidence to indicate that a
further statement was taken at this time specifically in relation to the allegations
against Mr. Leroux. During both of these interviews, C-8 also alleged that three
other men “came on to him.” It does not appear that Detective Constable Genier
asked any follow-up questions about these three individuals, although C-8 was later
interviewed in respect of his allegations against Jacques Martell. This interview
will be discussed below.
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C-8 was interviewed again by Detective Constables Genier and Chris McDonell
on February 27, 1997. The statement was primarily about his contacts with
Constable Dunlop. In this statement, he told the officers that he had told Constable
Dunlop about his alleged abuse by Mr. Leroux.

Statements Contained in the Fantino Brief and in Other Disclosure
Provided by Constable Perry Dunlop

The Fantino Brief, which formed the basis of the Project Truth investigation,
contained a statement from C-8 that dealt primarily with his alleged abuse by
Father MacDonald and Mr. Lalonde. C-8 mentioned in the statement that he
lived with Mr. Leroux and that Mr. Leroux showed him nude photographs of
“young kids,” but he did not mention any sexual contact.
Constable Dunlop later provided notes to Project Truth in October 1997

that identified Mr. Leroux as a possible “pedophile” but did not specifically link
him to C-8.

C-8 Is Interviewed About His Allegations Against Ron Leroux

A year and a half after C-8’s initial statement to Detective Constable Genier,
Detective Constable Joe Dupuis interviewed C-8 about his allegations against
Mr. Leroux on May 12, 1998. In his statement, C-8 explained how he met Mr.
Leroux. C-8 was fifteen years old when he moved in with Mr. Leroux, who was
approximately seventeen years older than him. As mentioned in his testimony,
C-8 moved in with Mr. Leroux because he “had nothing else to do” and Mr.
Leroux was like a big brother. C-8 alleged that the abuse began after he moved
in with Mr. Leroux, although there had been an earlier overture. He mentioned
the gifts Mr. Leroux bought him, including a car, a bike and jewellery. C-8 also
said that Mr. Leroux convinced him to drop out of school and did not want him
to have a girlfriend.
C-8 alleged that at one point he was ready to move out and Mr. Leroux

“freaked out,” pointed a gun at his head, and said, “You’re not leaving, or I’ll
kill ya.” C-8 also said that Mr. Leroux kept telling him he was going to kill
himself. C-8, who was twenty-two or twenty-three years old at the time, stayed
following this threat. He told Detective Constable Dupuis that it was hard for
him to leave because “if I leave then I got this on my conscious [sic].” C-8 moved
out a few years later around the fall/summer of 1992, at the age of twenty-five.
When asked how many incidents of abuse there were, C-8 responded that

between ten and a thousand, the number of incidents was closer to a thousand.
Detective Constable Dupuis asked if there was any consent in the encounters
with Mr. Leroux. C-8 replied, “No, I never told him he could do anything ... I
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never, I never said yes, I always said no. I never once said yes.” He told Detective
Constable Dupuis about a young boy who moved in with Mr. Leroux before he
did. C-8 thought the boy was thirteen or fourteen years old at the time. Detective
Constable Dupuis subsequently interviewed this individual, who said he lived
with Leroux for one and a half years when he was seventeen or eighteen years old.
He told Detective Constable Dupuis that Mr. Leroux had not tried to do any-
thing of a sexual nature. This person refused to give a formal statement, and
Detective Constable Dupuis noted that it was apparent that this individual was
afraid of Mr. Leroux.
C-8 also discussed the fact that around 1991, Mr. Leroux transferred to him

the title of the property where they had both lived for a number of years. In 1992,
they entered into an agreement, prepared by lawyer Malcolm MacDonald, which
provided that the house belonged to C-8 but Mr. Leroux could stay there, and that
when and if the property was sold, C-8 would pay Mr. Leroux $80,000. C-8
indicated that Mr. Leroux later chose to move out and wanted money to move in
with his girlfriend in the United States, so C-8 gave him the balance of the money
he owed him. C-8 then moved back into the house. C-8 believed this was in late
1993 or early 1994, after the suicide of Ken Seguin.
On December 10, 1998, Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed C-8 again,

asking him some clarifying questions about the alleged threats by Mr. Leroux that
C-8 mentioned in his May 1998 interview.

Ron Leroux Not Aware of Investigation

Mr. Leroux testified that he met C-8 in September 1979 or 1980 and that C-8
lived with him for ten to twelve years beginning when he was approximately
sixteen years old. Mr. Leroux acknowledged that during the time C-8 lived with
him, their relationship became more than platonic. According to Mr. Leroux,
he was not aware an investigation was conducted into sexual abuse allegations
made by C-8 against him. He did not remember ever being interviewed as an
alleged perpetrator.
Mr. Leroux was interviewed by two OPP officers in Orillia on February 7,

1997. During this interview, the officers asked Mr. Leroux if he had been in a
homosexual relationship, at which point Mr. Leroux told them about meeting
C-8 who was sixteen years old at the time. However, he said that the sexual rela-
tionship did not begin until C-8 was eighteen or nineteen. Mr. Leroux testified that
during this interview the officers did not seem to be suggesting that they were
investigating a crime. I have not heard any evidence to indicate that the officers
who conducted this interview were aware of the allegations made by C-8, as Mr.
Leroux was being interviewed in relation to his own abuse and other matters.
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Mr. Leroux was interviewed again by the OPP on November 25, 1997. At
the outset of the interview, Detective Constable Genier stated that the interview
is about “sexual abuse information and allegations” in the Cornwall area. Partway
through the interview, Mr. Leroux was asked about his relationship with C-8.
He told the officers that the sexual relationship with C-8 did not begin until C-8
was twenty-one years old. It is apparent that neither of these two interviews
was specifically in relation to the abuse alleged by C-8 against Mr. Leroux. Both
of these interviews occurred before C-8 provided a statement to Detective
Constable Dupuis in May 1998. It does not appear that an attempt was made to
take a cautioned statement from Mr. Leroux as part of the investigation into
C-8’s allegations.

Crown Brief Submitted for Recommendation

A Crown brief was prepared and submitted to the Crown for a recommendation
on or about February 9, 1999. On September 20, 1999, Crown Paul Vesa provided
an opinion on the Leroux matter. He determined that there was no reasonable
prospect of conviction, based on a number of factors:

• C-8’s allegations were uncorroborated and depended almost entirely
on C-8’s evidence.

• C-8 did not come forward at an early stage about these allegations.
He gave several statements about other matters in which he did not
mention allegations against Leroux.

• C-8 lived with Leroux for approximately twelve years, well into his
adult life, and for a lot of the period, Mr. Leroux was not in a position
of power over C-8.

• C-8’s criminal conviction for sexual assault would affect his
credibility.

• There was evidence showing that C-8 had an animus against
Mr. Leroux.

Investigation of Jacques Martell

C-8 also alleged that he had been abused by a man named Jacques Martell. Mr.
Martell was interviewed by Detective Constable Dupuis on December 10, 1998,
and a cautioned statement was obtained. He admitted to a few sexual encounters
with C-8 but said the sex was consensual. A Crown brief was prepared and
submitted to the Crown for recommendation on February 9, 1999. On or about
February 25, 1999, CrownAlain Godin provided an opinion that there was insuffi-
cient evidence to proceed.
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C-8’s View of the Investigation

C-8 testified that he did not recall anything happening concerning his allega-
tions against Mr. Leroux. He did not remember anyone telling him that a Crown
attorney gave an opinion nor explaining why charges were not going to be
brought. He said, “As far as I’m concerned it just didn’t go anywhere. It was
just a waste of my time.”
Unfortunately, Detective Constable Genier did not testify, and I have not seen

any evidence about why C-8 was not interviewed sooner, either before or during
Project Truth, in relation to his allegations of abuse against Mr. Leroux and
Mr. Martell. I am therefore unable to make any findings on this point. However,
I am concerned about the length of the delay and its impact on C-8.
This said, C-8 and his alleged abusers were interviewed, and the complaints

were investigated. Briefs were prepared and submitted to the Crown, who advised
that the OPP should not proceed with charges in either case.

Investigation of Jean Luc Leblanc

Jean Luc Leblanc was convicted in 1986 of gross indecency relating to the
molestation of young boys. He received a suspended sentence and was placed on
probation for three years. In August 1998, the mother of one of the boys abused
by Mr. Leblanc contacted the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) after Mr. Leblanc
was seen in the company of young boys in and around Cornwall. The CPS passed
on her concerns to the Lancaster Detachment of the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP), which did not pursue the matter.
Project Truth became aware of Mr. Leblanc in December 1998 and launched

an investigation that led to his eventual conviction on eighteen charges related to
sexual abuse.

Failure of OPP to Respond to Complaint in Fall 1998

Vivian Burgess contacted the CPS in August 1998 and notified them that Mr.
Leblanc had been seen with young boys between the ages of eight and twelve in
and around Cornwall. Mr. Leblanc had been charged twelve years earlier of
sexually abusing her two sons, and Ms Burgess was very concerned that he might
“be continuing his behaviour of the past.”
On September 10, 1998, Constable George Tyo of the Cornwall police con-

tacted Detective Sergeant Randy Millar of the OPP Lancaster Detachment and
advised him of the complaint fromMs Burgess. Constable Tyo provided Detective
Sergeant Millar with the Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police Automation
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Cooperative (OMPPAC) number related to the complaint and further advised
that Mr. Leblanc was living in Newington, a small town in OPP jurisdiction.
The day after his conversation with Detective Sergeant Millar, Constable Tyo

entered a supplementary occurrence report in OMPPAC. The report noted that
Constable Tyo “relayed all information to him [Millar] so that they could conduct
appropriate checks on Jean Luc Leblanc in their jurisdiction.” The report further
stated, “No further action, unless requested by the OPP.”
Detective Inspector Millar, however, testified that he did not remember

Constable Tyo telling him that this information was relayed to him for that
purpose. Detective Sergeant Millar did not read either of the occurrence reports
despite having access to them through OMPPAC.
The OPP took no action on the information provided by Constable Tyo.

Detective Sergeant Millar did not direct any of his officers to investigate
Mr. Leblanc, and Ms Burgess was not contacted to see if she had any addi-
tional information.
Detective Inspector Millar testified that his plan was to set up surveillance

on Mr. Leblanc, but that no steps were taken because he lacked the officers.
Detective Sergeant Millar was facing a serious resource problem at that time.
Five of his detectives had been seconded to other units, including Project Truth.
In addition, Detective Sergeant Millar’s detachment was busy investigating a
number of homicides, an attempted murder, and multiple robberies and sexual
assaults. Detective Inspector Millar testified that the Jean Luc Leblanc matter
was given low priority because no offence had been reported. According to
Detective Inspector Millar, in order to investigate the Leblanc complaint, he
would have had to put aside investigations into reports of actual sexual assault.
Detective Sergeant Millar informed his supervisors on a regular basis that he

was having serious resource problems and requested assistance. This included
meeting with Superintendent Carson Fougère, Director of Operations, Eastern
Region, on November 20, 1998. Following the meeting, Superintendent Fougère
discussed Detective Sergeant Millar’s concerns with Rick Deering, Director of
Support Services, Eastern Region, and Chief Superintendent R.J. Eamer, and
was told that there were no more resources. Detective Sergeant Millar had to
make do with what he had.
Detective Inspector Millar testified, and the OPP conceded in submissions

before me, that less resource-intensive measures were available. At minimum,
Detective Sergeant Millar should have put out a “Zone Alert,” a printed bulletin
informing officers that Mr. Leblanc was living in the area and directing them to
identify any young boys he was seen with. Detective Sergeant Millar also should
have informed his superiors of the information received.
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It is impossible to determine whether Detective Sergeant Millar would have
received additional resources had he indicated that these were necessary to
conduct surveillance on Mr. Leblanc. I accept Detective Inspector Millar’s
evidence that he had repeatedly made his supervisors aware of the lack of
resources. However, as Detective Inspector Millar admits, he never asked for
resources specifically to deal with the Jean Luc Leblanc matter. In my view, he
did not see it as sufficiently important. Detective Inspector Millar testified, “I
was telling him [Millar’s supervisor] that I didn’t have sufficient resources to
deal with real occurrences, actual offences. There is no offence. It would have been
a nicety to be able to do surveillance on Leblanc.”
In his testimony before me, Detective Inspector Millar said that he also chose

not to take action because Mr. Leblanc could have been with the boys for legiti-
mate reasons (e.g., they were relatives) and because, based on the information
received, Detective Inspector Millar believed that any offences that had occurred
would have taken place within CPS jurisdiction. These justifications were not
mentioned in Detective Inspector Millar’s will-state, nor in his evidence before
the Police Services Board.
Having reviewed the evidence, I find that the failure to respond to the infor-

mation relating to Mr. Leblanc can be attributed first to the lack of resources
available at the Lancaster Detachment but also, and importantly, to a failure to
recognize the dangers of a convicted sexual offender associating with children.
There was sufficient awareness of those dangers in 1998 that the report about
Mr. Leblanc should have been given higher priority. Notwithstanding the serious
resource constraints he was operating under, I find that Detective Sergeant Millar
could and should have taken some action in relation to the information received
from CPS about Mr. Leblanc.

Project Truth Becomes Aware of Allegations Against Jean Luc Leblanc

Mr. Leblanc first came to the attention of Project Truth officers on December
15, 1998, during the Malcolm MacDonald investigation. A witness indicated
that C-21 had been abused by Mr. Leblanc as well as by Mr. MacDonald.
On the evening of December 16, 1998, Detective Constables Steve Seguin

and Don Genier interviewed C-21. He alleged that Mr. Leblanc had abused him
on many occasions, approximately ten to fifteen years before when he was
between the ages of eleven and fifteen. C-21 also alleged that Mr. MacDonald had
abused him at a cottage belonging to Mr. Leblanc’s mother.
Detective Sergeant Pat Hall reviewed C-21’s statement the following day.

Detective Sergeant Hall, Detective Inspector Tim Smith, and the other Project
Truth officers were of the view that there were insufficient reasonable and probable
grounds to arrest Mr. Leblanc at that time based on C-21’s statement alone. They
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believed they needed further corroboration of the allegations, given that they
were historical and of a somewhat unusual nature. All of these officers dispute the
finding of a Police Services Board investigation into Detective Sergeant Millar’s
failure to take action on the information he received about Mr. Leblanc in
September 1998. The Police Services Board found that Project Truth had suffi-
cient grounds to arrest Mr. Leblanc on December 17, 1998. Given the decision
of the officers not to arrest Mr. Leblanc on that date, I believe they took appro-
priate action in subsequently initiating surveillance quickly.
Detective Constable Seguin was assigned to be the lead investigator into the

allegations against Mr. Leblanc. On December 17, 1998, he conducted an
OMPPAC and Canadian Police Information Centre search on Mr. Leblanc, and
learned that he had been convicted of sexual offences in 1986. He also discovered
the occurrence reports entered by the CPS officers on August 7 and September
11, 1998, and learned that Detective Sergeant Millar had received information
about Mr. Leblanc on September 10, 1998. Detective Sergeant Hall contacted
Detective Inspector Smith and advised him of C-21’s allegations and the OMPPAC
reports. Detective Inspector Smith determined that surveillance should be con-
ducted on Mr. Leblanc.
On December 18, 1998, Detective Inspector Smith contacted Detective

Sergeant Millar and learned that nothing had been done with the information he
had received because of a lack of manpower. Detective Inspector Smith insisted
that some action needed to be taken. Accordingly, arrangements were made for
Project Truth officers to conduct surveillance jointly with officers from Detective
Sergeant Millar’s detachment.

Surveillance of Jean Luc Leblanc

Surveillance began on December 21, 1998, but was called off early that day
due to freezing rain and fog. Surveillance continued on December 22, 24, 29,
and 30.
On December 29, 1998, Detective Constable Dupuis observed Mr. Leblanc in

his car with a young person who was approximately fourteen years old. Detective
Constable Dupuis followed the vehicle until it went down a dead-end road.When
the vehicle came back, the youth was no longer with Mr. Leblanc. Detective
Constable Dupuis followed Mr. Leblanc but eventually lost him. He then
attempted, unsuccessfully, to locate the boy.
Detective Constable Seguin located the boy, C-82, the next day. Detective

Constables Seguin and Dupuis conducted an interview of C-82. Although initially
afraid to disclose the abuse, C-82 eventually confirmed that Mr. Leblanc had
sexually assaulted him and added that the abuse had occurred as recently as the
week before the interview.
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Decision to Delay Arrest

Detective Constable Dupuis informed Detective Sergeant Hall of C-82’s allega-
tions the next morning, on December 31, 1998. Detective Constable Dupuis advised
Detective Sergeant Hall that in his opinion, there was no one else in danger over the
holidays. C-82 had been taken out of danger because his parents had been informed
of the abuse, and C-82 did not say that Mr. Leblanc was abusing anyone else.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he trusted Detective Constable Dupuis’
judgment on this issue. Detective Constable Dupuis, on the other hand, testified that
he was not involved in the decision on the timing of the arrest. The officers were
aware at this point that Mr. Leblanc was a school bus driver.
Detective Sergeant Hall then contacted Detective Inspector Smith. They

discussed the issue, and ultimately Detective Inspector Smith decided not to
arrest Mr. Leblanc immediately. Instead, they would wait until January 5, 1999.
This was the first day back to school after the holidays. The fact that it was New
Year’s Eve was a factor in the decision. Detective Inspector Hall testified that
he agreed with Detective Inspector Smith’s decision at that time.
The officers agreed that in retrospect, they should have arrested Leblanc on

December 31, 1999. In my view, Detective Constables Dupuis or Seguin should
have contacted Detective Sergeant Hall on December 30, immediately following
the interview with C-82. This would have permitted Detective Sergeant Hall or
Detective Inspector Smith to confirm the arrest for that evening or the next morning.
Detective Inspector Smith made the following comment at the hearing:

We discussed it and ultimately it was my decision, and probably the
worst decision I had made in my whole career, to not arrest but to arrest
him in five days time. And fortunately between that time and the time
he was arrested, nothing happened but I had left myself wide open for
something that could have been catastrophic.

...
... [I]t was a bad decision, poor judgment on my part.

Arrest of Jean Luc Leblanc

On January 4, 1999, Detective Sergeant Hall contacted Richard Abell of the
Children’s Aid Society (CAS). Detective Sergeant Hall informed Mr. Abell that
Mr. Leblanc would be arrested the following day and gave him the names of the
victims, C-21 and C-82, as well as other information about the families and
the offences. Detective Sergeant Hall also contacted Crown Attorney Murray
MacDonald, who told him that there was no problem with his office taking on the
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prosecution of Mr. Leblanc. This was despite the fact that Crown MacDonald
remained, at that time, a person of interest in Project Truth’s conspiracy investi-
gation. Finally, Detective Sergeant Hall contacted Detective Sergeant Millar and
CPS Staff Sergeant Luc Brunet and informed them of the upcoming arrest of
Mr. Leblanc.
The same day, Detective Constable Genier contacted the Sureté du Québec and

informed them of the allegations that involved events in the Gatineau area at Mr.
Leblanc’s mother’s cottage.
Detective Constables Seguin and Genier arrested Mr. Leblanc at his home

on the morning of January 5, 1999. Mr. Leblanc was charged with twelve counts
relating to the alleged sexual abuse of C-21 and C-82. He was handcuffed and
taken to the detachment. He was granted bail later that day under a number of
conditions, including that he refrain from associating with persons under age
sixteen unless accompanied by an adult or parent.

ContactWith the Children’s Aid Society

On January 7, 1999, Detective Constable Seguin was contacted by Brian
MacIntosh of the CAS (see Chapter 9, on the institutional response of the CAS).
The contact between CAS and the Ontario Provincial Police was made not as
a result of any protocol, but only because Mr. MacIntosh had seen Mr. Leblanc’s
name in the newspaper. Mr. MacIntosh told Detective Constable Seguin that
the CAS had visited Mr. Leblanc’s residence in the summer of 1998 and found
a young person, C-81, present at the time. The CAS learned that C-81 had
been living at Mr. Leblanc’s residence for several weeks but C-81 did not report
any abuse.
Project Truth officers had further contact with the CAS in the course of

investigating the allegations against Mr. Leblanc. Detective Constable Dupuis
had several contacts with Pina DeBellis and Bill Carriere, who shared with him
the information in their files relating to C-82. The CAS also assisted the OPP
by putting Detective Constable Dupuis in touch with a young person who had run
away from foster care to spend time with Mr. Leblanc. Detective Constable
Seguin described Mr. Carriere as being helpful in his investigation.
It is noteworthy that CAS was not contacted by the Project Truth team when

they first learned of allegations against Mr. Leblanc. Nor were they contacted
by Detective Sergeant Millar when he learned of concerns in September 1998. This
lack of coordination and cooperation is troublesome. Dr. Peter Jaffe, an expert on
the institutional and community response to child sexual abuse, testified before
me that cases of sexual assault with multiple victims and multiple accused are so
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complex that they can quickly overwhelm local resources. For this reason, it is
crucial that all agencies—the police, the Crown, and child protection services—
work collaboratively.
In its submissions to this Inquiry, the OPP emphasized the need for a

standardized protocol that would provide for consistent roles for the CAS and the
police in sexual abuse investigations, including historical sexual abuse investi-
gations. I endorse the development of such a protocol.
As noted in the introduction to this chapter, until 2003 the Ontario Police

College and the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies delivered joint
training on investigating offences against children. Almost all observers, including
police, child welfare organizations, and experts on child sexual abuse, view the
end of this joint training as a significant loss. The interaction that occurs during
joint training builds better day-to-day relationships and also allows organiza-
tions to understand and benefit from the perspectives and expertise offered by other
organizations. Clearly a stronger relationship between OPP officers and CAS
workers could have enabled the sharing of information in the Leblanc case. I
reiterate here my recommendation that the reinstitution of such training should
proceed immediately and include specific training on responding to historical
allegations of abuse.

Further Investigation of Jean Luc Leblanc

C-81 was interviewed by the OPP on January 12, 1999, and denied that any
abuse had taken place. The OPP continued to investigate the matter, and in
an interview on April 12, 1999, C-81 disclosed that he had been abused by
Mr. Leblanc.
Project Truth also discovered a number of new alleged victims of Mr. Leblanc.

One of these victims was Cindy Burgess-Lebrun. She is the sister of Jody Burgess,
whom Mr. Leblanc was convicted of molesting in 1986 (see Chapter 6, on the
institutional response of the Cornwall Community Police Service). Ms Burgess-
Lebrun testified that Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis arrived at her
home unexpectedly on February 10, 1999, to ask her about Mr. Leblanc. She
did not know about Project Truth and was angry that they came to see her without
advising her first. Describing the shock of being asked about Mr. Leblanc
unexpectedly, Ms Burgess-Lebrun said it was like “a train hit me.”
Detective Constable Dupuis testified that he thought that he had contacted

her in advance, but he was not 100 percent certain. There is a note in Detective
Constable Dupuis’ notebook that indicates that on February 9, 1999, he had
made an appointment to meet Ms Burgess-Lebrun the following day. Detective
Constable Dupuis stated that it was preferable to contact victims of abuse in
advance, and Detective Constable Seguin testified that it was their practice to
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contact victims before an interview and tell them that they would like to speak to
them about the alleged perpetrator. Detective Constable Seguin also testified
that Ms Burgess-Lebrun did not seem surprised to see them.
Ms Burgess-Lebrun testified that the officers interviewed her the day after

she met them at her house. However, both officers’ notes indicate that they met
her at her house on the day of the interview, and that they proceeded shortly
afterward to the Prescott Detachment for a videotaped interview.

Further Charges Laid

On March 11, 1999, Project Truth officers arrested Mr. Leblanc again on six-
teen counts of sexual offences in relation to six additional alleged victims. On
March 12, Detective Inspector Hall contacted Mr. Abell of the CAS and informed
him of these additional victims and charges.
The day of the arrest, Mr. Leblanc, through his lawyer, provided Project Truth

with the names of eight individuals to talk to. In the following months, Project
Truth attempted to contact these individuals. Four of them provided statements
alleging sexual abuse by Mr. Leblanc. Further charges were laid on July 27,
1999, in relation to these four individuals. Three others did not wish to provide
statements, and one could not be located.
In November 1999, Detective Constable Dupuis was contacted by Jason Tyo.

Mr. Leblanc had been convicted of abusing him in 1986 (see Chapter 6). Mr.
Tyo informed Detective Constable Dupuis that the abuse had continued after
Mr. Leblanc’s initial conviction. Mr. Tyo had never before disclosed this to the
police, not even in the statement he gave to Project Truth officers in February
1999. He testified that he came forward because “[i]t was just tearing me apart.
I had enough. I wanted to get it off my chest and report it.” Additional charges
were laid against Mr. Leblanc on April 7, 2000, for these allegations.
In total, fifty-one charges were laid against Mr. Leblanc in relation to thir-

teen victims.
After charges were laid, Project Truth officers continued to be involved in

the case in various ways. In addition to victim liaison, the officers referred some
victims to counselling, and assisted at least some of the victims with their victim
impact statements and with applications for compensation from the Criminal
Injuries Compensation Board. Other victims claimed that they had to do this
themselves.
A number of the victims had positive things to say about their interactions

with Project Truth officers. Mr. Tyo described them as considerate and under-
standing. Scott Burgess described the OPP’s response as quick and thorough.
However, Ms Burgess-Lebrun had a mixed evaluation of the OPP’s response.
She said that she had good contact with the OPP officers, but she also said that
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she felt that she was “just left in the blue” after the interview. The officers did call
her to tell her that Mr. Leblanc had been charged and advised her of court dates,
but she felt there had been very little contact.

Sentencing of Jean Luc Leblanc

OnMarch 26 and June 7, 2001, Mr. Leblanc pleaded guilty to eighteen of the fifty-
one charges. The remaining charges were withdrawn (see Chapter 11, “Institutional
Response of the Ministry of the Attorney General”).
Beginning in fall 2001, the Crown applied to have Mr. Leblanc declared

a dangerous offender, or alternatively, a long-term offender (see Chapter 11).
The OPP provided some support to the Crown in gathering evidence for this
application. Detective Constable Dupuis was tasked with obtaining Mr. Leblanc’s
file at the CAS. On October 25, 2001, Detective Constable Dupuis wrote in his
duty notebook:

Advised that CAS does have a file—Leblanc, Jean Luc, registered
as a sex offender. They will not give police any info out of this file.
They stated that they fear being sued by Leblanc if they gave info.
Carriere also advised that all the info came from police source but
will not advise what police force or when they got info other than
files date 1988.

Neither Detective Constable Dupuis nor Mr. Carriere had an independent
recollection of this conversation. Mr. Carriere testified that this incident is contrary
to his practice. He stated that he may have told Detective Constable Dupuis that
he could not provide anything out of the files without a subpoena, but said that
he would have let Detective Constable Dupuis see the file and there is no reason
he would refuse to tell him the police force referred to. Mr. Carriere apologized
for this incident if it did occur.
On April 22, 2002, Mr. Leblanc was declared a long-term offender.

The Police Services Board Complaint

On December 11, 2003, just prior to his retirement, Detective Inspector Hall
met with Detective Inspector Colleen McQuade, the officer who would be taking
over for him in Project Truth. He told her about Detective Sergeant Millar’s
failure to take action on the information he received about Mr. Leblanc in
September 1998. Detective Inspector Hall advised her that this inaction had been
reported to various managers in the Eastern Region and nothing had been done.
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On December 30, 2003, Detective Inspector McQuade met with Detective
Superintendent Ross Bingley, Director of the Criminal Investigation Branch,
and advised him of Detective Inspector Hall’s concerns.
In November 2004, the Premier of Ontario announced the Cornwall Public

Inquiry. In its preparations for this Inquiry, the OPP identified Detective Sergeant
Millar’s failure to act as a possible “pressure point” and therefore initiated a
Professional Standards Bureau investigation into the matter in the fall of 2005.
The Police Services Board report concluded:

It is fairly obvious that Randy Millar was overwhelmed. He made
extraordinary efforts to try and obtain more personnel and resources
in order that he could adequately meet the demands of the crime unit
mandate. Almost on a weekly basis he met or phoned a supervisor in
Eastern Region and pleaded for more resources without success.

Despite these findings, the Police Services Board decided that Detective
Sergeant Millar was in neglect of his duties because he “failed to report a matter
that was his duty to report.” No lack of resources or heavy workload could
“possibly preclude him from making a telephone call to his supervisors ... and also
sharing the information with his subordinates.” The Board suggested that had
Detective Sergeant Millar reported the matter, his supervisors might have provided
additional resources. In his testimony before me, Detective Inspector Millar
testified that he disagreed with these findings. As set out above, I agree with the
conclusion of the Police Services Board that he should have informed his
supervisors about the Jean Luc Leblanc matter.
Despite these findings, Detective Inspector Millar was not disciplined. The

complaint was filed well after the six-month limitation period under the Police
Services Act.
In fall 2005, a parallel investigation was launched to look into Detective

Inspector Hall’s assertion that he had brought Detective Sergeant Millar’s inaction
to the attention of more senior officers and that they had failed to act. The
investigation found that there was insufficient evidence to support the allega-
tions made by Detective Inspector Hall. In particular, it noted that when Detective
Inspector Hall was promoted to detective inspector in April 1999 and took over
as case manager for Project Truth, he was in an ideal position to initiate an internal
complaint against Detective Sergeant Millar. “For whatever reason,” the Board
noted, “he chose not to.”
Based on my review of the evidence, I agree with the findings of the Police

Services Board. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not question Detective
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Sergeant Millar or comment on his inaction because they were of the same rank.
However, Deputy Commissioner Chris Lewis testified that anyone in the
OPP can make a Police Services Board complaint about another officer, and
that Detective Inspector Hall would have been aware of this fact. Detective
Inspector Hall was also aware from his work as a Police Services Act investigator
that there is a six-month limitation period for filing a complaint. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that he did not file a complaint, nor did he specifically ask
anyone else to.
Detective Inspector Smith testified that he had addressed Detective Sergeant

Millar’s inaction directly with him. Detective Inspector Smith said that he “dressed
him down a touch” and that Detective Sergeant Millar acknowledged that he
should have done something. As far as Detective Inspector Smith was concerned,
that was the end of the matter, and he did not report Detective Sergeant Millar’s
conduct or instruct Detective Inspector Hall to do so.

Investigation of Bernard Sauvé

As discussed in the section “Project Truth’s Mandate,” in the spring of 1998,
Project Truth became aware that C-66 had reported allegations of abuse by
Bernard Sauvé. C-66 told the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) about this abuse in
March 1997, while talking to CPS Sergeant Brian Snyder about abuse allegedly
perpetrated by Marcel Lalonde. C-66’s complaint against Mr. Sauvé was not
investigated by the CPS, but his complaint against Mr. Lalonde was. Detective
Inspector Tim Smith and Detective Sergeant Pat Hall decided that Project Truth
should take on the complaint against Mr. Sauvé.
Detective Constable Don Genier was assigned as investigating officer in the

Bernard Sauvé matter. He initially contacted C-66 on May 12, 1998, to schedule
an interview for the next day. A few hours later, he received a call from Constable
René Desrosiers of the CPS, who said that C-66 was very fragile and that the
call from the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) had made him nervous. Detective
Sergeant Hall and CPS Inspector Richard Trew discussed the matter, and Detective
Constable Genier decided to “hold off for now.”
C-66 called Detective Constable Genier on May 21, 1998, to ask why the

interview had not gone ahead and what the OPP wanted to speak with him about.
He told Detective Constable Genier that Mr. Sauvé had abused him when he
was a teenager working at Mr. Sauvé’s convenience store. The officer’s notes of
this discussion state that C-66 “is very willing to disclose” the sexual assault
allegations against Mr. Sauvé. Detective Constable Genier took a statement from
C-66 on May 22, 1998, regarding these allegations of sexual abuse. During the
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interview, Detective Constable Genier asked C-66 about the concerns he had
with their first scheduled interview. C-66 answered that when he first received the
call from Detective Constable Genier he did not understand why the OPP wanted
to meet with him and decided to call CPS Constable Desrosiers, whom he knew.
Constable Desrosiers was not in, and C-66 spoke with Sergeant Snyder to obtain
more information. Sergeant Snyder had told C-66 that he would speak to Detective
Constable Genier about the allegations. Having not heard back from either of
them, C-66 decided to call back Detective Constable Genier.
An officer from either the CPS or the OPP should have contacted C-66 and

informed him of the reasons for Detective Constable Genier’s initial call. Not
only is this a basic courtesy, but keeping an alleged victim informed is an essential
part of victim support.
Following further investigations, a Crown brief was prepared and submitted

on November 2, 1998. On February 2, 1999, Crown Attorney Robert Pelletier
recommended that charges be laid against Mr. Sauvé. He was arrested and charged
on March 11, 1999, based on the allegations of C-66. According to Detective
Inspector Hall, Mr. Sauvé was legally blind and in poor health at the time of
his arrest.
The following day, Detective Sergeant Hall informed Richard Abell of the

Children’s Aid Society of the arrest and gave him C-66’s name.
An additional complainant came forward after the charges were laid against

Mr. Sauvé, possibly due to publicity surrounding the arrest. A further Crown
brief was prepared and forwarded to CrownAttorney Curt Flanagan on May 11,
1999, for a Crown opinion on charges. Further to Mr. Flanagan’s opinion, more
charges were laid against Mr. Sauvé on July 28, 1999, for the alleged abuse of this
new complainant.
The preliminary inquiry in the Bernard Sauvé matter took place April 4 to 6,

2000. Mr. Sauvé was committed to stand trial, and a trial date was set for
June 2001. The trial date was adjourned for close to a year due to the accused’s
problems with his heart, diabetes, and blood pressure.
On June 17, 2002, the day the Bernard Sauvé matter was to proceed to trial,

the Crown withdrew all charges, partly because of Mr. Sauvé’s health, but
primarily because the complainants were not able to proceed given the “extreme
anxiety and stress related to Court” and the fact that “they may not be able to
endure testifying in Court.”
In total, more than five years had passed since C-66 first told the CPS about

his allegations against Mr. Sauvé. The effect of a lengthy court process on alleged
victims and how this can be mitigated by the intervention of victim services
is further discussed in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry
of the Attorney General.” This is an example of alleged victims of historical

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 755



sexual abuse having difficulties in coping with the court process. This said, the
delay in this case is not attributable to the OPP. Faster court dates and better
victim services would have helped to mitigate the stress caused to the alleged
victims by delay.

Investigations of Complaints of Ron Leroux and C-15

As previously discussed, Ron Leroux made a number of allegations against
various members of the clergy and prominent community members, who he
claimed belonged to a group or “clan” of pedophiles. Mr. Leroux claimed to
have been a victim of abuse by some of these clergy members and to have
witnessed some of them abuse others. The claims of abuse were made by Mr.
Leroux against Bishop Eugène LaRocque, Monsignor Donald McDougald, Father
Bernard Cameron, Father Gary Ostler, and Father Kevin Maloney.
In addition, the Fantino Brief contained a statement from C-15, who alleged

that he had been abused by Father Maloney.

Statements by Ron Leroux

In 1996 and 1997 Mr. Leroux provided a number of statements to Constable
Perry Dunlop and his lawyer, Charles Bourgeois. He also provided an affidavit
in support of Constable Dunlop’s lawsuit against the Cornwall Police Service
(CPS), the Diocese, and others. An affidavit dated November 13, 1996, and a
statement dated December 4, 1996, were included in the Fantino Brief.
Mr. Leroux was interviewed by OPP officers in Orillia on February 7, 1997,

in the presence of Mr. Bourgeois. He was also interviewed by Detective Sergeant
Pat Hall and Detective Constable Don Genier on November 25, 1997.
There are some significant discrepancies between these numerous statements,

which may have affected the OPP’s assessment of Mr. Leroux’s credibility. Some
of these differences will be discussed below. Further, Detective Inspector Hall
testified that when he met with Mr. Leroux, he was able to assess his demeanour
and did not find him to be credible.
I would also note that Mr. Leroux was questioned by the OPP in 1993 after Ken

Seguin’s death, but he did not disclose his allegations of sexual abuse to them at
that time.
The OPP prepared individual Crown briefs for allegations made against Bishop

LaRocque, Monsignor McDougald, Father Cameron, Father Ostler, and Father
Maloney. As Mr. Leroux claimed that some of these clergymen attended the
same events where abuse allegedly occurred, I will describe the investigations by
event, rather than by individual.
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Abuse at St. Columban’s Boys’ School

Mr. Leroux alleged that he had been abused during confession while he was a
student at St. Columban’s Boys’ School. The details surrounding this abuse
varied from statement to statement. What is consistent is the claim that he was
asked inappropriate questions of a sexual nature and then he was touched. At
first he only named Father “McDougal” or “McDougald” as the alleged perpe-
trator, but in later statements he claimed to have experienced similar abuse at
the hands of Father Cameron. Mr. Leroux was considerably confused about his
age when the incidents occurred; the earliest age he gave was nine and the latest
was fourteen, thus dating the alleged abuse between 1956 and 1961.
I note that victims of child sexual abuse often have difficulty establishing the

exact dates of their abuse, and these discrepancies alone should not undermine a
complaint’s credibility. In this case, Detective Sergeant Hall and Detective
Constable Genier attempted to help Mr. Leroux find markers, such as what grade
he was in at the time of the alleged abuse, in order to establish the dates.
The Children’s Aid Society (CAS) provided the OPP with two letters in

August 1997 that contained the priests’ response to these allegations.
A letter written in response to a demand for particulars in Constable Dunlop’s

lawsuit admitted that Monsignor McDougald heard confessions at the St.
Columban’s Boys’ School during the relevant period, but denied the allegations.
The letter noted there were no confessional stalls, so everyone in the room could
see everyone else.
The second letter, written to CAS Executive Director RichardAbell, stated that

Father Cameron was not ordained until 1958 and that he denied that he could have
done the things alleged by Mr. Leroux in the late 1950s. This said, it is important
to note that some of Mr. Leroux’s statements put the date of the abuse after 1958.
BothMonsignorMcDougald and Father Cameron were interviewed by the OPP,

but neither were asked about hearing confessions at St. Columban’s Boys’School.
While it may be that the officers did not put much weight on Mr. Leroux’s

statements given the important discrepancies within them, it would have been
wise to do a complete interview of the suspects. They should have probed
Monsignor McDougald about the confessions he heard at St. Columban’s Boys’
School and ascertained whether Father Cameron ever heard confession at the
school during the relevant period.

Abuse at Cameron’s Point

Mr. Leroux claimed that in 1959 or 1960, when he was twelve or thirteen years
old, he attended a “religious retreat” at Cameron’s Point. Mr. Leroux claimed
that at this event he saw numerous boys being abused by priests and that some of
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the boys had sheets over their heads and candles in their rectums. He also claimed
that at this event, he was abused by Bishop LaRocque, who was a priest at that
time. In his statements to Constable Dunlop and Mr. Bourgeois, Mr. Leroux also
said that he saw Father Cameron and a Father “McDougall” or “McDougald”
molest altar boys at this retreat. Mr. Leroux later told Detective Sergeant Hall
and Detective Constable Genier that either Father Cameron or Father McDougald
also touched him at this retreat. Mr. Leroux said that Father Cameron threat-
ened him not to tell anyone.
In his November 13, 1996, affidavit, Mr. Leroux claimed that this ritual at

Cameron’s Point occurred on a weekly basis. This detail is not mentioned in
later statements.
Mr. Leroux claimed that he had attended the retreat with another boy, who was

also allegedly abused. Unfortunately, by the time of the OPP’s investigation, this
individual was dead. Mr. Leroux also gave the names of a number of people
who could confirm his story about Cameron’s Point. Although some attempts
were made to interview some of these people, they were not all interviewed. In
Project Truth’s Case Manager Assignment Register, there is a note beside some
names stating that because the individual who accompanied Mr. Leroux to
Cameron’s Point was deceased, the “information [was] no longer required.”
The OPP interviewed a number of former altar boys about the allegations

made by Mr. Leroux. Detective Inspector Hall testified that no one came forward
to say that this incident at Cameron’s Point had occurred.
Bishop LaRocque, Monsignor McDougald, and Father Cameron were all in-

terviewed by the OPP and were asked whether they had been to Cameron’s Point.
Upon review of these statements, I found these interviews to be superficial. The

officers appear to have been simply going through the motions. They asked what
appeared to be a pre-set list of questions, and failed to follow up on inconsis-
tencies or on information learned. For example, Monsignor McDougald said
that Bishop LaRocque had hosted an event for altar boys at Bishop Brodeur’s
summer home at Bishop’s Point. The interviewer did not ask any follow-up
questions about this event.
The fact that the investigating officers questioned Mr. Leroux’s credibility

may have been a factor in these poorly conducted interviews.
As previously noted, Mr. Leroux testified at the hearings that he did not actually

witness a ritual at the Cameron’s Point retreat involving sheets and candles.

Abuse at Malcolm MacDonald’s Cottage

Mr. Leroux also claimed that Bishop LaRocque and Father Ostler would visit
Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage and that Mr. MacDonald brought male prosti-
tutes and young boys there. Mr. Leroux alleged that he saw Bishop LaRocque and
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a “youngster” go into a bedroom and close the door. Mr. Leroux suggested that
the young person appeared to have been “conditioned” for abuse.
The OPP interviewed the owner of a cottage near Mr. MacDonald and the

owner of the marina in Summerstown, near Mr. MacDonald’s cottage. They also
interviewed Mr. MacDonald, who denied that the Bishop had ever been to his
cottage and denied that he had attended social events with Father Ostler.
Both Bishop LaRocque and Father Ostler stated they had never been to Mr.

MacDonald’s cottage.
I find that the officers took reasonable steps to ascertain whether abuse had

occurred at the cottage.

Abuse at the St. Andrew’s Parish House

Mr. Leroux also claimed that Bishop LaRocque and Father Maloney had attended
dinner parties at the St. Andrew’s Parish house. He said that after the meal,
the group would disappear to separate rooms, including the bedrooms. The
officers interviewed most, if not all, of the people who allegedly attended
these parties.
Further, Mr. Leroux alleged that when he was painting the parish house,

Father Ostler grabbed him in the genitals and asked, “[W]hat’s your game?”
Mr. Leroux said that this incident occurred between 1987 and 1989. Mr. Leroux
would thus have been over forty years old at the time. Detective Sergeant Hall and
Detective Constable Genier asked Mr. Leroux about this incident in November
1997, and he said he didn’t consider it to be an assault, “it was, was like a joke
really.” During his interview, Father Ostler was not asked about this incident,
but he denied knowing Mr. Leroux.
Mr. Leroux also claimed that when he was painting the parish house in

1989 or 1990, he saw Father Maloney abuse an unidentified boy aged twelve
to fourteen.

Credibility of Ron Leroux

Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not find Mr. Leroux to be credible
and that the other officers shared this opinion. This affected his subjective belief
in the allegations, and Detective Inspector Hall testified that he was not able to
form reasonable and probable grounds to lay charges.

Allegations by C-15

The Fantino Brief contained a second allegation of abuse against Father Maloney.
C-15 alleged that between 1975 and 1979, he was abused by Father Maloney
while he was a student at the “Alfred Boy’s School,” formally known as St.
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Joseph’s Training School for Boys. C-15 said that Father Maloney was not a
regular priest there but filled in when other priests were sick.
In a response to a demand for particulars, most likely in relation to Constable

Dunlop’s lawsuit, Father Maloney denied that he had ever been to the Alfred
training school or that he had any connection with that school. The OPP were
given this document by Bill Carriere from the CAS.
Detective Constable Steve Seguin was the lead investigator on this complaint.

He testified that during this investigation, he learned that the Archdiocese of
Ottawa was responsible for assigning priests to the Alfred training school. He
spoke with Monsignor Roger Morin of the Diocese of Ottawa as well as Father
Gilles Tanguay from St. Victor Parish in Alfred to find out if Father Maloney
had ever been assigned to St. Joseph’s Training School. Detective Constable
Seguin reviewed a variety of records, such as cheque stubs, bills, phone bills,
and registers that recorded baptismal and marriage ceremonies. He testified that
he did not find any cheques payable to Father Maloney, nor did he find any
mention of him in the school’s bills.
Detective Constable Seguin also interviewed individuals who had been at St.

Joseph’s Training School and none of them said that Father Maloney had been
there.
Father Maloney was interviewed by Detective Constables Seguin and Genier,

but he was not asked if he knew C-15 or if he had ever been to the St. Joseph’s
Training School. The officers should have put these questions to him during
their interview.
After the Crown brief was submitted, Lorne McConnery wrote to Detective

Inspector Hall and requested that he obtain the actual records from the school that
would indicate whether Father Maloney had been there or not. Mr. McConnery
advised that these records were in the possession of the Criminal Injuries
Compensation Board. Mr. McConnery testified that he was eventually provided
with these records. It is unclear to me what documents Mr. McConnery was
looking for in addition to the records that Detective Constable Seguin had obtained
from the Ottawa Diocese earlier in the investigation.
Detective Constable Seguin testified that he found no corroborating evidence

for C-15’s complaint. Thus, he was not able to form reasonable and probable
grounds to lay charges against Father Maloney.

Submission of the Crown Briefs

Crown briefs were submitted to Shelley Hallett on September 22, 1999, for the
complaints against Bishop LaRocque, Monsignor McDougald, Father Cameron,
and Father Ostler. The brief in the Father Maloney matter was submitted to
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regional Crown James Stewart on November 15, 1999, although Shelley Hallett
may not have received the brief until January 2000.
A Crown opinion was not rendered until August 15, 2001. The reasons for this

substantial delay and the OPP’s response to it are discussed further in the section
entitled “Conspiracy Investigation” and in Chapter 11, on the institutional response
of the Ministry of the Attorney General.

Investigation of Brian Dufour

On September 17, 1997, C-97 provided Detective Constables Steve Seguin and
Joe Dupuis with a statement alleging that he had been abused by Brian Dufour,
as well as by a number of other individuals. As discussed earlier in the section
“Project Truth’s Mandate,” the allegations against these other individuals were
referred to the Cornwall Police Service (CPS), albeit several years later. C-97
told the OPP that Mr. Dufour was a childcare worker at the Cornwall Youth
Residence (known today as Laurencrest) and that Mr. Dufour had sexually abused
him on a number of occasions when he was a resident. He also claimed that Mr.
Dufour had sexually abused him when he was out on a day pass from a prison drug
treatment facility. C-97 told the officers that he believed that Mr. Dufour was in
Brampton, running a private home for boys.
Detective Constable Seguin was the lead investigator on this matter. In the

fall of 1997, he contacted Bryan Harris, a social worker with the Ontario
Correctional Institute, who corroborated C-97’s story of being abused while on
a day pass from a correctional facility.
Detective Constable Seguin testified that he informed Bill Carriere from the

local Children’s Aid Society (CAS) about the allegations against Mr. Dufour.
On November 20, 1997, Mr. Carriere told Detective Constable Seguin that he
had in turn notified the Brampton CAS.
In December 1997, Detective Constable Seguin contacted the Ministry of

Community and Social Services and learned that Mr. Dufour was not operating
a group home in the Peel Region. He also reported Mr. Dufour to the Peel
Regional Police. However, Detective Constable Seguin testified that he did not
know Mr. Dufour’s current location at that time. He could not recall the specific
steps he took to locate Mr. Dufour but testified that when he became aware of a
suspect it was his practice to search the Canadian Police Information Centre
(CPIC) and Ontario Municipal and Provincial PoliceAutomation Cooperative, and
to obtain driver’s licence information from the Ministry of Transportation.
C-97 contacted Detective Constable Seguin on August 19, 1998, to ask how

the investigation was proceeding. There is no indication in Detective Constable
Seguin’s notes or his will-state on the Brian Dufour case of contact with C-97
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between October 1997 andAugust 1998. When Detective Constable Seguin told
him that they could not find Mr. Dufour, C-97 gave him the name of someone he
believed was Mr. Dufour’s brother-in-law and who C-97 thought might be able
to assist in locating the suspect.
It appears that Detective Constable Seguin did not follow up on this lead until

eleven months later on August 4, 1999. He then spoke to the man referred to
him by C-97, who said that Mr. Dufour lived in the Hamilton area. Detective
Constable Seguin contacted the Hamilton police two days later to request any
information they had on Mr. Dufour.
In November 1999, the Hamilton police informed the Ontario Provincial

Police (OPP) that Mr. Dufour had been arrested and charged for sexually assaulting
an undercover police officer in Hamilton area in 1988. There was no record of this
in CPIC. A Ministry of Transportation search conducted on November 9, 1999,
provided an address for Mr. Dufour in Hamilton. It is not clear whether Detective
Constable Seguin or the Hamilton police conducted the search. The fact that
they were able to obtain an address for Mr. Dufour when the search was conducted
in 1999 suggests that Detective Constable Seguin probably did not conduct the
search as he should have, early in the investigation.
During the fall of 1999, Detective Constable Seguin also interviewed a number

of former residents of the CornwallYouth Residence.
A Crown brief was submitted on December 17, 1999. The OPP received a

recommendation from the Crown to proceed with charges on April 3, 2000,
and Mr. Dufour was arrested on April 6, 2000. He died a few days later, on
April 11, and the charges against him were withdrawn.
The total delay between the time C-97’s statement was taken to the laying

of charges by Project Truth was almost thirty-one months. The investigation
itself lasted twenty-seven months, and it took an additional four months to obtain
an opinion from the Crown. Detective Constable Seguin does not appear to have
taken any investigative steps between December 1997 andAugust 1998 or between
October 1998 and August 1999.
At the hearing, Detective Constable Seguin could not recall the reason

for these gaps in the investigation. Having reviewed the evidence, I can see
no justification for delays of this length and find that Detective Constable
Seguin unreasonably delayed the investigation into allegations of sexual abuse by
Mr. Dufour.
Further, Detective Constable Seguin’s supervising officers, Detective Inspectors

Tim Smith and Pat Hall, should have noted the delays in this investigation and
ensured that the complaint was being investigated in a timely manner. A request
to the Criminal Investigation Branch of the OPP for additional resources might
have mitigated this and other delays.
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Investigation of Keith Jodoin

In a statement to Detective Constables Joe Dupuis and Steve Seguin on March 22,
1999, Marc Carriere alleged that he had been sexually abused by Keith Jodoin.
In 1985, Mr. Carriere was an intern at the Ontario Provincial Court offices in
Cornwall and Mr. Jodoin was a Justice of the Peace. Mr. Carriere, who was then
twenty-one years old, alleged that Mr. Jodoin touched him sexually while they
were in a car on the way to Mr. Jodoin’s cottage.
Detective Constable Dupuis took two statements from potential witnesses in

May 1999. On May 19, 2000, Detective Constables Dupuis and Don Genier
took a cautioned statement from Mr. Jodoin. These are the only statements listed
in the Crown brief submitted by the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) on May
29, 2000. It is unclear to me why this investigation took over a year to complete.
On July 4, 2000, the Crown advised that there was sufficient evidence to pro-

ceed with charges. Detective Constable Dupuis and Crown Attorney Claudette
Wilhelm met with Mr. Carriere on July 31, 2000. The next day, Mr. Carriere
signed a document requesting the OPP not proceed with charges against Mr.
Jodoin, because he did not wish to attend court and give evidence in the matter.
Mr. Carriere changed his mind and returned to the OPP onAugust 8, 2000. He

provided a statement to Detective Constables Dupuis and Genier on August 9,
2000, confirming that he wanted to proceed with the charges. He testified that it
was Richard Nadeau who encouraged him to return to the OPP.
Mr. Nadeau was an alleged victim of sexual abuse and was involved with a con-

troversial website about allegations of sexual abuse in the Cornwall area and
about Project Truth. He was also a plaintiff in a class action lawsuit for victims
of abuse. As discussed further in “External Pressures: The Media, Websites, and
Garry Guzzo,” Mr. Nadeau’s contact with alleged victims, such as C-8, was a
concern for Project Truth.
Detective Constable Dupuis interviewed Mr. Nadeau on August 8, 2000. Mr.

Nadeau said Mr. Carriere had initially told him about the incident with Mr. Jodoin
in early 2000. Mr. Nadeau spoke to Mr. Carriere again after learning that he did
not want to proceed with the charges.According to Mr. Nadeau, they discussed Mr.
Carriere’s concerns about going forward, including the facts that he felt intimidated
by pursuing the charges as a sole complainant, he was worried about the effect the
case would have on his relationship with his partner, and he believed there was little
chance for success at trial. Mr. Nadeau told Detective Constable Dupuis that he
advised Mr. Carriere to think about it over the weekend and to do what was right
for him and his partner, but also “what was right ... for society.”
Mr. Jodoin was arrested on August 24, 2000, and charged with one count of

sexual assault on a male. The Crown withdrew this charge on November 20,
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2000. According to Detective Inspector Pat Hall’s notes, Mr. Nadeau’s involve-
ment was a factor in that decision.

Investigation of Father Romeo Major

Project Truth Receives Complaint Against Father Major

On October 13, 1999, Detective Constable Don Genier received a call from C-111,
who alleged that she had been sexually abused by Father Romeo Major in 1978,
when she was an altar girl at the Paroisse des Saints Martyrs Canadiens. Detective
Constables Genier and Steve Seguin took a formal statement from C-111 on
October 19, 1999.
The Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) conducted a number of interviews of

potential witnesses.
A Crown brief was submitted on February 18, 2000, and on March 12, 2000,

Crown Attorney Claudette Wilhelm recommended that the OPP proceed with
charges. Detective Constable Dupuis attempted to take a statement from Father
Major on March 16, 2000. Father Major told Detective Constable Dupuis he
was told not to say anything and requested to call his lawyer. His lawyer advised
him not to provide a statement.
On April 10, 2000, Father Major was charged with one count of indecent

assault on a female.

C-69 Alleges Abuse by Father Romeo Major

Shortly after the arrest of Father Major, C-69 contacted Detective Inspector Pat
Hall and inquired about the procedure for someone who has a complaint. She
wanted to know if it would automatically go forward. She advised Detective
Inspector Hall that a member of the clergy was involved but did not provide a
name. Arrangements were made for C-69 to meet with Detective Constable Joe
Dupuis or Detective Constable Genier.
As I have previously mentioned, it is important to note that Project Truth did

not have any female police officers. In this case, the two alleged victims were
female. Although I have seen no evidence to indicate that the gender of the officers
was a problem in this case, it is nonetheless important that complainants be
given a choice about the gender of the officers when they are going to disclose
allegations of sexual abuse. There should have been a female officer involved
in the project, even if only on an “as-needed” basis.
Detective Constables Dupuis and Genier interviewed C-69 onApril 18, 2000.

She refused to provide a formal statement. According to Detective Constable
Dupuis, C-69 was “very fragile,” and it was difficult for her to disclose her
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allegations to the officers. She said Father Major abused her when she was between
fourteen and sixteen years old.
She also alleged that she was abused by a priest in Quebec. She said that she

received $5,000 for treatment from a diocese in Quebec and that her “good
friend” Jacques Leduc had helped her get that settlement. According to C-69,
Mr. Leduc, who was acting for the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall at the time,
advised her she could not proceed criminally due to a two-year limitation period
for these charges in Quebec. I would point out that this is not the law in Quebec.
C-69 said had to sign a document agreeing to never talk about the abuse by this
Quebec priest again.
At the hearings, Mr. Leduc confirmed that he had represented C-69 and that

he helped her obtain a civil settlement from a Quebec diocese for a complaint
of sexual abuse against a priest. He denied having told her that there was a
limitation period for her criminal complaint.
C-69 also told the officers that Bishop Eugène LaRocque told her that if she

talked about the abuse, he would ensure she was fired from her teaching position
with the Catholic school board. At the hearings, the Bishop was asked about this
comment, to which he said, “That is entirely false.” C-69 also said that she had
disclosed to Mr. Leduc everything that had happened to her. Detective Constable
Dupuis testified that he did not speak to Bishop LaRocque or Mr. Leduc about
these issues. He thought that perhaps Detective Constable Genier may have
looked into this in greater detail.
In my opinion, the OPP should have made some enquiries of Mr. Leduc and

Bishop LaRocque about this information. Especially in light of the settlement with
David Silmser in 1993, the police should have been alert to the potential attempt
to obstruct justice in this scenario. In addition, if, as C-69 alleged, she had told
Mr. Leduc about her abuse by Father Major, Mr. Leduc may have been able to
provide the police with additional information or a corroborating statement, if
C-69 waived her right to solicitor-client privilege over the matter.
In addition, C-69 also told the officers that she knew of two other people who

had been allegedly abused by Father Major. She did not provide names because
she wanted to speak to them first. She said that one of them was mentally
handicapped and that C-69 actually observed the assault on this person. C-69
said she wanted to discuss the issues with her therapist and would get back to
the officers.
Detective Constable Dupuis briefed Detective Inspector Hall about the

interview with C-69.
On April 26, 2000, C-69 called Detective Constable Dupuis and asked if

anyone else had come forward. C-69 said she had talked to the other two victims
and one wanted time to discuss the matter with her husband because she had
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never told him about the abuse. Again, C-69 was going to talk to her therapist
and get back to the officers about whether she wanted to go forward with her
allegations.
Detective Constable Dupuis contacted C-69 two days later, but she had not yet

made up her mind about coming forward with her allegations against Father
Major.
Detective Constable Dupuis made a number of unsuccessful attempts to

contact C-69 between April and June 2000. Project Truth officers spoke with
C-69 again on September 13, 2000. She was upset that the officers had taken
notes during their first meeting.

C-69 Not Medically Fit to Proceed

On September 28, 2000, Detective Inspector Hall received a call from a doctor
treating C-69, who advised that she was not medically fit to participate in any legal
proceedings about her alleged abuse and that she requested that she not be
contacted again. The doctor declined to provide a letter to this effect. He was
advised of the new court date for Father Major but said he would not tell C-69
because it could affect her fragile condition.

Prosecution andWithdrawal of Charges

The case against Father Major continued to proceed on the basis of the allega-
tions of C-111. Detective Constable Genier and CrownWilhelm met with C-111
on November 14, 2000. They discussed C-111’s medical condition and the Crown
explained the court process to her. Sometime before her statement to the OPP in
the fall of 1999, C-111 had been diagnosed with cancer and she had developed a
brain tumour, some of which had been surgically removed. By the time of this
meeting, however, she had been further diagnosed with breast, liver and kidney
cancer. Although C-111 wanted to continue with the court process, Detective
Constable Genier’s notes of the meeting indicate that she was having difficulties
remembering details of her childhood because of medication she was taking. She
was becoming frustrated and discouraged with her inability to remember things.
The preliminary inquiry was held on September 19 and 20, 2001. It became

apparent that C-111’s memory had been affected by her illness and treatment, and
the Crown made the decision to withdraw the charges. The decision was explained
as follows:

Prior to the preliminary hearing, the complainant was interviewed
by Crown Counsel and was both willing and able to give evidence.
However, while testifying at the preliminary hearing held in Cornwall
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on September 19-20, 2001, it became apparent that the memory of
the complainant was negatively impacted upon by her illness and
subsequent treatment. As a result the Crown determined that the
quality of her memory is such as to lead to the conclusion that there
is no longer a reasonable prospect of conviction.

The charges were withdrawn on October 10, 2001.

David Petepiece’s Complaint

David Petepiece called Project Truth on July 15, 1998, and Detective Constable
Steve Seguin met with him that day. On the following day they met again, and Mr.
Petepiece provided him with a typewritten statement of his allegation.
Mr. Petepiece reported that in 1956, when he was ten years old, he was

hospitalized at Cornwall General Hospital for a period of about ten days. During
this time, he was visited several times by a clergyman from Trinity Anglican
Church. According to Mr. Petepiece, the man:

... began to tell me about a job that he had been assigned by the church.
And he wanted my help in this project ... All I had to do was to let him
put his hands under the blankets and what he wanted to do, and what
his project was, was to determine sort of a size change in a male penis
from sort of a flaccid to the erect state. And he wanted to do that and
I wouldn’t allow him to do that.

Mr. Petepiece did not tell anyone about the incident at that time.
Mr. Petepiece told Detective Constable Seguin that in the 1980s he contacted

a record keeper at the Anglican Church, who gave him the name of an individual
who may have been the perpetrator, but very little other information. Mr. Petepiece
also gave Detective Constable Seguin the name of the boy who shared the hospital
room with him.
Detective Constable Seguin told Mr. Petepiece that he would look into the

allegations and get back to him in two or three weeks. Just over a week after his
meeting with Mr. Petepiece, Detective Constable Seguin interviewed Tommy
Bazil, with whom Mr. Petepiece claimed to have shared the hospital room. Mr.
Bazil said that he did not know Mr. Petepiece and that he had been at a different
hospital and therefore could not corroborate Mr. Petepiece’s allegations.
Despite taking this prompt action to investigate the complaint, Detective Con-

stable Seguin did not contact Mr. Petepiece within a few weeks as promised, or,
it appears, at all.
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Mr. Petepiece contacted Detective Constable Seguin on January 18, 1999, to
inquire about the status of the complaint. Detective Constable Seguin told him
about the interview with Mr. Bazil and said that the matter remained open.
According to Mr. Petepiece, Detective Constable Seguin “made no mention of
trying to identify the priest.” Detective Constable Seguin testified that he could
not recall if attempts had been made to identify the alleged perpetrator.
In May 2001, Mr. Petepiece wrote a letter to the Ontario Civilian Commission

on Police Services, stating that he did not feel that his complaint had been fully
investigated and asking that the investigation be “reinvigorated.”
He drafted a similar letter to the OPP Professional Standards Bureau on

July 12, 2001, but before sending it, Mr. Petepiece “decided to give Constable
Seguin one last chance.” He contacted Detective Constable Seguin, told him that
he was about to make a formal complaint, and asked if he would like to meet.
They met on July 16, 2001. Detective Constable Joe Dupuis also attended

this meeting. Mr. Petepiece mistakenly thought he was Detective Inspector
Pat Hall. Mr. Petepiece testified that this officer:

... made it a point to sit where he could sort of stare at me. He wrote
down every word I said. It was almost like he was taking dictation.
I could almost feel his presence, sort of in trying to intimidate me.

The officers explained to Mr. Petepiece why the investigation of his complaint
was not pursued further. Detective Inspector Hall outlined the reasons in a letter
sent to Mr. Petepiece a few days after the meeting.
On reviewing this file, I instructed that no further investigation be done for the

following reasons:

1. No criminal offence had been committed. In order for an offence to take
place under the Criminal Code of Canada in 1956, physical contact
would have had to take place. In 1985, the Criminal Code was amended
to include the offences of Sexual Interference, Section 151; Invitation to
Sexual Touching, Section 152; Sexual Exploitation, Section 153 of the
Criminal Code of Canada. I have attached copies for your information.

2. The mandate of Project Truth was to investigate historic allegations
of a sexual nature involving the Catholic Clergy and other prominent
persons in the Cornwall area. This did not include every sexual assault
allegation in the City of Cornwall that was reported, and did not include
allegations against members of other religions.

768 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



3. Any allegations of a criminal nature occurring in the City of Cornwall
were passed on, by memorandum, to Staff Sergeant Rick CARTER,
Cornwall Police Service, for their investigation. Due to the wide
publicity generated by Project Truth, our office received many calls
from individuals, such as yourself, who had allegations, but possibly
unsure as to who should investigate. We looked into all allegations
that were received by Project Truth.

In your particular case, there was no criminal offence committed. I
regret you were not completely made aware of our actions, or lack
of continuation on the investigation. This may have been due to
miscommunication between Detective Constable SEGUIN and myself.

If you wish to pursue this matter, I request you contact the Cornwall
Police Service for that purpose, as the incident took place within their
jurisdiction. (Emphasis added)

In a report to the Criminal Investigation Branch, Detective Inspector Hall
stated that the allegations made by Mr. Petepiece were “[t]urned over to
Cornwall Police Service” (CPS). However, Detective Inspector Hall did not
write a letter to the CPS to request an investigation into Mr. Petepiece’s alle-
gations, unlike the outstanding allegations brought forward by C-97, or the
complaint reported by Marc Latour (see “Project Truth’s Mandate” section
above). He simply told Mr. Petepiece to contact the CPS himself if he wanted
further action to be taken.
In preparation for this Inquiry, Mr. Petepiece met with Archdeacon Ross

Moulton of the Trinity Anglican Church onAugust 19, 2006, to inform him that
he would be testifying. Mr. Petepiece showed him the statement that he had
given to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP). He testified that the Archdeacon:

... was quite compassionate in his reaction to it; expressed a great deal
of regret for what had gone on; was offering to do whatever he could to
assist me. He indicated that he did have an obligation through church
policies to report my story to some committee, which I agreed that he
could do.

In an e-mail to Mr. Petepiece, the Archdeacon stated, “I regret deeply the
hurt you were subjected to those years ago,” and offered further support. In
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addition, Mr. Petepiece testified that theArchdeacon did some research to identify
the alleged perpetrator and determined that the individual died in 1960.
Mr. Petepiece testified that this gave him a sense of “closure” and that it “had

dealt with my most troubling concern, which was that other people were possibly
still being victimized.”
Although the Anglican Diocese is not an institution that is being examined

by this Inquiry, I mention this interaction because it provides insight into an
appropriate institutional response. Mr. Petepiece testified that he felt that this
was a model response:

First of all, there was no attempt to dismiss, defend or excuse the
conduct that I was alleging had occurred. It was accepted at face value.
I was made to feel as if the church through this individual was truly
sorry for what I had experienced as a child. And I think his follow
up which, as I said before was unrequested, which I think much more
positively identified the perpetrator and established that he was dead,
gave me the closure that nobody else has been able to do.

In contrast, the OPP displayed a disappointing lack of sensitivity in its dealings
with Mr. Petepiece. The decision not to pursue Mr. Petepiece’s complaint may have
been reasonable; however, Detective Constable Seguin’s failure to inform him of
this decision was not. If it was determined that the complaint was properly in
the jurisdiction of the CPS, a referral should have been made immediately by
Project Truth rather than pointing Mr. Petepiece in this direction three years after
his initial complaint.
In my view, this case demonstrates one instance of the OPP and Project Truth

management’s failure to develop and enforce policies, practices, and procedures
that would have ensured complainants making allegations of sexual abuse were
dealt with appropriately, offered support, and kept apprised of the status of the
investigations into their complaints.

Investigation of John Christopher Wilson

On October 10, 1997, Detective Constable Joe Dupuis received a call from pro-
bation officer Jos van Diepen, who said that Keith Ouellette reported being sexually
assaulted by Ken Seguin, Richard Hickerson, and John Christopher (Chris)Wilson.
Detective Constables Steve Seguin and Dupuis met Mr. Ouellette at the Cornwall
jail two weeks later, and he disclosed that he had been sexually abused by his
brother, Richard Ouellette, his probation officer, Mr. Seguin, Mr. Hickerson from
Canada Manpower, and a former teacher at St. Lawrence College, Mr. Wilson. I
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comment on the investigation of Mr. Hickerson in another section in this chapter.
Mr. Seguin was deceased when Keith Ouellette reported the allegations.
According to Detective Constable Seguin’s notes, Mr. Ouellette was emotional

and asked if he could wait to give a recorded statement until he was released
from jail. On October 30, 1997, Detective Constables Seguin and Dupuis con-
ducted an audiotaped interview of Keith Ouellette regarding allegations of sexual
abuse by Richard Ouellette, Mr. Seguin, Mr. Hickerson, and Mr. Wilson.
Mr. Ouellette recounted that Mr.Wilson was the Theatre Manager ofAultsville

Hall in the 1970s and was a teacher at St. Lawrence College, where Mr. Ouellette
studied. Mr. Ouellette alleged that during a Halloween party at Aultsville Hall he
was drugged and woke up in Mr. Wilson’s bedroom. He alleged that Mr. Wilson
sexually abused him while he was intoxicated and that this was not consensual.
At some point following the night of the Halloween party, Mr. Wilson offered

to have Mr. Ouellette stay at his residence. Mr. Ouellette recalled that he would
go to Mr. Wilson’s on the weekends and that this developed into a sexual rela-
tionship. Mr. Ouellette testified that after having been previously abused by other
men in the Cornwall area, he started to question his sexuality. As a result, he
believes that there may have been some consensual sex with Mr. Wilson.
On May 25, 2000, Detective Constables Dupuis and Don Genier took a second

statement from Mr. Ouellette specifically regarding his allegations against Mr.
Wilson. During the second interview, Mr. Ouellette had difficulty recalling the
chronology of the abuse but alleged that he was sexually abused four or five
times over a two-year period. He also clarified that the incidents took place
sometime in 1976–1977 and that he was about twenty-four years old at the time.
Mr. Ouellette testified that he spoke regularly with Detective Constable Dupuis

throughout the investigation:

I was very aggravated over the fact that my other two perpetrators were
dead and that I couldn’t do anything about it. It aggravated me and I
thought to myself that something has to be done about John Christopher
Wilson and my brother but I hesitated with my brother, but I wanted to
continue on with John Christopher Wilson.

On June 2, 2000, Mr.Wilson gave a cautioned statement to Detective Constables
Dupuis and Genier. Mr. Wilson confirmed that he was Mr. Ouellette’s teacher at
St. Lawrence College in 1978, but he denied that Mr. Ouellette ever lived with him
or that they ever had a sexual relationship. However, Mr.Wilson disclosed that he
was fired from the college because of allegations of sexual indiscretions with a
student. He also acknowledged that he held parties at his residence in the late
’70s and early ’80s, and that Mr. Ouellette probably attended along with other
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students. When pressed by the officers, Mr. Wilson conceded a certain attraction
to Mr. Ouellette and stated that there may have been some flirting.
As discussed in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of the

Attorney General,” Alain Godin was provided with the Crown brief on June 27,
2000. He was asked to review the file and provide an opinion as to whether
charges should be laid against Mr. Wilson. On June 29, Alain Godin determined
that there was no reasonable prospect of conviction because of inconsistencies in
Mr. Ouellette’s statements and problems with the issue of consent.

External Pressures: The Media, Websites, and Garry Guzzo

The media coverage of the Project Truth investigations was, by and large, negative.
The Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) was frequently portrayed as, at best,
ineffective and incompetent in its investigations and, at worst, compliant in a
cover-up of historical sexual assault in the Cornwall community. Several key
narratives, including the existence of a pedophile ring, were repeated in the
media throughout the Project Truth investigations and became problematic for the
investigation and for the OPP.
In Chapter 4, “Media Coverage of Allegations of Historical Abuse ofYoung

persons in the Cornwall Area,” I set out the findings of a study that concluded
media coverage in Cornwall did not meet the expected journalistic standards,
lacked in-depth investigation and analysis, and contained too much speculation
and too little fact. In this section, I will examine the OPP’s response to those
media reports, along with its response to websites about Project Truth and to
individuals, such as Garry Guzzo, MPP for Ottawa West–Nepean from 1995 to
2003, who were providing information (and misinformation) to the media.

Media at the Outset of Project Truth—Framing the Issues

As discussed in the section “Initial Media Announcements of Project Truth,” the
first stories about Project Truth appeared in the summer of 1997. The OPP
announced the launch of the project in a press release on July 28, 1997, and held
a press conference on September 25, 1997. The media coverage that followed
created difficulties for the OPP because it suggested that (1) Project Truth was
focused on investigating a ring of pedophiles; (2) sexual abuse was endemic in
the Cornwall area; and (3) the investigations conducted by Project Truth were
simply a continuation of earlier investigations by the Cornwall Police Service
(CPS) in 1993 and by the Ottawa Police Service and the OPP in 1994.
From the outset of Project Truth, the media reported that the OPP was investi-

gating a pedophile ring, even though there was no mention of a “ring” in
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the initial documentation provided to the media by the OPP. The July 1997
press release simply stated that “the Ontario Provincial Police is investigating
allegations of sexual abuse in the Cornwall, Ont. area.” The materials released at
the OPP’s press conference said, “At present, 18 persons have had allegations
of sexual abuse made against them by a number of complainants.” The head-
lines, however, reported:

• “OPP probe sex ring allegation: Investigation to focus on purported
pedophile group in Cornwall”;

• “18 Eyed in Sex Ring”; and
• “Police widen sex-crimes investigation: Eighteen Cornwall residents
suspected in pedophile ring.”

An article in the Brockville Recorder and Times stated that Detective Inspector
Klancy Grasman of the OPP refused to comment on the nature of the allegations,
but did say the investigation was based on statements taken and information
obtained by CPS Constable Perry Dunlop. The reporter then turned to the amended
statement of claim in Constable Dunlop’s civil suit against the CPS, the Diocese,
and others to explain the nature of the allegations, and pointed out that Constable
Dunlop alleged that a group of pedophiles had been, and might still continue to
be, active in Cornwall.
Similarly, shortly after the initial press release, an article in the Ottawa Sun

reported that the OPP was also looking into allegations that the “pedophile clan”
had plotted to murder Constable Dunlop and his family. Again the OPP refused
to comment and the reporter turned to Constable Dunlop’s statement of claim
to explain the allegation.
These two articles demonstrate that, just as the mandate for Project Truth

was framed by Constable Dunlop’s materials, so too was the public’s under-
standing of the problem under investigation. The OPP did not take proactive
steps at the outset to explain the nature of the allegations and the scope of
its investigation.
The initial media coverage also gave the public the impression that there was

a problem of endemic proportion. Helen Dunlop was colourfully quoted in an
August 3, 1997, newspaper article: “I’ve been trying to get these dishes done
for six hours and I haven’t been able to because it hasn’t stopped,” referring to
constant visits and phone calls from alleged victims. Carson Chisholm told the
Ottawa Citizen that “when this breaks, it is going to make Prescott look like a
Sunday School picnic ... we’re talking big numbers here. Huge numbers.” Mr.
Chisholm was probably referring to the OPP’s Project Jericho investigation in
Prescott, which uncovered 275 victims and 119 alleged perpetrators.
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In theAugust 3 newspaper article just mentioned, Cornwall MPP John Cleary
noted that he had received four phone calls from victims “tied into this pedophile
clan” in the past four months. Detective Constables Steve Seguin and Don Genier
went to see Mr. Cleary a few days after this article was published and asked
for the victims’ names. Mr. Cleary refused to give them the names as the vic-
tims had been promised confidentiality, but he agreed to have his office contact
the victims and ask them to come forward to the OPP. When the OPP followed
up with Mr. Cleary, he said that all of the victims he was in contact with had
come forward.
In the September 1997 press conference, the OPP told the public that eighteen

people were under investigation. In reality, the number of suspects was larger;
eighteen suspects were identified based on the Fantino Brief, but by September
1997, the OPP had additional suspects from Claude Marleau and other alleged
victims who had come forward. The media reported that there were over
350 people to be interviewed.
The articles following the September press release also framed Project Truth

as a continuation of previous police investigations. Detective Superintendent
Larry Edgar was quoted as saying, “This investigation has been on-going
since 1992 and we want to bring closure to it.” This may have suggested to
readers that all the allegations being looked at by Project Truth had been investi-
gated since 1992. This was not the case. The earlier investigations were narrowly
focused on alleged abuse by Father Charles MacDonald and the illegal settle-
ment with David Silmser, rather than on abuse perpetrated by a larger number
of individuals.
However, this suggestion is repeated in later media stories. A 1999 story by

the CBC implies that Constable Dunlop alerted the police to the existence of a
pedophile ring well before Project Truth, but that no charges were laid at that
time. The significance of this inaccuracy became quite apparent when Mr. Guzzo
began alleging police incompetence, claiming that all of the charges laid by
Project Truth were “missed” by the previous investigations.
In my view, the OPP did not respond well to the initial media framing of the

Project Truth investigation. The existence of a pedophile ring was the allegation
most referenced in media coverage of Project Truth. The OPP should have been
alert to this characterization of the investigation and responded accordingly.
There is no technical definition of a “pedophile ring.” To the extent that term

refers to a group of individuals—some of whom know each other—who are
accused of sexually abusing young people, there was evidence that such a entity
existed in Cornwall. On the other hand, Project Truth found no evidence of a
“ring of pedophiles” as described by Ron Leroux.
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The problem is that the OPP never clearly articulated what a ring was or what
Project Truth’s mandate was in relation to investigating the existence of such an
entity. As I discuss further in the section on the OPP’s conspiracy investigation,
Project Truth appeared to focus on the more narrow issue of whether there was
a conspiracy to obstruct justice with respect to the Silmser settlement. Subsequent
blanket denials of the existence of a ring were therefore understandably upsetting
and confusing to the community in light of known connections between alleged
perpetrators and the fact that some perpetrators shared a common alleged victim.

Media and the July 1998 Arrests

As previously discussed, on July 9, 1998, Project Truth conducted a mass arrest
of six individuals. Unfortunately, arresting the suspects together did nothing to
dispel the notion that the OPP was investigating a clan or ring, and the accom-
panying press release prematurely signalled the end of Project Truth.
The six individuals arrested on July 9 were Brother Leonel Romeo Carriere,

Roch Landry, Father Paul Lapierre, George Sandford Lawrence, Father Kenneth
Martin, and Dr. Arthur Peachey. The OPP had planned to arrest Harvey Latour
that day as well, but he had taken an overdose of pills. He was arrested shortly
thereafter. None of these individuals came to the OPP’s attention through the
Fantino Brief.
On the day of the arrests, the OPP issued a press release and Superintendent

Carson Fougère spoke at a news conference. He made a number of statements that
may have contributed to some of the rumours circulating in the community.
Superintendent Fougère said that the men arrested were “life-long friends,” that

“their connections are through the Roman Catholic Church,” and that some of the
men had business relationships. These assertions are inaccurate—the accused
did not all know each other and only some of them had a connection through
the Catholic Church—but were repeated in the media in the years that followed.
The media was also told that “five of the accused shared one victim” and that

another victim was abused by two of the accused. At the same time, Super-
intendent Fougère said, “There is no evidence this was a ring,” and, “A pedophile
ring? We haven’t uncovered evidence of it.” It is not surprising to me that some
members of the press and the public would find the inconsistency of these
statements confusing, and even disingenuous.
The media release issued by the OPP stated that Project Truth was continuing,

but that it was projected to end in the fall of 1998. This statement probably
caused concern for Helen Dunlop, who was interviewed shortly after the arrests
and noted that none of the individuals arrested were mentioned in the materials

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 775



that she and Constable Dunlop had handed over to the OPP. Ms Dunlop said
that there were ten other individuals who should have been charged.

The Dunlops, the Media, and Project Truth

Shortly after the July 9 arrests, Constable Dunlop met with Detective Inspector Tim
Smith, Detective Sergeant Pat Hall, and Inspector Richard Trew. During this meet-
ing they became aware that the material in the binders delivered to the Ministry of
the Attorney General and the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services
onApril 7, 1997, had not been forwarded to the OPP. This meeting is discussed in
the section “Interactions between Project Truth and Constable Perry Dunlop.”
This discovery may have fuelled Constable Dunlop’s concern about whether

Project Truth had all the relevant information and was fully investigating the
allegations uncovered by the Dunlops. At the time of the July 1998 arrests, a
number of key suspects in the Fantino Brief, including Father Bernard Cameron,
Bishop Eugène LaRocque, Murray MacDonald, Father Gary Ostler, Father David
Ostler, and former Cornwall Chief of Police Claude Shaver had not yet been
interviewed. In addition, the OPP had not yet begun its investigation of the alleged
conspiracy, although this may not have been publicly known. Further, an article
in the Cornwall Standard-Freeholder on July 10, 1998, may also have raised
Constable Dunlop’s suspicions about the OPP’s investigation. The article stated
that the OPP had told some people that they were not under investigation.
As noted in the section of this chapter dealing with Constable Dunlop’s inter-

actions with Project Truth, the relationship between the OPP and the Dunlops
began to break down in the fall of 1998. Constable Dunlop refused to sign a
document indicating that he had given the OPP all his disclosure, and there was
a tense telephone conversation between Detective Sergeant Hall and Constable
Dunlop over his contact with Claude Marleau. In January 1999, Detective
Inspector Hall informed the Dunlops that there would be no charges laid in the
investigation into the death threats they had received, much to their displeasure.
The breakdown of this relationship was significant because of the consider-

able goodwill the Dunlops enjoyed in the Cornwall area and beyond. The Dunlops
received attention from the national media in the winter of 1999 in stories by
CBC radio and Chatelainemagazine on whistleblowers. These stories are just two
examples of the numerous media pieces that depicted Constable Dunlop as a
“folk hero” and a whistleblower. Similar media pieces had started several years
earlier, such as the Fifth Estate episode aired on CBC television in late 1995.
Dr. Mary LynnYoung noted in her study that this was a dominant theme in the
media coverage surrounding the events in Cornwall (see Chapter 4). It does not
appear to me that the OPP understood the impact of this framing by the media on
the investigation.
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One of the consequences of the public perception of the Dunlops was that
some victims and their families brought their complaints directly to Constable
Dunlop rather than, or as well as, to the OPP. The OPP failed to fully transfer
the public trust and goodwill toward Constable Dunlop to the Project Truth
investigators. Such an effort may have minimized victims’ desire to reach out
to the Dunlops.
In my view a joint effort with Constable Dunlop should have been made early

on wherein he and the OPP could have made a public appeal asking that alleged
victims report allegations to Project Truth. This could only have worked early in
the investigation, when the relationship with the Dunlops was better. The Citizens
for Community Renewal submitted, and I agree, that people went to the Dunlops
and others because they had lost faith in the police.
Contact between the Dunlops and the complainants caused considerable

difficulties in some of the Project Truth prosecutions. However, the OPP was
strongly criticized when it admonished Constable Dunlop for interfering with
investigations because of his status as “folk hero.” The Dunlops’ criticism of the
OPP’s investigation also significantly undermined the public’s trust in Project
Truth. These difficulties were multiplied when Project Truth began to receive
heavy public criticism from other individuals who were held in high regard in the
community, such as MPP Garry Guzzo.

Garry Guzzo’s Involvement

On July 31, 1998, Helen Dunlop delivered a variety of documents, including
newspaper clippings and materials relating to Constable Dunlop’s charges
under the Police Services Act, to Mr. Guzzo’s office. Constable Dunlop’s lawyer
forwarded other materials to Mr. Guzzo on August 11, 1998.
Mr. Guzzo testified that he first became aware of concerns about the sexual

abuse of young people and institutional cover-up when he was called by a promi-
nent Cornwall lawyer, Duncan MacDonald, in late 1995. Mr. MacDonald
described concerns about sexual abuse and the involvement of the Catholic Church
related to the David Silmser settlement with the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall
and Father Charles MacDonald. He purportedly appealed to Mr. Guzzo to look
into the issue, as a Catholic lawyer and a member of the government.
Mr. Guzzo testified about his interactions with a number of alleged victims,

the first of whom were referred by Mr. MacDonald. Mr. Guzzo’s testimony about
his encounters with alleged victims was sketchy at best. He purposely did not take
notes or have them leave documents with him. He testified that he typically
suggested they contact the police and almost universally told them to consider
retaining counsel to pursue civil actions. He testified that these alleged victims told
him of abuse by Father Charles MacDonald and other priests, by Nelson Barque
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and Ken Seguin while they were on probation, and by Marcel Lalonde and
other schoolteachers.
Mr. Guzzo also testified about Cornwall connections he uncovered while on

annual trips to Fort Lauderdale, Florida. His inability to remember important
details, such as the name of a former bookkeeper for the Saltaire Motel, makes
it difficult to give this testimony on this point much weight.
While I understand Mr. Guzzo’s concerns about protecting the privacy inter-

ests of alleged victims whom he saw sporadically over several years, his actions
vis-à-vis his notes were ill-advised. In addition, his lack of notes for his interactions
with institutional officials, with a few exceptions, is unfortunate, as he was unable
to be certain about many concerns he raised in the media and elsewhere after
the late 1990s.
Having heard from Mr. Guzzo, I have no doubt he was genuinely concerned

about the well-being of the alleged victims who sought him out. In addition, I am
also of the view that his initial concerns about the complicity of institutions in
covering up abuse or their or lack of action in dealing with the sexual abuse of
young people were well-motivated. However, as I describe in this section, his
interactions with the media, other politicians, and the OPP were at times careless
or even reckless. His criticisms of the OPP Project Truth investigation were
sometimes based on incomplete or inaccurate information, and had a profound
impact on the investigation’s effectiveness. These criticisms caused alleged
victims and others to distrust the officers involved. The criticisms distracted
the officers from the huge amount of work they had and it likely had an impact
on their morale.
On September 18, 1998, Mr. Guzzo wrote a letter to Premier Mike Harris

outlining his concerns about the OPP’s investigation in Cornwall. In particular,
Mr. Guzzo stated that key witnesses who had provided affidavits to Constable
Dunlop had not been interviewed. One of the key witnesses, Ron Leroux, had in
fact, been interviewed by the OPP on two occasions prior to September 1998. Mr.
Guzzo also mentioned that the owners of the Saltaire Motel in Fort Lauderdale,
Florida, had not been interviewed, which was true. He raised the issue of the
missing binders that were delivered to the Ministry of the Attorney General and
said that while he did not believe that there had been any wrongdoing by the
government, he questioned whether anyone would believe this if the issue became
public. Mr. Guzzo suggested that the OPP’s conduct in the matter should be
reviewed by a judicial inquiry.
In February 1999, MPP Mr. Guzzo wrote a second letter to Premier Harris.

Again, Mr. Guzzo raised the OPP’s failure to interview complainants and
witnesses who would have knowledge of illicit activities occurring in Florida in
the ’60s and ’70s.
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On March 5, 1999, Detective Chief Superintendent Wayne Frechette con-
tacted Mr. Guzzo at his home in Florida. Mr. Guzzo testified that he believed
this phone call was a result of his letters to the Premier. According to Mr. Guzzo:

Mr. Frechette asked me in plain English what the hell I was talking
about when I spoke of affidavits, documents and evidence served
upon our government on April 7, 1997. He told me that no one in the
Ontario Provincial Police was aware of any of this material and he,
quite frankly, questioned the accuracy of my statements that same
even existed. He reiterated that he was the senior person in charge of
criminal investigations with the Ontario Provincial Police and that if
such documentation existed, he was certain none of his officers in
Cornwall, and no one at the Orillia headquarters, was even aware
that this documentation existed.

Detective Chief Superintendent Frechette’s purported comments were inac-
curate. I have discussed the discovery of these materials by Detective Inspector
Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall in July 1998 in the section dealing with
Project Truth’s interactions with Constable Perry Dunlop.
In March 1999, Mr. Guzzo’s letters to the Premier were leaked to the press, and

between March 17 and March 24 a number of stories appeared in the media in
which Mr. Guzzo was highly critical of Project Truth.
One of the major issues raised in these stories was the OPP’s failure to

interview some of the key witnesses in the case. In particular, Mr. Guzzo alleged
that one of the key witnesses who had not been interviewed was the owner of the
Saltaire Motel, a motel located “on a strip of Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. notorious for
underage, male prostitutes” where Cornwall officials allegedly stayed with young
men under the age of consent. Mr. Guzzo claimed to have seen the registration
slips listing the names of some of the alleged perpetrators. A second major issue
raised in these articles was the missing binders that had been delivered to the
Ministry of the Attorney General on April 8, 1997, but were never passed on to
the OPP. The OPP had received a copy of these materials only on July 31, 1998.
One of the articles published the receipt that Detective Sergeant Pat Hall signed
for these materials, which read:

The Ontario Provincial Police “Project Truth Investigators” never
received the full package that was delivered to the Office of the
Attorney General, or the Office of the Solicitor General, Ontario
Civilian Commission on Policing Services that was hand delivered
on the 8th of April 1997 to the said offices by Constable Perry Dunlop.
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This revelation probably seemed significant to the public because it provided
an explanation for why the OPP had failed to interview certain witnesses. In
addition, one article referred back to Ms Dunlop’s comment after the July 1998
arrests that the perpetrators arrested were not the ones whom Constable Dunlop
had identified, thus giving the impression that the materials that the OPP
had been missing were entirely new to them. In fact, while there was some
useful information in the new materials, the loss of the binders was not the
reason certain witnesses had not yet been interviewed. Rather, a strategic
decision had been made to delay the interviews of witnesses related to the
conspiracy investigation.
Mr. Guzzo also emphasized the scope of the potential problem in the com-

munity, noting that even though twelve people had been arrested, “the probe has
only scratched the surface.” One of the articles pointed out that Mr. Guzzo had
“seen much of the evidence firsthand” and that he had been contacted by “about
a dozen” victims, thus adding credibility to his concerns about the matter.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that Mr. Guzzo would have seen only the
material provided by Constable Dunlop and had not received any of Project
Truth’s files.
Having heard Mr. Guzzo’s evidence and in particular his concessions about the

limited information he had when he spoke with the media on several occasions,
it appears he overstated his knowledge of the facts. He also did not evaluate the
reliability of much of the information he was receiving. This was indeed unfor-
tunate because as a public figure (an MPP, a former judge, and a lawyer), Mr.
Guzzo attracts media attention and is more apt to be respected and believed.
The OPP took a number of steps to respond to Mr. Guzzo’s allegations. First,

on March 22, 1999, Detective Sergeant Pat Hall wrote to Detective Superintendent
Larry Edgar and informed him that the binders delivered to the Ministry of the
Attorney General on April 8, 1997, existed, that he had received a copy of them
in July 1998, and that the only additional materials not already in the OPP’s
possession were “two additional statements of people we were already aware
of, and additional news clippings.” Detective Chief Superintendent Frechette
contacted Mr. Guzzo on March 31 and informed one of his staff that the OPP had
found the missing materials.
Second, in order to respond to the assertion that the OPP had failed to inter-

view the owner of the Saltaire Motel, Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall travelled
to Fort Lauderdale in May 1999. That trip is described in detail in the following
section, “Conspiracy Investigation.” I will note here my view that the trip provides
a clear example of how the Project Truth team changed their investigative strategy
based on public pressure rather than setting their own priorities.
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Third, Detective Superintendent Edgar requested that retired Detective Inspector
Smith give an interview to a reporter from the Toronto Sun to respond toMr. Guzzo’s
allegations. Detective Inspector Smith was upset by Mr. Guzzo’s statements and
felt that they were harming the investigation. At the hearing, he said, “I felt that
Guzzo was grandstanding at the expense of Project Truth.” Detective Sergeant Hall
and Detective Superintendent Edgar were also present for the interview.
In the resulting article, the OPP attempted to correct many of Mr. Guzzo’s

concerns about the Project Truth investigation. Detective Sergeant Hall addressed
the issue of the missing documents and explained, “This second round of docu-
ments was really just the first batch split into several files, along with Police
ServiceAct material relevant to Dunlop’s civil action, but not to our investigation
... It’s true that there were three new affidavits included in that second batch of
information. But we had already interviewed all three complainants by the time
the material came to us.” Detective Inspector Smith also addressed the accusation
that a key complainant had not been interviewed, noting that the man (who was
Mr. Leroux) had been interviewed twice by the OPP.
In addition, Detective Inspector Smith spoke about the pornographic tapes

seized at Mr. Leroux’s house, which, according to rumours, contained evidence
of illegal sex acts performed by some of the alleged pedophiles. Detective
Inspector Smith told the reporter that “the tapes were commercially produced
pornography showing sex involving adult homosexuals.”
Detective Inspector Smith also admitted that the OPP had not yet interviewed

Chief Shaver, nor had it been to Florida. He explained however, that there had only
been one complainant out of eighty-three who had been taken to Florida: “So
we have concentrated our efforts in Canada.”
I commend the proactive efforts of the OPP in this instance in attempting to

correct inaccurate information circulating in the media. It is unfortunate that the
information provided by Detective Inspector Smith and Detective Sergeant Hall
did not quell rumours and speculation. I note, for instance, that Mr. Guzzo
continued to cite the destruction of the tapes as evidence of incompetence or
cover-up long after this article was published.
Unfortunately, Detective Inspector Smith made some troubling comments

during the interview. For instance, he defended Murray MacDonald, saying,
“Why would he protect a stranger and turn in his own father?” Detective Inspector
Smith also denied the claim that there was a clan of pedophiles:

There is no evidence of a group or clan of active pedophiles operating
in Cornwall today. It is true that a number of the accused are Catholic.
But there is no evidence of common victims. Only five of the accused
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to date know each other. But in a town like Cornwall, everybody sort
of knows everybody, so people tend to think the worst.

There were a number of problems with these statements. Project Truth had not
completed its conspiracy investigation, and thus Detective Inspector Smith was
not in a position to comment on Murray MacDonald’s involvement, or on the
existence of a pedophile group.
In addition, Detective Inspector Smith’s comment contained key factual errors:

three victims had allegedly been abused by more than one of the accused, more
than five of the accused knew one another, a number of the accused were Catholic
priests, not just Catholics, and there were a number of other linkages between
alleged perpetrators. These factual errors made the OPP look either disingenuous
or misinformed. Either way, people in the community who knew that these
statements were inaccurate would have reason to doubt Detective Inspector
Smith’s reassurance that there was no ring. This was not a good strategy for
ensuring effective cooperation with other public institutions and the media. In his
testimony Detective Inspector Smith acknowledged that the OPP did a poor job
“of letting the public know exactly what was going on.”
Detective Inspector Hall wrote to Mr. Guzzo on June 24, 1999, and informed

him that all victims who came to the OPP’s attention would be interviewed. He
also noted that Mr. Guzzo appeared to have names of victims of whom Project
Truth was not aware. He requested a meeting with Mr. Guzzo, but nothing was
actually arranged until November 2000. This meeting will be discussed in more
detail below. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he attempted to obtain these
names from Mr. Guzzo before this meeting, but was not successful.

Reports on CBC Radio

The issue of whether there was a pedophile ring in Cornwall became prominent
in the media again in April and May 1999. The CBC broadcast a number of
stories about “how a group of powerful people sexually preyed on generations
of young boys in Cornwall, Ontario.”
In one of these stories, the CBC aired a quote from Detective Inspector Klancy

Grasman, Deputy Director of the Criminal Investigation Branch, stating, “There
is no evidence at all that there was any type of organized ring or common thread
though any of this.” CBC reporter Maureen Brosnahan contrasted this refusal
by the OPP “to acknowledge any links between the men charged with abusing
boys” with comments made in court by Crown Alain Godin during a joint
preliminary inquiry into the charges against Father Lapierre, Father Martin,
Mr. Lawrence, and Dr. Peachey. She noted that Mr. Godin told the judge that in
some cases there was more than one person present when the abuse occurred
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and that the various accuseds “groomed the boys to become victims of abuse.” She
did not quote Mr. Godin as saying that there was an organized ring, but this was
insinuated in the story.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not have a discussion with

Detective Inspector Grasman about whether it was advisable to make this comment
to the media. He said, “All media stuff was done through our headquarters in
Orillia.” After the story aired, Detective Inspector Hall contacted the CBC and
asked them to put in a retraction because he felt that the reporter had violated a
publication ban by broadcasting Mr. Godin’s comments from court proceed-
ings. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of
the Ministry of the Attorney General.”
In fairness, Detective Inspector Grasman did not testify, and it is not known

when exactly he made the comment. However, this radio story demonstrates
again why the absolute denial of a ring, or any type of common thread, by the OPP
in 1998 and 1999 was troublesome. A number of facts had been reported that
indicated the OPP was uncovering something more than a series of isolated
incidents of sexual abuse. As one example of this, it may have seemed suspi-
cious to the public that by 1999, three of the individuals involved in the Silmser
settlement, Malcolm MacDonald, Father MacDonald, and Jacques Leduc, had
been charged for allegedly abusing young people. In addition, Albert Roy and
others were publicly alleging that they had been passed between Nelson Barque
and Ken Seguin. Mr. Roy’s claim would have probably been seen as particu-
larly credible given that Mr. Barque had been convicted of abusing him.
Moreover, the OPP’s denials of the existence of a ring were premature, given

that it had not completed its conspiracy investigation and that it was unclear
whether Project Truth was making a concerted effort to find a ring at all. This is
discussed further in the “Conspiracy Investigation” section.

Shift in the Public’s Perception of Project Truth

In December 1999, an article appeared in the Standard-Freeholder entitled, “Do
we still need Project Truth?” The writer questioned whether Project Truth was
necessary, given that after fifteen months it had found no evidence of a ring, and
the CPS was perfectly capable of investigating sexual assaults.
In addition, the comments being made by Mr. Guzzo and by the CBC were

beginning to undermine the OPP’s credibility. The allegations, including the
destroyed tapes, the missing binders, and the failure to interview certain key
suspects, cast the OPP in a negative light.
Beginning in late 1999 and through 2000 the public perception of Project

Truth probably worsened, as many of the suspects charged by Project Truth were
not convicted. A number of suspects died: Malcolm MacDonald and Dr. Peachey
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died in December 1999, Brian Dufour died just after his arrest in April 2000,
and Roch Landry died in October 2000. In June 2000, Harvey Latour was found
not guilty, and the charges against Brother Carriere were stayed due to his health.
In addition, the charges against Keith Jodoin were withdrawn by the Crown in
November 2000 because there was no reasonable prospect of conviction.
When cases are not adjudicated, like five of the seven mentioned above,

convictions are not possible. Media criticism of the OPP’s investigation for the
lack of convictions was not fair. Perhaps more could have been done by the OPP
and the Ministry of the Attorney General to educate the media and the public.

Richard Nadeau and the Project TruthWebsites

Project Truth also faced a public relations challenge from a new source—
the Internet. On July 26, 2000, the OPP became aware of a website called
projecttruth.com. The OPP were contacted by Murray MacDonald, who was
upset with some of the website’s content. Detective Inspector Hall, in turn,
informed Shelley Hallett about the site.
The website contained six statements from victims that were taken by Con-

stable Dunlop and provided to Richard Nadeau. In most of the statements, the
name of the victim had been redacted. The website also contained commentary
setting out a conspiracy theory about a group of pedophiles operating in Cornwall,
a theory bolstered by the inclusion of Ron Leroux’s statements on the website.
The website was created by and registered to James Bateman. Mr. Nadeau

supplied information to Mr. Bateman to post on the website. As discussed in the
section on Classical College, Mr. Nadeau had come forward to the OPP in
September 1997, alleging that he had been abused by a priest named Hector
Côté while he was a student there. Unfortunately, Father Côté was deceased and
the investigation could not proceed. Mr. Nadeau then attempted to organize a
class action for alleged victims in Cornwall.
Detective Inspector Hall contacted Mr. Nadeau on July 31, 2000, and explained

that some of the information on the site was incorrect and that his actions could
harm the prosecution of Father MacDonald. Detective Inspector Hall also told Mr.
Nadeau that the victims could be identified based on the information in their
statements, even though their names were not given.
The projecttruth.com website was shut down on August 2, 2000. Detective

Inspector Hall testified, “I think I was largely responsible for shutting down the
first one [website].”
However, throughout the month of August, the OPP continued to receive

complaints about items that had been posted on the website. Detective Inspector
Hall received a call from Robert Robineau, Officer in Charge of the Cornwall jail,
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who was concerned about allegations on the website against Father Kevin
Maloney. Father Maloney had been a part-time chaplain at the Cornwall jail
since 1996. Detective Inspector Hall also received calls from victims and family
members of victims and witnesses in the Project Truth cases. These individuals
were concerned by the fact that the victims could be identified based on the
information in the statements.
A second website, projecttruth2.com, was launched onAugust 26, 2000. This

site was run by Mr. Nadeau alone. Detective Inspector Hall contacted regional
Crown James Stewart, who advised him to speak to Ms Hallett. The response
of the Ministry of the Attorney General to the website is set out in Chapter 11.
Detective Inspector Hall was concerned about the website because it listed

certain people as pedophiles who were not even suspects, and because it contained
incorrect information that would mislead the community. Detective Inspector
Hall also thought victims would be less willing to come forward if they believed
that their information would be posted on the site. He said he contacted Mr.
Nadeau and asked him to change or remove the incorrect information. Detective
Inspector Hall testified, “I think that strategy caused Mr. Nadeau to take a lot
of his information off the website.”
Project Truth also became concerned about the contact that Mr. Nadeau was

having with alleged victims. As mentioned in the section on Keith Jodoin, Mr.
Nadeau had some contact with complainant Marc Carriere, which may have
contributed to the charges against Mr. Jodoin being withdrawn.
On September 12, 2000, the CPS received a complaint from C-8, who claimed

that Mr. Nadeau had left a message on his answering machine, threatening to
publish certain information about his relationship with Ron Leroux, as well as the
assault against a teenage girl. The OPP investigated. A brief was submitted to
and reviewed by the Crown, which determined that no criminal offence had
taken place.
Mr. Nadeau’s website also became a major issue during the first trial of

Jacques Leduc. The OPP assisted the Crown in dealing with the matter.
The website was shut down onApril 13, 2001, but resurrected around February

15, 2002. The website is still in operation, but it has not been updated since Mr.
Nadeau’s death in 2006. Despite his concerns about the website, Detective
Inspector Hall said the following about Mr. Nadeau in his testimony, “I had great
compassion for the man, and he believed what he was doing was right and, you
know, he just took it too far.”
The site made information (and misinformation) widely available to the public,

and in the relatively small community of Cornwall, the website was a signifi-
cant source of gossip and innuendo. This type of citizen journalism had even
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more impact because the public was less knowledgeable about and familiar with
websites than it is today. In 2000, the Internet was a relatively new medium, and
the OPP also probably had little experience in handling this type of website.

Bill 103: Proposal for a Public Inquiry

In 2000, Mr. Guzzo began advocating for a public inquiry. He introduced Bill 103,
“AnAct to establish a commission of inquiry to inquire into the investigations by
police forces into sexual abuse against minors in the Cornwall area.” The bill
passed first reading on June 21, 2000.
Before 2000, Mr. Guzzo’s comments in the media were mainly directed at

perceived flaws in the Project Truth investigation. Around the time of his demands
for a public inquiry, Mr. Guzzo began suggesting that the OPP were either
incompetent or part of a cover-up, both to other members of the legislature and
in the media.
In order to gain support for his bill, Mr. Guzzo sent a letter to the other

members of the legislature in October 2000. This letter contained numerous
inaccuracies that formed the foundation for Mr. Guzzo’s claims of incompe-
tence or corruption. I will not set them all out here but will outline some of those
claims that relate to the OPP.
Mr. Guzzo stated in this letter that the Cornwall police had conducted a review

of complaints about a pedophile group in 1992 or 1993 and determined that
there was no impropriety. According to Mr. Guzzo, this finding was reviewed
by the Ottawa police, which determined it had no time to devote to the issue and
closed its file. It was reviewed again by the OPP who also found no evidence
of a pedophile ring. Mr. Guzzo then pointed out that the 115 charges laid by
Project Truth must have been overlooked in the previous investigations.
Mr. Guzzo was mistaken in these assertions. The mandate of Project Truth

was much broader than the previous investigations, which looked at a specific
complaint of abuse by one individual, a narrow conspiracy to obstruct justice, and
a possible extortion. The scope of the previous investigations are explained in
Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the Cornwall Police Service, and in an
earlier section of this chapter entitled “Commencement of Detective Inspector Tim
Smith’s 1994 Investigations”.
Other major issues raised by Mr. Guzzo included the missing materials that

were delivered to the Ministry of the Attorney General on April 7, 1997 (Mr.
Guzzo said they contained an inculpatory statement from a perpetrator, which was
incorrect), and the OPP’s delay in conducting investigations in Florida. I note
that both of these issues had been addressed by OPP investigators in their April
1999 interview with the Toronto Sun.
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Mr. Guzzo also claimed in this letter that he had met with 45 alleged victims
and that the OPP had stated it had interviewed about 900 alleged victims.Although
the OPP said it had taken hundreds of statements, it had not claimed to have
spoken with this many victims.
At the hearing, Detective Inspector Hall testified that the inaccuracies or

misleading statements in Mr. Guzzo’s letter could have been easily verified
“[i]f there was an effort put forward.”
Bill 103 passed second reading by a vote of 45 to 3 on October 12, 2000,

and was referred to committee. On October 16, 2000, Detective Inspector Hall met
with Detective Inspectors Chris Lewis and Klancy Grasman, and Marilyn Murray,
from the OPP’s media relations department, to discuss how to respond to Mr.
Guzzo’s allegations. Deputy Commissioner Lewis testified, “I was really gearing
up for a media strategy here. I wanted to get the facts out as opposed to the
misinformation that was out there.”
It was determined that Detective Inspectors Hall and Lewis would meet with

Mr. Guzzo, as arrangements were already underway for Detective Inspector Hall
and Mr. Guzzo to meet. They also determined that they needed to communicate
the facts both internally and to the public. Detective Inspector Hall was to prepare
a chart to respond to Mr. Guzzo’s claims. Detective Inspector Hall also prepared
an explanatory document for Ms Murray, in which he noted that there was no
evidence that the CPS was involved in a cover-up in the Silmser matter. Although
this was the conclusion that Detective Inspector Hall had reached in his conspiracy
investigation, it is noteworthy that he felt comfortable making this statement
given that at the time he was still awaiting a Crown opinion on his conspiracy brief.
It is unfortunate that the OPP did not develop a media strategy to respond to Mr.
Guzzo’s public claims much earlier.
The meeting between Mr. Guzzo and Detective Inspectors Hall and Lewis

took place at Queens Park on November 22, 2000. This was the only meeting that
Mr. Guzzo had with Detective Inspector Hall. Detective Inspector Hall testified
that he spent most of the meeting explaining the inaccuracies in Mr. Guzzo’s
comments and letters. Deputy Commissioner Lewis said that the conversation was
friendly, and that he explained to Mr. Guzzo that they were there to tell him that
he had been given some misinformation. Mr. Guzzo testified that during this
meeting Detective Inspector Hall pointed out a few issues where he was in error
and he acknowledged those errors.
However, Mr. Guzzo and Detective Inspector Hall offered conflicting testi-

mony on the rest of the items discussed during this meeting. One of these was
the issue of the names of alleged victims. According to Mr. Guzzo, they
discussed the names of some of the individuals that they had both spoken to and
confirmed that the names were the same. Detective Inspector Hall testified
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that he asked Mr. Guzzo to provide the names of other victims and he declined
to do so.
There was a discussion about the Ministry of the Attorney General’s binders

and the receipt Detective Inspector Hall had signed, which had appeared in the
newspaper. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he showed Mr. Guzzo the
indexes for the binders so that Mr. Guzzo could see what the OPP had and when.
According to Mr. Guzzo, the OPP’s explanation did not resolve his questions to
his satisfaction.
Mr. Guzzo recalls asking Detective Inspector Hall about registration slips

from Fort Lauderdale hotels. He testified that Detective Inspector Hall patted
his briefcase and said, “We have them,” but did not show him the slips. Mr.
Guzzo also said that Detective Inspector Hall told him that one of the slips had
Bishop LaRocque’s name on it. Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not
pat his briefcase, that he not have the registration slips with him, and that he
would not have said that Bishop LaRocque’s name was on the slips.
Detective Inspector Hall and Mr. Guzzo also discussed the destruction of the

videotapes. Mr. Guzzo testified that when asked about the tapes, Detective
Inspector Hall answered, “The man was dead. The man’s dead.You can’t prosecute
a dead man. The evidence wasn’t necessary.”
Mr. Guzzo had suggested in the legislature that the OPP were either in-

competent or part of a cover-up. Detective Inspector Hall’s notes of the meet-
ing state that Mr. Guzzo said that “was not his intent. He was referring to CPS.
He apologized to the OPP for his critical comments and misinformation.”
Mr. Guzzo, on the other hand, testified that he apologized for alleging that the
OPP was incompetent, but stated that he did not take back the alternative—
a cover-up.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he left the meeting with a feeling that

Mr. Guzzo was satisfied with the answers that the OPP had provided. He also left
with the feeling that Mr. Guzzo was genuinely concerned about alleged victims
of sexual abuse. Deputy Commissioner Lewis said that after the meeting, “we felt
comfortable that we had got the message across that we’d wanted to get across.”
Mr. Guzzo testified that he had sympathy for Detective Inspector Hall and his team
given how difficult the investigation was and the hesitancy of people to come
forward. Mr. Guzzo testified that he had a very positive impression of Detective
Inspector Hall and that he believed Detective Inspector Hall was working in
a straitjacket.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that Mr. Guzzo did not make any public

statements about Project Truth for a few months after this meeting, “But then
he carried on as if I’d never met with him.” Given the different views of the
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issues discussed or resolved at that meeting, in hindsight it would have been
prudent for the OPP to send Mr. Guzzo a letter confirming the contents of their
discussion. Mr. Guzzo’s bill for a public inquiry died on the order paper in the
months following this meeting.

Garry Guzzo’s Statements in the Legislature

Mr. Guzzo reintroduced his legislation calling for a public inquiry in May 2001
and reinvigorated his critique of Project Truth. He threatened to name some of the
alleged perpetrators who had not been charged in the legislature, where he would
have immunity from prosecution. Ultimately, he did not follow through with
this threat.
On June 27, 2001, Mr. Guzzo raised the issue of the Leroux/Seguin tapes in

the legislature. He stated that the OPP had seized:

a suitcase containing 24 or more pornographic movies. Some of
these were commercially edited and sold and some were homemade,
some from a camera mounted at the foot of the probation officer’s
bed ...

... this evidence, these films have been in the hands of the OPP
for over six years. The evidence has never been tendered in court
proceedings and indeed many of the predators in these movies, both
the commercial movies and the homemade movies, have never been
charged. I’d like to ask you, sir, where those films are located at this
time ...?

...

... on November 22 of last year, when I was debriefed by the OPP,
visited by Detective Inspector Hall, the lead investigator for Project
Truth, and one of his superiors from Orillia, I put that same question
to Detective Inspector Hall. Here was his answer. He said, “Mr. Guzzo,
we don’t have those tapes. We don’t have those films any more. We
destroyed them.”

I said, “No, no, you can’t destroy evidence in this province. That’s
against the law.” He said, “The man was dead; he wasn’t going to
be charged.”

I said, “What about the other people in the movies? What about the
kingpins of this organization who were also seen in those movies?
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He shrugged his shoulders, the same way he did when he couldn’t
explain the 115 charges that were missed three times.

Mr. Guzzo then declared that copies of the movies had been found and that a
citizens’ group had them. As mentioned above, other than telling Mr. Guzzo that
Ken Seguin was dead, Detective Inspector Hall denies making the statements
attributed to him.
Detective Inspector Hall responded by writing to Mr. Guzzo on July 18, 2001,

and asking him for assistance in determining who was in possession of the movies
mentioned in the legislature. Mr. Guzzo wrote back that he did not have copies
of the films and that he had not seen them. Mr. Guzzo stated that he had urged the
person who had the tapes to provide them to the OPP and stated that he would
contact this person again.
My findings in relation to the videotapes and their apparent destruction are set

out earlier in this chapter, but I repeat here that I neither heard nor saw any
evidence to suggest that the videotapes seized fromMr. Leroux’s home contained
proof of group pedophilic activity in Cornwall, or that a copy of the tapes exists
today. Mr. Guzzo acknowledged during his testimony at this Inquiry that he had
never seen the tapes nor spoken to anyone who had. In my view, given his lack
of information, the suggestion that the OPP destroyed evidence of the “kingpins”
of a pedophile ring engaged in criminal activity was extremely irresponsible.
It is unfortunate that Mr. Guzzo continued to make these suggestions after the
OPP attempted to address his concerns both in the media and in their meeting on
November 22, 2000.

Public Pressure toWrap Up the Investigation

Both Detective Inspector Hall and Deputy Commissioner Lewis testified that
the negative media attention, particularly from Mr. Guzzo, was generating public
pressure to wrap up Project Truth.
By the fall of 2000, the investigative phase of Project Truth had effectively

ended. The last Crown brief was submitted on July 20, 2000. The OPP was
waiting for an opinion from the Crown on this brief, as well as five others. The
delay in the review is discussed in the “Conspiracy Investigation” section of this
chapter and in Chapter 11.
Deputy Commissioner Lewis received a call from Chief Anthony Repa of

the CPS on December 6, 2000, and asked why the Crown Law Office was taking
so long to review the briefs, one of which related to the conspiracy investiga-
tion involving the CPS. Chief Repa mentioned that the CPS was getting beaten
up in the press. Deputy Commissioner Lewis told Chief Repa that he was wait-
ing to hear back from regional Crown James Stewart on the matter. Deputy
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Commissioner Lewis testified that he did not feel that the CPS was putting
pressure on him but rather, “It was just another indicator to me that this thing is
still hanging out there and it’s affecting a lot of people.”
An article appeared in the Standard-Freeholder on January 9, 2001, in which

the mayor of Cornwall, Brian Sylvester, stated that he wanted a report on Project
Truth to be delivered to City Council as soon as possible. The article noted that
a report on Project Truth was initially expected in October 2000. Deputy
Commissioner Lewis testified that he was unaware of any promise to deliver a
report, but said, “[T]here is [was] certainly a will by a number of people to have
this over and done with, including us [in] the OPP.”
In January 2001, Bishop LaRocque also made public statements requesting the

OPP to declare an end to its investigation. He was quoted in the Standard-
Freeholder asking for Project Truth to end “so the process of healing can begin.”
Deputy Commissioner Lewis stated at the hearing that there was a desire to

state publicly that the investigation was over. The negative publicity Project
Truth attracted had a bad effect on morale within the OPP. Deputy Commissioner
Lewis noted that it could discourage further victims from coming forward, and
it could harm the OPP’s reputation and ability to do its job more generally. In
addition, there was a concern that suspects needed to be treated fairly. I agree with
this concern. Delays in completing investigations can be difficult for all parties
involved, whether they are complainants or suspects.

Announcement of End of Project Truth

The OPP received an opinion from Crown Lorne McConnery on August 15,
2001, on the outstanding Crown briefs. Mr. McConnery recommended that no
charges be laid.
The OPP issued a press release onAugust 22, 2001, stating: “The OPP found

no evidence that a pedophile ring operated in the city. There is nothing to indicate
individuals operated in concert with each other to commit offences.” The press
release further declared, “All information provided to or uncovered by investigators
was followed up.”
This announcement did not quell public criticism. Mr. Guzzo continued to

insist that there was a pedophile ring operating in Cornwall and that the videotapes,
had they not been destroyed, would have provided enough evidence to convict all
those who were not charged in Project Truth. Mr. Guzzo also made new inaccurate
claims. In an article published September 9, 2001, Mr. Guzzo said that the
Ministry of the Attorney General had recently instructed the OPP not to lay
charges despite the fact that “Project Truth investigators ‘strongly recommended’
to the ministry that charges be laid against five men who [Mr. Guzzo] called
‘the kingpins’ behind the organized sexual abuse.”
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In addition, the OPP’s assertion that there was no ring was further under-
mined in September 2001 during trials involving the allegations made by Claude
Marleau. During Father Lapierre’s trial, he told the Court under cross-examination
that other priests had confided in him about sexually abusing boys. He did,
however, deny being part of a ring. During the George Lawrence trial, the media
reported that Mr. Marleau alleged he had been passed around “like a toy” between
the various accused.

Need for a Coordinated Media Strategy

As noted in Chapter 4, the media study conducted for this Inquiry concluded
that the most prevalent theme in coverage of historical sexual assault in Cornwall
was police ineffectiveness. The fact that the OPP were unable, or unwilling, to
correct some of the inaccuracies in the media (that Project Truth was focused
on uncovering a pedophile ring, that it was the continuation of three earlier
investigations, and that the numbers of victims coming forward was shocking)
probably contributed to the negative portrayal of the investigation.
The OPP failed to provide appropriate information to the community through

the media with respect to allegations of sexual abuse and the related investigations.
A coordinated media strategy is essential in maintaining public trust, ensuring a
smooth investigation, and minimizing inaccurate, exaggerated, and fear-inducing
messages. As Dr. Peter Jaffe testified:

The media is hungry for a story. If the media is seeking a story but
there’s no information available, if there’s no promise that there is a
group, you know, that’s going to share information on a timely basis
when it can be made public, it creates all kinds of speculation, all
kinds of stories that have no basis in fact.

Those dangers materialized during the Project Truth investigation when media
became overly focused on unsubstantiated rumours of a ring or “clan.” This led
to an effort by the OPP to downplay facts, which led in turn to much public
criticism. The OPP should have said what its real focus was and how that focus
was different from 1994.Accordingly, I recommend that in future special projects,
a communications plan be developed at the outset of any investigation. This
could be the responsibility of the media liaison designated for all cases that pass
the threshold for major case management. Developing a media strategy includes
clarifying roles and communication lines within and between agencies.
Guidelines for dealing with the media in large-scale, multi-victim, multi-

offender investigations were available at the time of Project Truth. I point in
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particular to the report produced following the completion of Project Jericho in
nearby Prescott, which included a section on how to handle the media. It is
unfortunate that these resources were not utilized.
A coordinated media strategy should be much easier for the OPP today.

I was heartened by the evidence of Deputy Commissioner Lewis, in particular
the following:

And organizationally now, the mindset—and we’ve engrained this [in]
everyone that we can—that we’ll tell the media all we can, except those
things that might jeopardize an investigation or may hurt the judicial
process in some way or identify a victim or witness unnecessarily.

So that mind shift is very, very prominent in the OPP. We have way
more people trained in media relations, including CIB inspectors.
They didn’t take a media relations course in those days. And that’s
no [dis]respect to Tim or Pat or anyone; that just wasn’t the way we
operated at the time. We weren’t going to tell anybody anything
anyway, so there wasn’t any much reason to train anybody.

But that’s changed a lot, too. And the CIB inspectors are expected to
be out there, not curtailed from being out there.

Conspiracy Investigation

As previously discussed, the mandate of Project Truth was to investigate the
allegations in the Fantino Brief. The brief contained a number of specific alle-
gations of sexual abuse. In addition, the brief contained a series of claims that
there was an organized group of sexual abusers who held prominent positions
within the community and were able to use these positions to stifle complaints
and investigations into sexual abuse. In particular, this group was allegedly
responsible for the illegal settlement that ended the investigation into David
Silmser’s complaint against Father Charles MacDonald in 1993. These people also
allegedly attended a number of locations together where they committed acts of
sexual abuse.
Although the public believed that the OPP was investigating whether or not

there was a group or ring of organized pedophiles operating in the Cornwall
area, I am of the view that the OPP’s investigation was much narrower, and was
very closely linked to the specific allegations contained in the Fantino Brief.
After reviewing the brief that was submitted to the Crown for review, as well as
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the statements taken by the investigating officers, I find that the OPP investi-
gated three distinct issues:

1. whether certain individuals were members of a group or “clan” of
pedophiles, who attended specific locations together and committed
sexual abuse there;

2. whether certain individuals conspired to obstruct justice with the
illegal settlement with David Silmser that resulted in halting the
investigation into Father MacDonald, and whether the conspiracy
was formed during a “VIP meeting” on Stanley Island in late
summer 1993; and

3. what happened to the pornographic tapes that were seized from
Ron Leroux’s residence in 1993.

The OPP was not investigating the larger issue of whether there was an
endemic problem of sexual abuse and whether prominent people were acting
together to perpetrate or cover up this abuse.

Mandate of the Conspiracy Investigation

At the April 24, 1997, meeting between the OPP and Crowns Peter Griffiths,
Robert Pelletier, and Murray MacDonald, it was decided that all the allegations
in the Perry Dunlop materials would be investigated. Detective Inspector Hall
testified that the conspiracy investigation was based on the Fantino Brief and
the April 7, 1997, letter from Perry Dunlop to the Solicitor General. Detective
Inspector Hall explained, “Well, this mandate was derived because of the meeting
with Mr. Griffiths, based on Perry Dunlop’s material ... We framed it fairly tightly.
We weren’t there to investigate everything else that happened.”

The “Clan of Pedophiles” Allegation

The first allegation was that there was an organized group, ring, or “clan” of
pedophiles. This allegation stemmed from the statements made by Ron Leroux
in the Fantino Brief and to the OPP in Orillia.
In his statements, Mr. Leroux named the members of this group and alleged

that they had a number of regular meeting spots, namely:

• Cameron’s Point;
• Birch Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a “pedophile strip” frequented
by under-aged prostitutes in Florida;

• the Saltaire Motel in Fort Lauderdale, Florida;
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• Malcolm MacDonald’s summer residence on Stanley Island;
• Ken Seguin’s house in Summerstown; and
• the St. Andrews Parish house.

Mr. Leroux claimed to have witnessed certain members of the clan abuse
young people in some, but not all, of these locations. The allegations of sexual
abuse were investigated separately by Project Truth rather than as part of its
conspiracy investigation. As outlined in previous sections of this chapter, charges
were laid against a number of alleged clan members, although not based on the
claims made by Mr. Leroux. Other complainants had come forward with allega-
tions against these individuals.
The Fantino Brief contained a number of statements from witnesses who

claimed that they had seen a number of the individuals named by Mr. Leroux at
some of the locations that he mentioned.

The Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice Allegation

The second allegation was that members of the clan had conspired to obstruct
justice by reaching an illegal settlement with David Silmser that caused him to
withdraw his complaint against Father MacDonald in 1993. This allegation was
similar to matters that were investigated by Detective Inspector Tim Smith in
1994, but the Fantino Brief contained an additional claim. Mr. Leroux alleged that
there was a “VIP meeting” at Malcolm MacDonald’s summer cottage on Stanley
Island in late August/early September 1993. Constable Dunlop pleaded in
the amended statement of claim of his civil suit that it was at this meeting that the
decision to enter into the illegal settlement with Mr. Silmser was reached.
Mr. Leroux said in his affidavit that he did not attend this meeting, but he saw

the participants arrive and was told about the meeting afterwards by Ken Seguin.

The Incriminating Videotapes Allegation

Mr. Leroux also alleged that in 1993, the OPP had seized pornographic videotapes
during a search of his home. Mr. Leroux claimed that Mr. Seguin told him that the
tape collection was his and that the tapes would “clinch” a conviction against
him for sexual assault. Mr. Leroux was told by the OPP that the tapes were going
to be destroyed.
MPP Garry Guzzo later alleged that the tapes were homemade and commer-

cial pornography, and that some of them contained the “kingpins” of the group
of pedophiles.
In the affidavit included in the Fantino Brief, Mr. Leroux did not allege that

any of the OPP officers involved in destroying the tapes were members of the clan.
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Although the tapes could have provided some evidence for charges against
members of the clan, this allegation is only loosely tied to the investigation of any
sort of conspiracy. Nonetheless, this investigation was contained in Project Truth’s
conspiracy brief.

Other Items Contained in the Conspiracy Crown Brief

The Crown brief also contained materials that were not directly related to any of
these three issues, and were not investigated by the OPP. For example, it contained
the receipts signed when Constable Dunlop delivered binders to three government
offices in April 1997, as well as materials from a Cornwall Police Service (CPS)
investigation into death threats uttered against Constable Dunlop’s daughter.

The Need for a Broader Mandate

It appears to me that Project Truth simply took Constable Dunlop’s theory of
what the conspiracy entailed and who was involved in it, and investigated it in
order to disprove it. The investigation was narrowly limited to an examination of
whether there was a group of abusers who met in the locations mentioned by
Mr. Leroux and who covered up one specific allegation of sexual abuse. If the OPP
could not find credible evidence that the particular events alleged by Mr. Leroux
had occurred, then it could conclude that there was no conspiracy, and thus no
pedophile ring operating in the Cornwall area.
The officers did not reflect upon Constable Dunlop’s materials and ask whether

Constable Dunlop had found a problem but misunderstood its nature. Nor did they
try to determine whether there were other ways that people could be assisting one
another in perpetrating or covering up allegations of sexual abuse, using the
Dunlop materials only as a starting point. It is my view that that the community
did not just want an answer about the Silmser case—they wanted to know if
there was an endemic problem of sexual abuse in their community and they
wanted to know if people were misusing their authority to perpetrate it or cover
it up. Although the Dunlop materials focused on the allegations of a ring, as well
as the settlement with David Silmser and the CPS decision to drop the investi-
gation, statements in the materials also insinuated that there were other instances
in which complaints had not been pursued or complainants were discouraged
from pursuing a complaint.
For example, in Constable Dunlop’s amended statement of claim, he pleads

that the Silmser settlement and CPS’s refusal to pursue the complaint were “part
of a greater conspiracy to keep a lid on allegations of sexual abuse involving
prominent individuals in Cornwall” and that the CPS and others “conspired to
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derail the investigation involving Father Charles MacDonald and the late Ken
Seguin as such an investigation would ultimately lead to the investigation of
several prominent individuals in the Cornwall community.”
Constable Dunlop also pleads that the Catholic Church had concealed sexual abuse

of children by priests and that “the suppression of the identity of sexual offenders
was purposely done to prevent the filing of both criminal and civil complaints.”
In addition, the Fantino Brief contained statements which suggested that there

were attempts to quash complaints beyond the Silmser settlement.
One of these was a statement from C-99, who alleged that her children had

been abused and that she had been told by a CPS officer that “it would be tough
to prove sexual assault given the age of the victim.” C-99 claimed that she then
sought legal advice from Malcolm MacDonald, who told her to “back off.”
Another statement in the Fantino Brief alleged that C-15 had asked Malcolm

MacDonald to lodge a complaint about abuse he had suffered at the St. Joseph’s
Training School in Alfred, but Mr. MacDonald “stalled continually and never
did proceed with the file.”
The Dunlop materials and Mr. Leroux’s statements also insinuated that various

perpetrators either passed children between them or, at least, were aware or
should have been aware that others were committing act of abuse. Alternatively,
they suggest that in the youth criminal justice system and the Church, young
people were exposed to and abused by a number of people working in those
institutions, and that people in these institutions ignored complaints of abuse.
Constable Dunlop’s April 7 letter mentions the case of Albert Roy, who was

abused by probation officer Nelson Barque. When Mr. Roy complained about
the abuse to Ken Seguin, he testified that Mr. Seguin then abused him.
The Fantino Brief contained a statement from Carole Deschamps, who said,

“Malcolm [MacDonald] and Ken [Seguin] shared a lot of clients,” and, “I believe
there was a nice little pedophile ring going until Perry Dunlop came along.
I believe that alot [sic] of people knew what was going on with Malcolm, Ken and
Father Charles [MacDonald].”
There was also a newspaper article included in the brief about Benoit Brisson’s

case against Father Gilles Deslauriers. Shortly after Mr. Brisson told the Bishop
about his abuse, the Bishop advised the Brissons that Father Deslauriers would
be removed from parish work and be sent for treatment. Notwithstanding this
promise, Father Deslauriers was seen working in another parish.
The materials Constable Dunlop provided thus could have been seen as an in-

dication that there was a larger problem that went beyond the David Silmser case.
Certainly, the wording of the mandate of Project Truth would have permitted

an investigation into these larger issues:
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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
conspired to obstruct justice in these matters.

However, the Project Truth investigators did not seem to turn their minds to
the possibility that a group of pedophiles could have been operating in Cornwall,
that institutions or individuals could have covered up complaints of abuse, or
that abusers could have been passing children between them, even if Constable
Dunlop and Mr. Leroux’s version of the conspiracy could not be proven or simply
was not true. If they had, the brief would have contained statements from victims
who had allegedly been introduced by an abuser to other abusers, such as, for
example, Claude Marleau, Keith Ouellette, and Robert Renshaw. It also would
have contained statements from people such asAlbert Roy and Robert Sheets, who
alleged that they were abused by a person in a position of authority after they
disclosed that they had been abused by someone else.
The brief did not contain the statements from C-15 or C-99, who alleged that

they had been discouraged by Malcolm MacDonald and by a CPS officer from
pursuing their complaints. Nor did it include the statement from C-21, who alleged
that he was abused at a cottage by Jean Luc Leblanc and Mr. MacDonald and that
he witnessed other children being abused.
Because the investigation into the conspiracy was limited to an investigation

into the theory presented by Constable Dunlop and Mr. Leroux, the OPP was
able to say only that the Dunlop/Leroux allegations were not true. The OPP
was not able to answer the broader question of public concern; that is, the
OPP was not able to reliably tell the public whether there was an organized
group of people abusing young people and misusing their positions within the
community to suppress complaints against them. The need to answer this ques-
tion was particularly pressing given the number of complainants who came
forward during the course of the investigation, the number of people accused
and arrested, and the connections, both social and institutional, among those
accused. The public’s perception of the investigation was dealt with in more
detail in the previous section, on the media.

Decision to Delay the Investigation

As previously discussed in this chapter, Detective Inspector Hall decided to delay
the conspiracy investigation until after the allegations of sexual assault had been
looked into.
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Project Truth began interviewing witnesses in this investigation in the summer
of 1998. The vast majority of the interviews were conducted in 1999 and 2000,
with the CPS being investigated in earnest starting in January 2000.
There were two main reasons behind the decision to delay the investigation.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that his priority was to investigate claims of

sexual abuse because, “I think crimes against a person are far more important
than a conspiracy investigation. He said that if he had given the conspiracy
investigation priority, it would have delayed the sexual abuse investigations.
The second reason was that the officers hoped that they could obtain infor-

mation in the course of their investigations into sexual abuse that would assist them
in the conspiracy investigation. Certainly, if other victims had come forward
who claimed that they had been abused by the clan members at the locations
mentioned by Mr. Leroux, this would have been useful information. As it turned
out, Detective Constable Joe Dupuis testified that they did not learn any useful
information during the sexual assault investigations that was put toward the con-
spiracy investigation. They did of course gain information from alleged victims
that would have assisted in a broader conspiracy investigation, had they been
looking at issues beyond the allegations made by Mr. Leroux.
However, the decision to delay the investigation created a number of problems

for Project Truth.
The first issue was that Project Truth had to maintain some distance from the

Cornwall Police Service, given that the CPS was being investigated as one of
the alleged conspirators. This became problematic in investigations where both
the CPS and the OPP were involved in investigating a particular suspect, and in
cases where a victim had allegations against multiple suspects that were divided
between the two forces.
The need to maintain a distance between the two police forces contributed

to some of the disclosure issues that arose during the Marcel Lalonde case. As
discussed previously in this chapter, CPS Constable René Desrosiers was
not aware of notes in Project Truth’s possession that related to C-8, one of the
alleged Lalonde victims that Constable Desrosiers was responsible for. An issue
arose in fall 1999 when defence counsel requested these notes and the trial had
to be adjourned.
It also became problematic when Constable Dunlop delivered nine banker’s

boxes of materials to the CPS in the spring of 2000. It became necessary for the
CPS to review the material in the boxes to determine whether they contained
materials that had to be disclosed in the Marcel Lalonde prosecution. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that he did not have concerns about the CPS reviewing the
boxes of material even though it was still under investigation for the conspiracy.
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It is my view, however, that he should have been concerned, given that the boxes
may have contained information that could have been relevant to the conspiracy.
It was possible that the CPS’s possession and review of these boxes could lead to
allegations or rumours that the CPS had tampered with materials in them. Crown
Shelley Hallett was cognizant of this fact and she made arrangements to transfer
the boxes to the Project Truth office.
Further, when the OPP transferred C-10’s allegations against Carl Allen to

the CPS, it did not give C-10’s complete statement to the CPS because the OPP
was uncomfortable sharing certain information while the CPS was under inves-
tigation for the conspiracy to obstruct justice.
The delay in the conspiracy investigation also meant that the OPP had to

maintain distance from the local CrownAttorney’s Office throughout the duration
of Project Truth. Crown Murray MacDonald was another one of the alleged
conspirators. This added to the difficulties in securing a dedicated Crown for
Project Truth cases.
An additional difficulty created by the delayed conspiracy investigation was

the fact that suspects were unwilling to give information to the police once they
had been charged with sexual abuse. Detective Inspector Hall explained that
he did not try to interview Jacques Leduc for this very reason. Furthermore, at
least one key witness/suspect, Malcolm Macdonald, died by the time the OPP
completed its investigation and thus the OPP could not use him to implicate
other conspirators.36

The delay of the conspiracy investigation also meant that the decision to charge
or not charge certain alleged perpetrators was delayed. Ms Hallett told Detective
Inspector Hall that she wanted to review the conspiracy brief before she reviewed
the briefs that related to Mr. Leroux and C-15’s allegations of sexual assault.
Finally, as discussed in the previous section of this chapter, the delay of the

conspiracy investigation added to the controversy in the media about the com-
petence of Project Truth’s investigation. In 1998 and 1999, a controversy arose
over the fact that certain key suspects witnesses had not yet been interviewed.
Indeed, these individuals had not been spoken to because the interviews of con-
spiracy witnesses had been strategically delayed. In addition, the OPP’s delay
in announcing a close to the conspiracy investigation allowed rumours in the
community about the conspiracy to grow, while the OPP came under attack from
various sources, such as Mr. Guzzo. By the time the OPP announced an end to its
investigation, its credibility had been undermined and the announcement did not
satisfy the public.
It is unfortunate that the lack of resources devoted to Project Truth by the

OPP forced Detective Inspector Hall to delay some investigations he was tasked
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with in favour of others. In hindsight, he should have asked for more resources
in order to complete this investigation more quickly.
However, given that Detective Inspector Hall was faced with a resource issue,

I find that he made a reasonable decision in prioritizing investigations into sexual
abuse over a conspiracy that had already been the subject of one investigation,
notwithstanding the difficulties that arose as a result of this decision.

The Set-Up of the Conspiracy Investigation

Although Detective Constable Dupuis held the title of lead investigator for the
conspiracy investigation, in practice the investigation was headed and directed by
Detective Inspector Hall. The other members of the Project Truth team also
participated in the case.
Detective Inspector Tim Smith’s role in the investigation was quite limited,

because he had retired by the time the investigation was fully underway. He
participated in only two interviews.
The investigation included a review of the statements that had been taken

throughout Project Truth and during Detective Inspector Smith’s 1994 investigation.
The officers re-interviewed some people who had been previously interviewed,
and they conducted interviews of witnesses who were not interviewed in 1994.
The primary method of investigation was statement taking. Detective Inspector

Hall testified that traditional methods of investigating a conspiracy, such as
wiretaps and surveillance, could not be used in this case, primarily due to costs
and a lack of manpower. Detective Inspector Hall did not think that he would
be able to obtain a court’s authorization to use these methods to investigate a
historical conspiracy.
I disagree. The police do not need a court order to conduct surveillance. There

may have been some value in conducting surveillance of the key meeting places
of the clan in order to find corroboration for Mr. Leroux’s story, and to possibly
detect any ongoing abuse occurring there. While some of the allegations made by
Mr. Leroux were very old, he also alleged that the group had met on Stanley
Island as recently as 1993, only four years before the beginning of Project Truth.

Investigation of the “Clan of Pedophiles” Allegation

The first aspect of the conspiracy investigation was the allegation that there was
a group or “clan” of pedophiles operating in the Cornwall area, and that this
group met at a number of different locations, such as the parish house in
St. Andrews, Ken Seguin’s house, MalcolmMacDonald’s cottage, and the Saltaire
Motel in Fort Lauderdale. These allegations were derived from the affidavits
and statements made by Mr. Leroux, and from other statements contained in the
Fantino Brief.

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 801



Allegations about sexual abuse committed by the alleged clan members were
investigated separately from the conspiracy investigation, and separate Crown
briefs were prepared where such briefs were warranted. Charges were laid against
alleged clan members Father Charles MacDonald, Malcolm MacDonald, and
Jacques Leduc. In other cases, a Crown brief was prepared but the officers
determined that they did not have reasonable and probable grounds for charges.
A number of other people were accused by Mr. Leroux as being members of

the clan, yet no complainants came forward during Project Truth alleging that these
people had committed acts of abuse. No Crown briefs were prepared for these
alleged clan members, no doubt because there were no individual complaints
against them, other than Mr. Leroux’s allegation that they belonged to the group.

Method of the Investigation

The OPP interviewed all of the individuals named by Mr. Leroux in paragraph six
of his affidavit as attending the various meeting places of the clan of pedophiles.
Some of these people were complainants who alleged that they had been abused
by individuals named by Mr. Leroux as members of the clan. Others did not
disclose witnessing or experiencing any abuse. All of the alleged members of
the clan were also interviewed. It does not appear that the OPP ever cautioned any
of these people during these interviews. Not all of these statements were included
in the Crown brief.
For many of the interviews, the officers prepared a list of questions that focused

on determining whether the person knew any of the other alleged clan members,
and whether that individual had been to any of the alleged meeting places of the
group. The questions were modified somewhat for each person who was inter-
viewed, but they were similar because many of the people were allegedly seen at
the same places or events.
I agree with the OPP’s approach, because in order to address Mr. Leroux’s

allegations, the OPP had to assess whether the alleged clan members knew one
another and whether they had been to any of the locations where Mr. Leroux
alleged he had seen them.
However, I find that the questions asked during these interviews were super-

ficial; it appeared that the officers were simply going through the motions. The
set list of questions was asked in sequence, often with little or no follow-up,
particularly in exploring the nature and depth of people’s connections with
one another.
I also find that the questions lacked subtlety and lent themselves to denials. It

is worth noting that many of the people who were being interviewed would have
seen Constable Dunlop’s statement of claim, given that they were being sued
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by him. Father Kevin Maloney told the interviewing officers this, saying, “That’s
why I’m not shocked by the questions you’re asking, I know where you are
going.” Thus I question the method of running the suspects sequentially through
the list of the alleged clan members and clan locations, given that it would
have been clear to many of the interviewees what information the OPP would have
needed to make their case.
It also puzzles me why the officers asked questions such as, “Have you

heard of the term, ‘Clan of Pedophiles’? Can you give me your opinion on
this matter?” Questions like this cause me to question the objectivity of this part
of the investigation.

Investigation of Allegations in Fort Lauderdale, Florida

According to Mr. Leroux, members of the clan were known to frequent the
Saltaire Motel, as well as a “pedophile strip” on BirchAvenue, in Fort Lauderdale,
Florida. Mr. Leroux claimed to have witnessed abuse perpetrated at the motel
by Malcolm MacDonald and a priest named Richard Orlando, who the OPP later
discovered was deceased.
On March 20, 1999, an article appeared in the Ottawa Sun in which

MPP Garry Guzzo criticized the OPP for failing to interview the owner of the
Saltaire Motel. Mr. Guzzo also claimed to have seen “registries from motels
on a strip of Ft. Lauderdale, Fla., notorious for its underage male prostitutes”
that contained “many of the names” of people who were related to the Project
Truth investigation.
It was only as a result of the media coverage that Detective Inspectors Hall and

Smith went to Fort Lauderdale in May 1999 to interview the motel owner. When
asked whether these allegations fell within Project Truth’s mandate, Detective
Inspector Hall responded that “we had no jurisdiction in Florida.” He pointed
out, however, that there was significant concern in the media and also that
Detective Inspector Smith was already in Florida to testify at a murder trial.
During their trip, Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall went to the Fort

Lauderdale Police Department and provided the names of the individuals iden-
tified by Mr. Leroux. A computer search revealed that none of these people had
come to the attention of the Fort Lauderdale police. The police also advised that
they had not received any complaints about sexual incidents occurring at the
Saltaire Motel; the only complaint on file was a theft in 1994.
Detective Inspectors Smith and Hall then attempted to interview the owner of

the Saltaire Motel, but he refused to answer any questions. The officers were
able to speak to his wife. She did not give a statement, but she agreed to answer
a written questionnaire that would be sent to her later by mail.
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Detective Inspector Hall prepared and mailed a list of questions. Among other
things, he asked whether certain alleged perpetrators had been to the motel. The
motel owner replied that the only people on the list who had stayed at the motel
were Mr. Leroux, Richard Orlando, and Malcolm MacDonald. He also sent the
guest registration slips for these visits. In his reply, the owner told Detective
Inspector Hall that Mr. Guzzo had not been to the motel nor viewed the registration
slips. The owner said that he had never witnessed any sexual misconduct by
guests staying at his motel.
The OPP did not interview the person who owned the motel before 1986, nor

did the officers obtain registration slips prior to this date. Nor did they interview
the former bookkeeper of the motel whom Mr. Guzzo testified that he spoke
with, although the OPP may not have known of this bookkeeper at the time.
Although any incidents of abuse that occurred in Florida would be outside

the OPP’s jurisdiction, in my view the OPP should have informed their American
counterparts of the allegations when they became aware of them in 1997. This
would have allowed Florida police to investigate if they found it necessary, and
would have alerted them to the possibility that Canadians were travelling to
Florida in order to abuse children.
Given the limited resources afforded to Project Truth, I do not find it unrea-

sonable that the investigators did not originally intend to visit Florida. However,
they could have taken other investigative steps short of travelling to Fort Lauder-
dale, including organizing a telephone interview or a written survey (as they
later did) to obtain information about whether any of the suspects had been
guests of the motel. Doing so might have prevented the criticism that ultimately
convinced Detective Inspectors Hall and Smith to make the trip.

The Problem With Investigating the “Clan of Pedophiles” Allegation

There was a fundamental conceptual difficulty with this portion of the investigation
undertaken by the OPP. Proving that certain people had a personal or a professional
relationship is obviously not enough to establish a criminal conspiracy. In order
to lay a criminal charge, the police must be able to prove that these people acted
in concert in some way to perpetrate or cover up allegations of sexual abuse.
Thus, establishing that certain people attended Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage,

Ken Seguin’s residence, the St. Andrews Parish house, or the Saltaire Motel does
nothing more than provide some corroborating evidence for Mr. Leroux’s story.
The police must be able to demonstrate that abuse actually occurred at that place,
with that person present, and that the person participated in the abuse or knew
about the abuse that was being perpetrated by others, or that when these people
were together they were conspiring to commit criminal offences.
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Without information from complainants of abuse or from informants, this would
be very difficult to establish. Unfortunately, the only complainant and informant who
alleged he knew of the “clan” abusing people in these locations was Mr. Leroux,
whom the OPP found not to be credible. No one else came forward to substan-
tially corroborate Mr. Leroux’s claims. I comment on Mr. Leroux’s credibility in
the section “Investigations of Complaints of Ron Leroux and C-15.”

Investigation of the Silmser Settlement

The Stanley Island Meeting

Ron Leroux alleged that in late August/early September 1993, there was a “VIP
meeting” at Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage on Stanley Island. Mr. Leroux did not
attend this meeting, but he claimed that Ken Seguin told him after the meeting that
the allegations against Mr. Seguin were “settled.” In his amended statement of
claim, Constable Dunlop pleaded that the purpose of this meeting was to reach
a settlement with David Silmser for his claims against both Father MacDonald and
Mr. Seguin, and to terminate the criminal investigation into these allegations.
The alleged participants named by Mr. Leroux were all interviewed by the

OPP. Bishop Eugène LaRocque provided an alibi, telling the officers that he was
attending a meeting of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops in Ottawa
the weekend of the alleged meeting. The OPP did not follow up and confirm
this alibi until requested to do so by Crown Lorne McConnery in July 2001.
Although this new allegation about the Stanley Island meeting was a major

focus of the conspiracy investigation, the OPP also re-investigated the parties
who had been investigated in 1994 by Detective Inspector Smith in relation to the
Silmser settlement.

The Lawyers

The OPP took a second look at the roles of the lawyers who were involved in
reaching the settlement with Mr. Silmser. Unlike in 1994, the Project Truth team
spoke to Malcolm MacDonald’s and Jacques Leduc’s legal assistants.
Mr. MacDonald was interviewed on November 18, 1998, and on December 17,

1999, just prior to his death. It is worth noting that by this time, he had pleaded
guilty to attempting to obstruct justice for his role in the settlement.
Mr. Leduc was not interviewed. Detective Inspector Hall believed that

he was not likely to agree to an interview, given that he had been charged
for sexual abuse. While this may have been the case, it is my view that the
officers should have at least attempted to conduct the interview. There was no
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harm in doing so, and they might have obtained some useful information for
their investigation.
Sean Adams, the lawyer who provided independent legal advice to David

Silmser, was not re-interviewed.
Most of the new information obtained in this portion of the investigation

thus came from Mr. MacDonald and from Mr. Leduc’s former legal assistant,
Hélène Jones.

Idea for the Settlement

In his interviews with Project Truth, Malcolm MacDonald told the OPP that he
attended a meeting at the request of Mr. Leduc or the Bishop at which the three
of them discussed making a settlement. According to Mr. MacDonald, Monsignor
Donald McDougald was also present. Mr. MacDonald said that they never
explicitly discussed the fact that the settlement would cause the criminal charges
to be dropped, but that it was understood as the purpose of the settlement.
Bishop LaRocque testified, to the contrary, that he explicitly said in front of

both Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Leduc that he did not want the settlement to interfere
with the criminal process. The OPP should have been suspicious about the fact
that the Diocese was interested in entering a civil settlement in the absence of a
civil action or the concrete possibility of a lawsuit. There was a real need to
explore what each of the parties believed that the settlement would achieve.

Drafting and Exchange of Settlement Document

In 1994, both Malcolm MacDonald and Mr. Leduc told the OPP that Mr. Leduc
provided a precedent for the settlement, then Mr. MacDonald drafted the docu-
ment, Mr. Leduc reviewed it and suggested changes, and Mr. MacDonald prepared
the final version.
Mr. MacDonald told Project Truth that the word “criminal” was in the version

of the settlement document that he sent Mr. Leduc for review. Mr. Leduc had
reviewed the document thoroughly, in Mr. MacDonald’s view, because Mr. Leduc
sent back very detailed changes including minute differences in wording. Mr.
MacDonald said that he made these requested changes, and only these changes,
before he sent the final version of the document back to Mr. Leduc. Mr.
MacDonald did not say this to the police when he was interviewed by Detective
Inspector Smith in 1994. When Mr. Leduc was interviewed in 1994, he said that
he made some minor changes to some of the document’s wording, but that if
the word “criminal” was there, he missed it.
One of Mr. Leduc’s former assistants, Hélène Jones, provided further infor-

mation about the draft settlement documents. She was interviewed by Detective
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Constable Dupuis on August 9, 2000. A few hours after the interview, Ms Jones
called the OPP and told Detective Constable Dupuis that at the time of the
settlement, she used a Xerox memory typewriter that was able to retain a limited
amount of text in its memory. According to Detective Constable Dupuis’ notes,
“after document was typed, Jacques asked Hélène to erase the memory of the
typewriter with reference to this document.”
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not take steps to obtain copies of

the correspondence or draft agreements that went between Mr. Leduc’s office
and Mr. MacDonald’s office. He did not ask the lawyers to voluntarily provide
them, and he did not obtain a search warrant for these materials. It surprises me
that Detective Inspector Hall did not think he had reasonable and probable
grounds to obtain a warrant, given Mr. MacDonald’s admission that draft copies
of the settlement agreement had passed between the two offices.
It is also unfortunate that, just like Detective Inspector Smith, Detective

Inspector Hall did not obtain a fax from Mr. Leduc to Mr. MacDonald that
contained a draft settlement with handwritten notations. It is similar to the final
settlement document but does not contain the illegal clause in paragraph two.
Instead, there is a handwritten note indicating where paragraph two should be
inserted, without the text of this paragraph, and the later paragraphs are
renumbered. This document was disclosed by Mr. Leduc in a subsequent civil
proceeding. Detective Inspector Hall admitted that this document would have
been useful in his investigation.
In addition, Detective Inspector Hall repeated the error made by Detective

Inspector Smith in failing to obtain documentation that could have indicated
where the settlement monies came from.

Reconsideration of Jacques Leduc as a Suspect

Detective Inspector Hall testified that the fact that Mr. Leduc had been charged
for alleged abuse did not cause him to reassess Mr. Leduc’s motives in 1993 and
think that perhaps Mr. Leduc had something to gain in reaching this illegal
settlement. He obviously did not consider the possibility that Mr. Leduc could have
been afraid that charges against Father MacDonald might have encouraged other
alleged victims to come forward to accuse their abusers.
Crown Lorne McConnery had a very different view. Upon reviewing the brief,

he noted:

It is quite clear that Mr. Leduc, having been subsequently charged with
sexual assaults himself, is not necessarily the person he was considered
to be in 1994. This subsequent investigation of both Leduc and
Malcolm MacDonald put them both in a different light.
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In retrospect, Leduc and Malcolm MacDonald could clearly be seen
to have their own personal agenda in getting Mr. Silmser to sign this
agreement in 1993. Without the evidence of Malcolm MacDonald, is
there really a case to pursue against Leduc?

Mr. McConnery testified that once Mr. MacDonald died in December 1999,
it would have been difficult to make a case against Mr. Leduc. However, the
OPP should have made efforts to obtain all of the relevant documentation and then
decided whether there was sufficient evidence to proceed in the absence of
Mr. MacDonald’s testimony.

Role of Sean Adams

It does not appear that the OPP reconsidered the role of Sean Adams, either,
despite new information that they received from Malcolm MacDonald.
Mr. Adams told Detective Inspector Smith in 1994 that David Silmser had

approached him and asked him to provide independent legal advice. Mr. Adams
said that Mr. Silmser was a former client. He also said that he did not discuss the
matter with Mr. MacDonald prior to the settlement, other than to set up a meet-
ing at his office.
However, Mr. MacDonald told the Project Truth investigators that he had

asked Mr. Adams to give Mr. Silmser independent legal advice. He also said
that the two men had not met before.
Notwithstanding this important discrepancy, Mr.Adams was not re-interviewed

during the Project Truth investigation.
By 2000, the OPP also would have been aware that Mr. MacDonald had

instructed Mr.Adams to hold the settlement monies for Mr. Silmser in escrow until
Mr. Silmser advised the police that he did not want to proceed with charges.
This document was appended to Constable Dunlop’s will-state. It certainly calls
into question Mr. Adams’ role in the settlement, as it demonstrates that Mr.
Adams knew or ought to have known that the payment was contingent on charges
being dropped. In addition, Mr. Adams witnessed David Silmser sign the direc-
tion to the CPS to terminate its investigation.

The Dioceseʼs Understanding of the Effects of the Settlement

The OPP re-interviewed the Diocesan officials who had been interviewed in
1994: Bishop LaRocque, Monsignor McDougald, Gordon Bryan, and Father
Denis Vaillancourt. Detective Inspector Hall testified that the officers approached
Father MacDonald during the conspiracy investigation but he refused to be inter-
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viewed. He had already been arrested for charges related to sexual abuse by the
time Project Truth began.
The OPP received considerable evidence from these interviews to support

Malcolm MacDonald’s assertion that the parties who decided to enter the civil
settlement with Mr. Silmser understood that it would result in the suppression of
criminal charges.
Although the officers did not interview Father Charles MacDonald, the OPP

had some evidence from the 1994 investigation that suggested that he understood
that the effect of the settlement was that the charges against him would be
dropped. He told Detective Constable Michael Fagan in 1994:

Sometimes people in high profile positions panic at the thought of
their name being publically [sic] connected to a crime, especially
sexual assault rather than go through the agony of proving there
[sic] innocence and enduring the stigma they are willing to buy the
accusers silence ...

In Bishop LaRocque’s interview with Project Truth, the Bishop said that
Mr. Leduc and Mr. MacDonald explicitly told him that the settlement would
only relate to a civil case and would not affect the criminal process:

[T]hey convinced me that it would be good for the Diocese, and for
Father Charles, and for David SILMSER, if we were to settle this
thing out of court. The civil effects, but they assured me that there
was nothing to do with the criminal effects of the case.

This comment is a significant change from the Bishop’s viewpoint in 1994. At
that time, he told Detective Inspector Smith that the lawyers told him that the
settlement would avoid scandal, preserve Father MacDonald’s reputation, and
allow the priest to continue his work. The Bishop denied, however, that in return
for the money, Mr. Silmser was not to bring charges against Father MacDonald.
I would note that at the hearings Bishop LaRocque testified that the lawyers

told him that the settlement would allow Father MacDonald to continue his
ministry, but that the complainant would remain free to follow the criminal
process. He also testified that the settlement would keep things quiet and avoid
scandal.
I fail to see how a civil settlement would avoid scandal, protect Father Mac-

Donald’s reputation, and allow him to keep working if criminal charges were
eventually laid.
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It is unfortunate that the officers did not present this discrepancy to the Bishop
and probe the issue further with him in their interview. Clearly the Bishop’s
intentions in reaching the settlement and the representations made to him by the
lawyers were key issues in determining whether anyone other than Mr. MacDonald
believed that the purpose of the settlement was to force David Silmser to withdraw
his criminal complaint.
In addition, the officers had information that Detective Inspector Smith had

obtained from Nancy Seguin in 1994 that the Bishop told her that “David Silmser
in return for the money was to stay quiet and not bring charges against Fr.
Charlie.” No statement was taken from her then, and given the new information
obtained and the broader re-investigation, she was someone who could and
perhaps should have been fully and properly interviewed.
The bursar, Gordon Bryan, told the officers that the purpose of the settlement

was “so that Father Charlie would not be embarrassed by ah, all of this ah, kind
of allegations coming out in the press.”
Father Vaillancourt told the police, “[T]he decision was made to, to give

him money to save the reputation of Father MacDONALD whether he was guilty
or not.”
Monsignor McDougald was interviewed twice by Project Truth, once in

relation to Mr. Leroux’s allegations about sexual abuse, and once in relation to the
settlement with Mr. Silmser. In the latter interview, Monsignor McDougald
denied having anything to do with the settlement and said that it was a matter
between the Bishop and the lawyers.

David Silmserʼs Perspective

It does not appear to me that the officers approached the investigation from
the perspective of understanding why David Silmser wrote the direction he
did and then went to the Cornwall Police Service and dropped the complaint.
Clearly he believed that he had to do this in order to receive the $32,000 payment.
In addition, it is clear from his interview with the Children’s Aid Society in
November 1993, a copy of which the OPP had had since 1994, that Mr. Silmser
thought he would lose the $32,000 payment for talking to anyone, including
the police or CAS, about his allegations. He was not interviewed as part of the
conspiracy investigation.
Detective Inspector Hall explained that he did not interview Mr. Silmser

because “David Silmser at that point had been interviewed several times by
police officers ... and he wasn’t too receptive.” He added that if Mr. Silmser
had any useful information, “I’m sure if he had he would have told us.” I find this
explanation wholly unsatisfactory. Even though the police had a difficult time
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dealing with Mr. Silmser, at the very least an attempt could have been made to
interview him.
Furthermore, the OPP did not explore the issue with the various other people

involved in the settlement. Neither Mr. Leduc nor Mr. Adams were interviewed,
and neither Bishop LaRocque nor Malcolm MacDonald were asked for many
details about the conversations they had with each other or Mr. Silmser around
the time of the settlement, or why Mr. Silmser would have believed that he had
to drop the charges.

Interviews of CPS Officers

One of the biggest differences between Detective Inspector Smith’s 1994 inves-
tigation into the conspiracy to obstruct justice and Project Truth’s investigation
into the matter was the fact that Project Truth interviewed and obtained police
notes from most of the CPS officers involved. Detective Inspector Hall and
Detective Constable Dupuis attempted to interview Constable Heidi Sebalj, but
she was on sick leave at that time and declined to be interviewed. This is an
unfortunate gap, given that Constable Sebalj was a key witness. It is equally
unfortunate that she was unable to testify at this Inquiry.
The officers were provided with a list of written questions just prior to their

interviews. Detective Constable Dupuis testified this was not normal procedure
but that the purpose of this was to give the officers “a feel of where we were
going to, to assist them in their thought process.” This in my view, is unaccept-
able. Differential treatment should be discouraged, and the OPP should, except
in exceptional circumstances, employ the same procedures when interviewing
police officers as when interviewing anyone else.
I have only a few comments to make about these interviews.
I find it unfortunate that the OPP did not obtain the officers’ notes prior to

interviewing some of the other alleged suspects who had interactions with the
officers, such as Murray MacDonald and Malcolm Macdonald. The OPP asked
for and obtained the notes around the time of the CPS interviews in January and
February 2000.
I also find it surprising that the OPP did not already have the notes of cer-

tain officers, particularly those who had contacts with David Silmser, such as
Sergeant Ron Lefebvre. These notes may have been necessary to disclose to
the defence in the Father MacDonald trial, an issue that I address elsewhere in
this chapter.
I find that the issues raised by Constable Dunlop in his statement of claim

and in his other materials were addressed during the interviews with the CPS
officers and the OPP received reasonable explanations.
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Detective Inspector Hall testified that he did not think that it was a real possi-
bility that the officers were corrupt and had done the things that Constable Dunlop
had alleged.
All of the officers were interviewed in early 2000, with the exception of

Chief Claude Shaver. Chief Shaver was interviewed on July 9, 1999. Detective
Inspector Hall told Chief Shaver at the outset of the interview that he was “being
interviewed strictly as a witness.” I am surprised by this comment, given that
in 1994, Detective Inspector Smith believed that Chief Shaver would have
had to have been involved in the conspiracy in order for it to work. It appears
that the OPP was deviating from its typical practice of interviewing the key
suspect last by interviewing Chief Shaver before the conspiracy investigation
was well underway. Given what Chief Shaver was told, and the types of ques-
tions that were put to him, I question whether Project Truth ever considered
him to be a suspect.

Interview of Crown Murray MacDonald

As part of the conspiracy investigation, the OPP purportedly took a second look
at Crown Attorney Murray MacDonald’s role in advising the CPS to not lay
charges against Father Charles MacDonald in 1993. The actions that were taken
by Crown MacDonald at that time are explored in detail in Chapter 11, “Institu-
tional Response of the Ministry of the Attorney General.”
Murray MacDonald was re-interviewed by Detective Inspectors Hall and

Smith on December 17, 1998.
For the most part, the interview dealt with the allegations raised by Mr. Leroux.

They questioned Murray MacDonald about whether he had been at a party at
St. Andrews Parish, whether he had been at Ken Seguin’s house, whether he had
been at Malcolm MacDonald’s cottage, and whether he knew of a cottage owned
by a priest or Bishop at Cameron’s Point. The officers asked Murray MacDonald
only a few questions about his role in the David Silmser matter. In fact, Detective
Inspector Smith said, “[I]n 1994 we interviewed you in regard to um, your part,
or your knowledge of a settlement that took place between a David SILMSER and
ah, the Diocese of Cornwall. Um. I don’t plan to ah, re-address that issue. We’re
satisfied with the results of that investigation.”
The questions that were asked about the events surrounding the settlement

were highly leading. Some of them seemed to be in direct response to media
allegations. For example, Detective Inspector Smith asked Murray MacDonald
about whether he provided a written opinion, saying, “[I]t’s alleged that all of this
was done in secret. But there is documentation ... both between yourself and the
Cornwall police, in regard to these allegations ... and this is prior to ah, Perry
Dunlop getting involved.”
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It was not, in my view, a probing interview. There was no attempt to obtain
new evidence about the events surrounding the settlement, including Murray
MacDonald’s conversations with Mr. Leduc and MalcolmMacDonald around the
time of the settlement, and his conversations with Chief Shaver after the settlement.
Detective Inspector Smith admitted during the hearing that he did not view

Murray MacDonald as a suspect in 1998. This is clear both from the leading
questions he asked during the interview as well as from the nature of some of the
questions. For example, Detective Inspector Smith asked:

[C]an you give us your ah, your stand on, and your position you take on
sexual abuse, within your jurisdiction, and some, perhaps, some of the
experiences, some of the things that you’ve had to do that, that um, have
ah, would indicate your integrity?

This interview demonstrates the problem with tasking Detective Inspector
Smith to revisit his previous investigation. Clearly he had made up his mind
about certain people, and the issues were not addressed from a fresh perspec-
tive. Furthermore, Detective Inspector Smith had worked with Murray MacDonald
during the prosecutions that arose from the investigation into the St. Joseph’s
Training School in Alfred. In hindsight, it was not wise to assign this task to
Detective Inspector Smith.
This view of Murray MacDonald may also explain why Detective Inspector

Smith did not see a problem with his presence at the April 24, 1997, meeting at
the formation of Project Truth.
It appears that Detective Inspector Hall had a slightly different view. He

testified that Murray MacDonald could have been a suspect but was being
interviewed as a witness. If he said anything inculpatory, Detective Inspector
Hall would have cautioned him.
It is my view that the OPP was not justified in immediately ruling Murray

MacDonald out as a suspect in this case, at least not prior to a complete investi-
gation. As mentioned in Chapter 11, his actions in this matter were not without
flaws, as he should not have written the opinion letter to the CPS without a full
review of all of the investigative materials, including possibly the settlement,
and given that he had declared a conflict of interest. Rather than advising the
CPS that they could not have proceeded with an unwilling complainant, he should
have encouraged them to discover why Mr. Silmser wanted to drop the complaint,
and he should have been wary that counsel for the other parties involved in the
settlement were contacting him and the investigating officer.
Although the OPP may have reached the same conclusion as in 1994, this

interview demonstrates that the OPP did not attempt to re-evaluate Murray
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MacDonald’s role in the alleged conspiracy. The objective of this interview was
to address Mr. Leroux’s allegations against him, rather than conduct a fresh
re-investigation of the David Silmser matter.

Destruction of Videotapes Found in Ron Leroux’s Home

The issue of the tapes was raised in several of the affidavits and statements given
to Constable Dunlop that were included in the Fantino Brief. My concerns about
the destruction of these tapes are more fully set out earlier in this chapter, in the
section “Videotapes Found in Ron Leroux’s House by the OPP.”
In his affidavit dated November 13, 1996, Mr. Leroux states that the OPP

searched his house in November 1993 and seized a suitcase containing porno-
graphic tapes. Mr. Leroux said that Ken Seguin later told him that “these tapes
would ‘clinch’ a conviction against him.” Mr. Leroux did not say that any other
members of the clan were on the tapes. In his statement to the OPP in Orillia,
Mr. Leroux mentioned that there were people other than Ken Seguin on the tapes
and that Mr. Seguin had told him that “a lot of people were going down” if the
tapes were discovered. C-8 mentioned the seizure of the tapes in his statement in
the Fantino Brief, although he did not say anything about what was on them.
Gerald Renshaw said that Mr. Seguin told him that he “had to get rid of some
videotapes that would implicate him.”
The Project Truth investigators interviewed the officers who seized the tapes,

the officers who viewed them, and their supervising officer in fall 1998 and early
winter 1999. They did not, however, interview the caretaker who had, according
to Constable Steve McDougald, destroyed the tapes.
The tapes became a major issue in the media in the summer of 2001 when MPP

Garry Guzzo mentioned in the legislature that pornographic tapes containing
evidence of the “kingpins” of the pedophile network operating in Cornwall had
been destroyed by the OPP. Mr. Guzzo also stated that the tapes had been found
and that a citizen’s group had them.
By this point in time, the Crown brief in the conspiracy investigation had

already been submitted and was being reviewed. Lorne McConnery wrote to
Detective Inspector Hall on July 11, 2001, and requested that he ascertain whether
the tapes still existed and obtain them if they did. Detective Inspector Hall
interviewed Carson Chisholm and wrote to Mr. Guzzo about the matter. Both
denied having copies of the tapes. Mr. Guzzo told Detective Inspector Hall that
he would attempt to contact the person who could provide them, but Detective
Inspector Hall testified that he did not hear back from Mr. Guzzo about this.
Mr. Guzzo continued to raise the issue of the tapes in the press after Project

Truth announced that its investigation was over, and he alleged that the OPP
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would have been able to convict all those who had not been charged had the
tapes not been destroyed.
It is unfortunate that the OPP’s investigation into the destruction of the tapes

did not silence the public speculation about what was on them. This is one of
several issues where the OPP did not respond well to media reports.

Submission of the Crown Brief

The Crown brief for the conspiracy investigation was submitted on July 20,
2000. The brief consisted of nine volumes of materials and was over 3,000
pages long. This was the largest Crown brief prepared during the Project Truth
investigation.
On top of the investigative materials that were included, Detective Inspector

Hall and Detective Constable Dupuis prepared three summary documents: a
timeline, a synopsis, and a document called, “Allegations of Constable Perry
Dunlop.” Each of these documents is described in detail below.
The first volume of the brief contained these summary materials, as well as the

materials upon which the investigation was based, namely Constable Dunlop’s
statement of claim and his April 7, 1997, letter to the Solicitor General. Volumes
2 to 6 contained statements from civilian witnesses, organized alphabetically.
Volumes 7 and 8 contained statements and notes from police officers. Finally,
Volume 9 contained some of the documentary evidence that surrounded the
Silmser settlement. It also contained materials that were not directly connected
to the issues under investigation by the OPP, such as the death threats against
Constable Dunlop’s daughter. It remains unclear to me why some of these
materials were added to this voluminous brief.

Timeline

The timeline set out the facts underlying the alleged obstruction of justice in the
Silmser case, beginningwith his complaint and endingwith the termination ofDetective
Inspector Smith’s investigation in 1994. The document was prepared by Detective
Constable Dupuis and was reviewed and approved by Detective Inspector Hall.
Detective Constable Dupuis acknowledged that the majority of the entries

deal with actions taken by the CPS. The timeline does not set out in detail the
actions taken by other alleged conspirators, such as Crown Murray MacDonald
or the lawyers involved in drafting the release and providing advice to David
Silmser. For example, there is no mention of advice given by Murray MacDonald
to Constable Sebalj throughout the investigation, no mention of conversation
between Murray MacDonald and Malcolm MacDonald prior to the settlement,
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no details about when SeanAdams was retained, and no details about draft docu-
ments for the settlement. Detective Inspector Hall testified that this document
focused on the actions of the CPS because in his view, “most of the events revolved
around the Cornwall Police Service.”

Synopsis

Detective Inspector Hall prepared the synopsis. It set out the background of Mr.
Silmser’s complaint to the CPS in 1992, the settlement, the subsequent police
investigations into the settlement, Constable Dunlop’s civil action, the claims
made in the Fantino Brief about a purported “clan of pedophiles,” the various
elements of the conspiracy that had been alleged by Constable Dunlop and the
media, as well as some of the investigative steps taken by the Project Truth team
during their investigation.
I find this document problematic for a number of reasons.
First, it contains at least one key factual error. The synopsis states that in

September 1993, the CPS was directed by Malcolm MacDonald to stop the
criminal proceedings against Father Charles MacDonald. It says that Mr.
MacDonald was acting as David Silmser’s lawyer; however, Mr. MacDonald
was actually the lawyer acting for Father MacDonald. Obviously, a request from
an accused person’s lawyer to end a criminal investigation is far more suspicious
than a request from a complainant’s lawyer to do so.
Second, it fails to mention key facts that would explain certain suspects’ alleged

role in the conspiracy. For example, there is no mention of the legal advice that
Murray MacDonald gave to the CPS that led the CPS to drop the complaint. Given
that the brief was so voluminous, it was essential to set out the key facts for the
Crown in this synopsis so that he or she could turn his mind to the appropriate issues
while reviewing the statements contained within the brief, rather than requiring the
Crown to glean the key facts from the materials as they were reviewed.
Third, the synopsis fails to clearly set out the mandate of the investigation. It

is unclear after reading the synopsis whether the investigation was simply a
re-investigation of the David Silmser matter or whether it was broader.
Fourth, although Detective Inspector Hall testified that this document did not

contain the findings of his investigation or any conclusions, I find that his opinion
is implicitly reflected through his choice of language used to describe the
allegations. For example, he notes that “Mr. Dunlop began a crusade aimed at
exposing what he perceived to be a conspiracy in Cornwall” (emphasis added).
Further, he repeats the language used by Crown Robert Pelletier in a 1997 memo
to Peter Griffiths in which Mr. Pelletier attributes the conspiracy theory to “three
unfortunate coincidences,” namely the conviction of Murray MacDonald’s father
for sexual abuse, the advice given by Murray MacDonald to the CPS to not
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lay charges in the Silmser matter, and Malcolm MacDonald’s conviction for
obstruction of justice.
Finally, this document shows that the investigation has been completely

framed by Mr. Leroux, Constable Dunlop, and the later media allegations, and that
there has been little or no independent thought on how to investigate the broader
claim that prominent people in the community have been obstructing justice.

“Allegations of Constable Perry Dunlop” Document

This document was prepared by Detective Inspector Hall, possibly with assistance
from Detective Constable Dupuis. It analyzes the following four matters raised
in Constable Dunlop’s will-state:

1. Richard Abell indicated that there was a cover-up.
2. Father Charles MacDonald was getting nervous about being arrested
and handcuffed.

3. Dunlop found it suspicious that the Silmser complaint was entered on a
project file rather than on the Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police
Automation Cooperative.

4. The OPP had illegally seized videotapes from Mr. Leroux’s residence.

For each of these points, Detective Inspector Hall provides some commentary,
some of which stems from the investigative materials and some of which appear
to be his opinion.
Again, I find this document troubling for a number of reasons.
First of all, it is unclear to me why these four particular issues were selected

for analysis. These are not key events or facts that are essential to the claim of a
conspiracy, nor are they the most important elements of Constable Dunlop’s
conspiracy theory. There is no coherent link between these four issues.
Second, some of the analysis in this document is inaccurate. For example,

after setting out Constable Dunlop’s allegation that RichardAbell says that there
was a cover-up, the document states that during his interview with the OPP,
Mr. Abell “adamantly denies ever saying there was a cover-up” and that “he
does not believe there was a cover-up. However, Mr. Abell actually said in his
statement that while he did not recall saying that there had been a cover-up, he
believed that the effect of the settlement was to cover up the allegations against
Father MacDonald.
The document also states that Constable Dunlop’s allegation about the illegal

seizure of the videotapes is “totally false.” As discussed elsewhere in this chapter,
the OPP would have discovered that pornographic videotapes were indeed seized
during a firearms search at Mr. Leroux’s home. However, rather than addressing
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what this investigation revealed about the real issue underlying the tapes, i.e.,
whether or not they contained evidence of sexual abuse, the document simply sets
out the fact that that Mr. Leroux gave contradictory stories about the tapes.
Finally, the document goes into some detail about the allegation that the David

Silmser complaint was put on a project file and concludes that the file was not used
“for an illegal purpose.” I think this mischaracterizes Constable Dunlop’s
allegation; he did not allege that the use of the project file was illegal. Detective
Inspector Hall testified that he did not find it problematic that the case was entered
as a project file. He says, “I don’t think it would be unusual, it’s the nature of the
investigation. Here you’ve got allegations against a priest and a probation officer.”
The document does not draw the Crown’s attention to the fact that a number of
the officers interviewed indicated that entering the information on a project file
was unusual for cases of sexual assault.

Comments on Summary Documents

Although I recognize and accept the officers’ testimony that the substantive
results of the investigation are contained in the statements taken by the officers
and the evidence collected by them, I do think that it is important that the summary
materials provided by officers must be accurate and well-prepared, particularly
given the volume of materials contained in the Crown brief. The summary docu-
ments should provide the Crown with a clear understanding of the nature and
scope of the allegations under investigation, and should highlight key issues for
the Crown to consider.
I would recommend that when asking the Crown for an opinion on a large

and complex brief, the police should point out particular areas in which they
would like to have the Crown’s opinion. For example, they might request a fresh
look at the evidence or ask for the Crown’s views on what charges should be
laid. Of course, the Crown must also exercise discretion to address issues that the
police do not specifically draw to his or her attention.

Awaiting an Opinion on the Brief

The Crown brief was submitted on July 20, 2000, but an opinion was not issued
until over a year later, on August 15, 2001. The OPP was also waiting for an
opinion to be rendered on five other Crown briefs that had been submitted to
the Crown in fall 1999. This delay is discussed in detail in Chapter 11.
All of these briefs were initially provided to Crown Shelley Hallett. Detective

Inspector Hall testified that Ms Hallett told him that she wanted to review the
conspiracy brief before she rendered an opinion on these five other investiga-
tions. All of these briefs involved complaints made by Mr. Leroux, while one
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of them contained an additional complaint from C-15. Detective Inspector Hall
testified that it made sense for Ms Hallett to review these briefs together because
Mr. Leroux was a common element in all of them.
As discussed in the previous section of this chapter, in the fall of 2000 and the

winter of 2001 the OPP was facing considerable public pressure to declare an end
to the investigation. Detective Inspector Hall also testified that he wanted to
conclude the investigation in fairness to those who had been accused of abuse.
Crown Hallett had initially told Detective Inspector Hall that she would have

the briefs reviewed by the end of October 2000. When this did not happen, he
spoke to both her superior and his own and expressed his concerns.
Detective Superintendent Chris Lewis raised the issue with senior Crown

officials in the winter of 2000–2001. He was told by Murray Segal that Ms
Hallett was about to start a trial and he was reluctant to speak to her about it.
Mr. Segal testified that he did not consider reassigning the briefs at that time.
After the stay of proceedings in the Jacques Leduc matter, Detective Inspec-

tor Hall sent the following e-mail to Detective Superintendent Jim Miller on
April 16, 2001:

MATTERSWEAREWAITING FOR LEGAL OPINIONS ON—
Five clergy and conspiracy. HALLETT had promised on numerous
occasions she would have them for us. We are being held hostage by
the CROWN’S office. I have spoken to Reg. Crown Jim STEWART
about it. Chris LEWIS has also spoken to him and Murray SEGAL.
The Mayor of Cornwall, the Chair of the Police Services Board,
The Chief of C.P.S., Crown Attorney Murray MACDONALD
and Lawyers for the Bishop have all contacted me as to when our
investigation will be concluded. Since HALLETT has been removed
from Project Truth case Jim STEWART is in the process of getting
three crowns together to review these cases. I would expect this to
take place in the next couple of weeks.

After receiving this e-mail from Detective Inspector Hall, Detective Super-
intendent Miller e-mailed Murray Segal on May 22, 2001, that he was “very
concerned with the time frame involved here.” He asked when the OPP could
expect “some feed back on the opinions that Det. Inspector Pat Hall has asked for.”
Detective Superintendent Miller was informed the following day that

the opinions had been reassigned to Crown Lorne McConnery who would be
reviewing the materials “on a priority basis.”
I find that Detective Inspector Hall took appropriate action in this case by

raising the issue with his superiors once it became evident that he could not
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resolve it directly with Crown Hallett. In turn, his superiors attempted to deal
with Ms Hallett’s superior. This said, once it became clear that the Crown was not
going to render an opinion within an acceptable time frame, the OPP needed to
reconsider its options.
Both Detective Inspector Hall and Detective Constable Dupuis testified that

they did not have a subjective belief that there were reasonable and probable
grounds to lay a charge in the conspiracy investigation. Detective Inspector Hall
said that he was not likely to lay charges unless Ms Hallett saw something that
he did not see. It is my view that rather than being paralyzed by the Crown’s
inaction, they needed to make their own decision about whether or not to lay
charges. Given that the police had no reasonable and probable grounds, it is
highly unlikely that the review of the briefs would have led to a recommendation
for charges, and thus the OPP should have considered concluding its work and
announcing an end to the investigation in the absence of a Crown opinion.

TheWinding Down of Project Truth

The officers submitted their Crown brief on the conspiracy investigation on July
20, 2000. This date marks the end, in my view, of the investigative stage of
Project Truth. Just prior to the submission of the brief, on July 18, 2000, Detective
Constable Genier went through the case manager assignment book and closed
off a number of outstanding assignments by entering the following under the
heading “Action Taken”:

Above was previously spoken to in original Father MacDonald brief
or is mentioned in Perry Dunlop’s binders as a person related to persons
aware of abuse. Considering time lapse and opportunity to report
abuse since original brief, above will not be interviewed. Detective
Constable Genier.37

At the hearing, Detective Inspector Hall explained the rationale behind the
decision not to contact these individuals:

These people didn’t contact us. These were names we derived from
a list. And I believe Detective Constable Seguin acquired a list of
potential altar boys, the people that we thought were altar boys at
one time.
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... So we made a decision that we weren’t going to go out and start
soliciting complaints, so to speak; that if somebody had a complaint
they would either call us or call somebody, maybe even Mr. Dunlop,
to bring it forward. That’s mainly why these weren’t addressed.

And we had been going from ’97 at this point so they had, you know,
a few years to think about it.

...

[I]t would have took considerable time to go, like I say, knocking on
doors and soliciting. Some of them we didn’t even know where they
were. Some of them had moved out west. Some of them were deceased.
I mean, if I had a big team of investigators and we wanted to contact
every person that’s name came to us to determine why it was in the
material; sure.

Detective Inspector Hall testified that as of July 18, 2000, the “active investiga-
tion” was “pretty well” on hold. However, he noted that the Project Truth officers
would have been available through their local detachments to investigate com-
plaints that came in after this date.
Detective Inspector Hall testified that he was under pressure from the local

detachments to end the investigation, and this factored into his decision:

I was constantly being asked to—when the investigators would be
returned to their detachment—Inspector Hawkins; I had several
conversations with him about, “When can we get the men back?
When can we get the men back?” So as a responsible supervisor and
management of resources I made a decision, we weren’t going to go
any further unless they came to us.

Follow-UpWith the Crown

Detective Inspector Hall met with Crowns Lorne McConnery and Kevin Phillips
several times to go over the brief to ensure that they understood the nature of
the allegations and the information provided by the investigating officers.

Crown Opinion and Press Release

OnAugust 15, 2001, Lorne McConnery rendered an opinion recommending that
no charges be laid. The opinion letter to Detective Inspector Hall stated:
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The laying of criminal charges by an officer is predicated upon his
or her being satisfied both objectively and subjectively that there is
credible evidence of all of the essential elements of the offence
investigated respecting all parties against whom the charges are alleged.
The officer in swearing the information must state under oath that he
or she believes that the evidence is sufficiently strong to give rise to
reasonable and probable grounds. The objective and subjective aspects
of the test of reasonable and probable grounds must be satisfied before
any criminal charges are laid.

I understand from several discussions with yourself, and with Detective
Constables Joe Dupuis and Don Genier and information from Detective
Constable Steve Seguin that the investigating officers are not personally
satisfied that reasonable and probable grounds exist to lay charges in the
six briefs provided to me. Absent such subjective believe that the
grounds exist, criminal charges cannot be laid.

Upon our review of all the above-noted material, I find that your
concerns and conclusions about the lack of reasonable and probable
grounds are appropriate and justified. All of the allegations of the
complainants Leroux and [C-15] have been carefully studied in the
context in which those allegations were made, and your opinion as
to the credibility of the allegations is reasonable and well founded in
my view.

The OPP issued a press release announcing the conclusion of Project Truth on
August 22, 2001. The press release said, in part:

... Legal opinions were sought from Crown Law Office Criminal
concerning a number of remaining matters, and as a result,
investigators have determined that there is not sufficient evidence
to lay additional criminal charges in this investigation.

...

The OPP found no evidence that a pedophile ring operated in the city.
There is nothing to indicate individuals operated in concert with each
other to commit offences.

...

[A]llegations of a criminal conspiracy involving a cover up were
also thoroughly investigated. No evidence of any such criminal
wrong doing was discovered.

822 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



Mr. McConnery testified that he had an issue with the comment made in the
press release that the OPP had found no evidence of a pedophile ring:

I was never asked for an opinion on that. I don’t know if it would have
been a proper question to ever put to me because I don’t—we don’t give
opinions on things like that. We are asked was there evidence to support
this criminal charge.

And so the thrust of this press release seemed to me to be saying this
has all been subjected to Crown review, i.e., Lorne McConnery, without
naming me, and he too has found that there is no paedophile ring in the
City of Cornwall.

I share Mr. McConnery’s criticism of the OPP’s August 22 press release. His
opinion was restricted to determining whether, based on the material provided to
him, there was a basis to support a charge of criminal conspiracy. He was not asked
for his opinion on the broader question of the existence of a pedophile ring. I
discuss this broader question in the linkages section below.

Investigation of Linkages Among Alleged Perpetrators

As mentioned in the previous section of this chapter, there were numerous reasons
why many members of the public were not satisfied with the work of Project
Truth and with its final press release announcing that there was no “pedophile ring”
operating in the Cornwall area. Even before Project Truth’s final announcement,
thousands of people signed petitions asking for an inquiry into the allegations of
sexual abuse in Cornwall.

Defining a “Ring”

The difficulty with tasking the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) to investigate a
pedophile ring is, such a ring is not easily defined at law. It is not a crime to be
a “member” of a group of pedophiles; it is only a crime to commit acts of abuse,
to assist others in doing so, to assist an abuser in avoiding criminal charges after
the fact, or to conspire to commit abuse.
Because there is no legal definition of a pedophile ring, the concept could

mean different things to different people. It could be:

• a group of people who committed acts of abuse together;
• a group of people who actively assisted one another in committing
acts of abuse, either through passing young people between them, or
by covering up one another’s actions; or
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• a group of people who were passively aware that the others were
committing acts of abuse and did nothing to stop it.

Some people would define a “ring” as a group of people who all know one
another, while others would say that a ring could exist even if some of the people
involved know some but not all of the others.
Given the information that it had, it is difficult to say whether the OPP should

have declared that it had found some evidence of a “pedophile ring.”
On one hand, such a declaration would have answered the rumours that were

widespread in the community at that time. As discussed further in this section, it
was well known that there were connections between some of the alleged
perpetrators and that there was some evidence that certain alleged victims had been
passed between abusers.
On the other hand, this terminology creates a great deal of stigma for the

individuals labelled as members of a ring, for the institutions that employed
these people, for innocent associates of the accused, and for the police forces
that failed to find the ring sooner. A declaration by the OPP may have added to
the widespread panic in the community rather than resolving the public’s fears.
Both of these factors could have been exacerbated if, after laying charges, the
justice system could not secure convictions for many of the accused.
I question whether the OPP considered the matter strategically, or whether

its outright denial of the existence of a ring was based on the very strict defini-
tion relied upon by the officer in charge of Project Truth at its completion.
Detective Inspector Pat Hall testified that in his mind, a ring consisted of a group
of people who all knew one another and were all working together. He would not
consider a group of abusers who introduced children to other abusers to be a
ring unless the last person in the chain knew the first. It was for this reason that
he could not say there was a ring in the Claude Marleau case; only some, but
not all, of the alleged perpetrators knew one another.
In addition, Detective Inspector Hall testified that in order to establish a ring,

the suspects would first have to be convicted for sexual abuse:

... I would have preferred to have some convictions on the allegations
we had so that I could say that the victim is a true victim. Secondly, that
the suspect is now a charged person and then I would determine what
linkages there were between the individuals and I would go somewhere.

...

... [Y]ou can’t say there’s a pedophile ring until you’ve got convictions.
And you can’t get convictions until you have alleged victims giving you
the information.

824 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



I find this logic overly restrictive and even circular. It does not make sense to
wait for convictions to begin looking for a ring—the linkages themselves could
have led to convictions on abuse-related charges, conspiracy charges, or acces-
sory charges, and this information could have been useful during investigations,
trials, and sentencing.
It is unclear to me whether senior OPP officials were aware that Detective

Inspector Hall had such a narrow view, or whether they simply adopted his
determination that Project Truth had found no evidence of a ring. Detective
Superintendent Chris Lewis testified that Detective Inspector Hall did not tell
him that he needed at least two convictions to say that there was a ring. Detective
Superintendent Lewis testified:

I hadn’t thought specifically at that time what that might mean, that
kind of that—the word “ring” was used, et cetera, but I certainly would
consider more than just knowing one another and having common
victims ... as being an organized ring.

Throughout this Inquiry I have heard evidence that suggested that there were
cases of joint abuse, passing of alleged victims, and possibly passive knowledge
of abuse. I want to be very clear that I am not going to make a pronouncement on
whether a ring existed or not; it is not within my mandate to say what would
have come from this information had it been explored more fully.
What I am saying is that there is good reason why certain members of the public

were less than satisfied with the OPP’s unequivocal position about the non-
existence of a ring. I would note that much of what I have heard about linkages
remain allegations that have not been proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Nonetheless,
these allegations merited an in-depth review and investigation to determine if there
was any significance to the linkages and to lay charges where appropriate.

Allegations of Joint Abuse

I have, for example, heard evidence that individuals acting together may have
jointly abused some individuals. Claude Marleau, for example, alleged that
more than one person was present in some of the instances when he was abused.
Although Father Paul Lapierre was convicted in Quebec for one of these inci-
dents, his alleged co-abuser was acquitted. In the other instance, the alleged
co-abuser was dead, so it cannot be said that the OPP would have been able to
obtain a conviction for joint abuse.
C-21 alleged that he attended events at Jean Luc Leblanc’s cottage where a

number of adults were abusing children together. The OPP did not investigate these
allegations, as they occurred in Quebec, but passed them on to the local Quebec
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police. However, Mr. Leblanc was charged and convicted for other instances
when he abused C-21.

Allegations of Passing of Victims and Overt or Implicit Knowledge

There have also been numerous allegations of young people being passed from
one abuser to another. In some cases, it was clear that the alleged abusers knew
about each other’s criminal proclivities; in others, a case for such knowledge
would be based on circumstantial evidence about the close ties that the two alleged
perpetrators shared. Some of these alleged perpetrators worked together, some
were friends, and some were connected through the probations and criminal
justice system.
Some examples of this linkage are the five people who testified about one of

their alleged abusers knowing of the others’ criminal proclivities. Mr. Marleau
claimed that he had been passed from Roch Landry to Father Paul Lapierre, and
that Father Lapierre introduced him to a number of his other alleged abusers.
Keith Ouellette alleged that after his probation officer, Ken Seguin, abused him,

Mr. Seguin sent him to Manpower to see Richard Hickerson, who also allegedly
abused him. C-5 claimed that Mr. Seguin introduced him to Malcolm MacDonald,
and that he was abused by both men. Robert Renshaw also alleged that Mr.
Seguin introduced him to another alleged abuser, Father Charles MacDonald.
David Silmser testified that Mr. Seguin told him “that he knew about Charles
MacDonald sexually abusing” him, then clarified that Mr. Seguin may not have
used those words. Upon further questioning about the words Mr. Seguin used, Mr.
Silmser responded, “he knew what Charles MacDonald was doing, type of thing.”

Allegations of Passive Awareness of Abuse

There were also situations in which alleged victims were abused by two people
with connections to one another, although they did not claim that they had been
passed on from one abuser to another.
To give just a few examples, Albert Roy alleged that after he told Mr. Seguin

that Nelson Barque had abused him, Mr. Seguin abused him as well. Robert
Sheets claimed that he told his probation officer, Mr. Barque, that Mr. Hickerson
had abused him, and after that, Mr. Barque abused him. C-8 testified that he told
Ron Leroux the he was being abused by Marcel Lalonde, and then Mr. Leroux
abused him as well. David Silmser claimed during his testimony that he was
abused by three people on different occasions: Father MacDonald, Marcel
Lalonde, and Ken Seguin.
This abuse may have been the result of an organized group of individuals, or

it could have been an unfortunate coincidence that the alleged victim was abused
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by two people who had connections with one another. This coincidence may have
arisen from the fact that a number of alleged abusers had ties to a particular
institution or system, such as the Diocese or the youth criminal justice system. Dr.
Peter Jaffe, an expert in child sexual abuse, testified that abusers tend to associate
themselves with particular institutions that give them ready access to children.

The ProblemsWith the OPP’s Investigation

I heard conflicting testimony about whether Project Truth was actually looking
for an organized group of pedophiles or evidence that individual perpetrators
were working together to either pass young people around or hide their abuse
of them.
In response to a question about whether Project Truth was investigating a

clan or ring of pedophiles, Detective Inspector Tim Smith testified, “I would say
rather than a ring, I would say a group of organized paedophiles.Yes, that will be
part of our mandate.” He added:

[M]ainly the ones that were named here in, you know, the first
paragraph of our mandate. Were they organized? Were they a group
that—were they a group of paedophiles? Now, that’s what we’re
looking at. And they were investigated individually to see where
they all tied together was another facet of the investigation.

Detective Inspector Hall also acknowledged that they were looking into the
connections between individuals and whether suspects were working in concert
in some way to abuse children.
However, Detective Constable Steve Seguin testified:

I don’t think we were really investigating the clan. I mean that’s
one of the allegations that there was a clan. I think that’s all part of
investigating the people involved, the allegations made against the
different people. A determination as to whether or not there was a clan
of paedophiles, I guess, would be made once everything was obtained,
all the information and then scrutinized.

Although I am of the view that the OPP investigated Ron Leroux’s specific
allegation about a “clan of pedophiles,” I find that the OPP did not conduct
a full-scale investigation into the linkages between victims and perpetrators in a
manner that went beyond Mr. Leroux’s allegations.
Even if Project Truth was looking at linkages in a broader sense, it did not, in

my view, employ an approach that would have allowed it to do so properly.
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Part of the difficulty was a lack of resources. Detective Inspectors Smith and
Hall initially hoped to obtain funding for a crime analyst who would assist them
in looking at the relationships between the victims and suspects. Detective
Inspector Hall made some informal inquiries and was told that funding was not
available. He testified:

I didn’t make a formal request because I knew resources were tight.
I knew that our analysts in Orillia probably wouldn’t be available for
something like this because they basically work on organized crime
and high-profile investigations with a significant number of officers
and whatnot, like major frauds, that sort of thing.

Without a crime analyst, the Project Truth officers were left to do the linkage
work themselves. Detective Inspector Hall had some training in linkage analysis,
and he did this work in conjunction with the other officers. He admitted that the
linkage work was time-consuming and that a crime analyst would have helped
them do this work more quickly.
Deputy Commissioner Chris Lewis testified that the OPP has more crime

analysts today than in 1997:

[K]nowing what we know in results with what happened with
[Detective Inspector] Pat [Hall] in terms of his needs for an analyst
and the years of work that goes into something like that that involves
abuse, ultimately children and male victims, et cetera, I’m certain he
would find an analyst somewhere for that project. We just—it’s just
something we have to do.

The ACCESS program was used for some of the linkage work; it could be
used to generate anAssociation Report that tracked whether there was a relation-
ship between two people. However, this document gave very little information
about the nature of the connection between the two people, and it was not helpful
to assess the connections between many individuals at once.
It was expected that linkages would become evident as the Project Truth officers

discussed their individual investigations with each other. Detective Constable
Seguin testified that the officers were expected to know a great deal about the
other files: “We spoke daily about what each other was doing and the different con-
nections between the different players.” However, he also testified that no one
was assigned to plot the linkages on a chart or to do work of that nature. He added
that the person with the most knowledge about the investigation and who would
be expected to put all the pieces together was Detective Inspector Hall.
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I find it difficult to see how the officers could have developed a comprehensive
understanding of the connections between so many people with such an informal
system. It is my view that Project Truth did not make a serious effort to understand
the linkages between the various individuals involved in this case.
In addition, Detective Constable Seguin testified that Project Truth did not

investigate allegations against deceased perpetrators because such an investigation
would not lead to charges. Given that a number of persons of interest were
deceased, that many of them worked together or had other connections and that
these people were not thoroughly investigated, these individuals could have been
missing links in any analysis that attempted to piece together the connections
between individuals.
As a result, the OPP failed to explore the links between people and use them

to obtain more information for its investigation.

Using Information About Linkages

I also find that the officers did not think creatively about how the links between
individuals could have assisted in the investigations and prosecutions related to
Project Truth.
First of all, by understanding the connections between people, the officers

would have been able to obtain information that could have assisted in their
investigations into individual allegations of sexual abuse.
Second, understanding the linkages between people could have assisted in

building a case for conspiracy or accessory charges in addition to charges for
sexual abuse. In cases where the OPP did not have direct evidence that an alleged
abuser intentionally passed a young person over to another person to be abused,
evidence about a strong connection between people, including evidence of
possible knowledge of the alleged abuser’s illicit activities, could have provided
circumstantial evidence for conspiracy or accessory charges.
Third, in cases where the officers discovered that a number of suspects were

employed by or involved with a particular institution or organization, they could
have used this information to reach out to the organization in an attempt to
identify other potential victims. For example, given that there were allegations that
a number of people in the probations system were abused, the OPP could have
approached the Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services to
obtain the names of other probationers who had contact with the alleged abusers
at the relevant time. Likewise, more could have been done with the Diocese
given the number of former altar boys who were victims or alleged victims.
The OPP would have been well advised to inform these institutions that there

was a problem. It appears that certain officials at the Ministry of Community
Safety and Correctional Services were informed about the scope of the problem
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in the probation office only after obtaining information from one of the Project
Truth websites. It is my view that the OPP needs to develop protocols to share
information about criminal investigations in order to assist public institutions in
identifying systemic problems and confirming that there are no current victims.
Fourth, information about linkages could be helpful during the trial process.

As is discussed in Chapter 11, “Institutional Response of the Ministry of the
Attorney General,” CrownAlain Godin attempted to use links between the alleged
perpetrators to demonstrate that Claude Marleau did not consent to sexual acts and
that he was abused. Evidence that an alleged abuser participated in passing young
people around could also be useful in the court process to impose an appropriate
sentence on the accused.

Conclusion

In examining the institutional response of the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) and
its officers, I had the opportunity to review a great deal of documentary evidence
and to hear testimony from a number of officers. Throughout this chapter I
have made some conclusions about specific issues and I will not repeat all of
these conclusions here. I would instead like to comment on some of the general
themes that have become apparent as a result of my examination of the OPP’s
institutional response.
This Inquiry was called, in part, to respond to rumours and innuendo in the

community about events such as the seizure and destruction of tapes found at
Ron Leroux’s residence, Ken Seguin’s death, and the settlement between
David Silmser and the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall, all of which fuelled
questions about whether there was an organized group of pedophiles operating
in Cornwall. It was also called as a result of public dissatisfaction with the Project
Truth investigations.
This chapter has not been able to provide definitive answers to all these

matters, and the truth behind some of them may never be known. It is my hope,
however, that I have been able to shed some light onto the facts surrounding
these events and that I have been able to explain why the OPP’s various investi-
gations were not able to provide a satisfactory answer to these questions at
the time.
I further note that had the OPP avoided some of the mistakes in some of its

earlier investigations, these matters may well have been resolved and the later
rumours would not have found such fertile ground in which to grow. In particular,
I am disappointed with the quality of the OPP’s 1994 re-investigation of the
events surrounding the Silmser settlement as well as its re-investigation of Mr.
Silmser’s allegations against Father Charles MacDonald.
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The OPP was called in to investigate these matters after the Ottawa Police
Service identified some serious deficiencies in the Cornwall Police Service’s
investigation of Father MacDonald. Given these problems and the considerable
controversy surrounding the issue, it was of paramount importance for the OPP
to conduct a complete and thorough re-investigation, which unfortunately, it did
not. It was equally important for the OPP to properly investigate the very serious
allegations of conspiracy and obstruction of justice that were undermining the
community’s trust in public institutions. The flaws in this investigation stemmed
in part from assumptions made by the investigators and in part from the investi-
gators’ failure to interview certain people with relevant information and to obtain
documentary evidence from the lawyers involved in the settlement. The OPP
was called in to resolve the controversy, but instead its incomplete investigation
allowed the rumours to grow and later allowed the force to become a target of the
public’s mistrust.
In this chapter, I examined a number of investigations into allegations of

sexual abuse of young people. The Project Truth investigation was examined in
detail at the hearings. Five of the six officers who worked on the investigation
were called as witnesses. The sixth was unable to testify due to illness, but
in his case I had the benefit of his police notes and the testimony of others
regarding his role. It is clear from the evidence, both documentary and testi-
monial, that these officers did a tremendous amount of work during the course
of the project. The majority of them worked for more than three years on
the investigation, but some remained working, albeit on a part-time basis, for
several more years.
I have no hesitation in concluding that these officers were all dedicated and

hard-working. In agreeing to participate in this special project, they made sacrifices
such as forgoing overtime pay and postponing retirement. I trust these efforts
have been recognized by the OPP in some way.
The Project Truth investigation involved an enormous amount of work.

Hundreds of individuals were interviewed, including dozens of victims and alleged
victims, many perpetrators and alleged perpetrators, and hundreds of witnesses.
Approximately thirty Crown briefs were prepared and dozens of charges were laid
by Project Truth officers. Charges were also laid by other police services based
on referrals from Project Truth officers.
Only one person arrested by Project Truth was convicted and from the public’s

perspective, this made Project Truth a failure, particularly given the number
of complainants and suspects that the project dealt with. Although the justice
system does not measure success in terms of the number of convictions, I am
troubled by the relatively small number of these cases that were brought to a
full trial on the merits.
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Some of the underlying problems that plagued Project Truth are common in
investigations of historical sexual abuse, and lessons can be learned from the
Project Truth experience.
Victims’ and witnesses’memories fade, and investigators need to know how

to help victims in particular situate events in time. Had the officers done this
with Claude Marleau, for example, perhaps some of the difficulties in the prose-
cutions related to his allegations could have been avoided. Consent can be a
complicated issue in cases where the victim has been groomed to participate in
abuse, and officers need to understand this so that they can obtain evidence to
demonstrate whether consent may have been vitiated.
In addition, victims can be fragile, and some, such as C-66, have such difficulty

dealing with the justice system that they eventually withdraw their complaints.
Other victims, especially those who have been abused by people in positions of
trust and authority, may have difficulty dealing with authority figures such as
police and Crown prosecutors and may express their mistrust through anger and
hostility. These problems can be compounded if complainants are not given
accurate and timely responses to their questions or are forced to speak to the
police or the Crown only through their own lawyer. Steps must be taken to put
complainants at ease and assist them in bringing their allegations forward.
Further, historical allegations can be incredibly labour-intensive.Witnesses and

even alleged perpetrators may no longer live in the area and may be deceased or
difficult to find. Institutional records must be tracked down to help corroborate
allegations and situate events in time.
Notwithstanding the passage of time since the event, allegations must be

acted upon in a timely manner. Suspects may be of an advanced age and at risk
of dying before the trial process is complete. Victims can become fatigued by a
drawn-out investigation and may withdraw their participation. Most importantly,
these allegations should be acted on quickly because suspects of historical abuse
may still be in contact with children and may be continuing to perpetrate abuse,
as was the case with Jean Luc Leblanc. Even in historical cases, early contact
between the police and the Children’s Aid Society and joint investigation can
be useful.
Fortunately, I also heard expert evidence about some of the solutions to these

problems. The proper training and retraining of officers is of paramount impor-
tance. In particular, this training should address the challenges of dealing with
victims of male-on-male abuse and those inherent in historical cases. Assistance
to victims is also essential, both in dealing with the justice system and in coping
with their experiences of abuse. Finally, it cannot be overemphasized that these
investigations need to have adequate resources.
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In light of the expert contextual evidence I heard about the under-reporting of
child sexual abuse, it is not surprising that once Project Truth was put in place to
investigate historical sexual abuse, victims not identified in the Fantino Brief
found the courage to come forward. It is apparent that the significant increase in
the number of alleged victims and perpetrators was not anticipated by Detective
Inspector Smith or others in the planning stages of Project Truth. An investiga-
tion that was anticipated to last no more than one year soon stretched to over
three years.
I have no doubt that some of the deficiencies I have noted throughout this

chapter could have been mitigated if senior OPP officials had recognized the
full extent of the allegations of abuse in the community and responded by
providing additional resources. A quick response requires knowledge that comes
from communication between the case manager and OPP Headquarters. The
case manager should have emphasized the increased number of the allegations to
be investigated in the early stages of the special project in the fall of 1997.
Unfortunately, interim reports setting out the nature and extent of the investigation
were not sent until the summer of 2000, at which time most of the investigative
work was completed.
Additional resources in the form of extra officers, a crime analyst, and adminis-

trative support (including bilingual staff) all would have assisted the Project
Truth investigation in following up on additional leads and allowing more time
for linkage and other intelligence work. It would also have allowed time for
training, in addition to the on-the-job training Project Truth officers received.
This could have been particularly helpful to the junior officers, given their lack
of training and experience in these types of investigations.
A further resource in the form of a dedicated Crown attorney or team of

Crown attorneys would have been immensely helpful to the project. Former
Project Truth case manager Detective Inspector Pat Hall pointed out the challenges
in dealing with numerous Crowns and recommended that in the future, special
projects be assigned a dedicated Crown.
The OPP also faced an unusual combination of challenges during Project

Truth. The officers had to deal with unfriendly media, a largely untrusting public,
and a vocal group of community activists who relied on questionable evidence and
spread rumours through websites, through an outspoken MPP, and through the
media. In addition, the officers faced the unique challenge of investigating
allegations brought to light by Constable Perry Dunlop during an off-duty and
unauthorized investigation that suffered from many deficiencies including poor
note-taking, inappropriate interview techniques, and undue, although uninten-
tional, influence of victims and witnesses. In addition, the Project Truth officers
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had the difficult task of obtaining the disclosure of materials from Mr. Dunlop,
who was distrustful and less than forthcoming, although in part this was due to
his prior mistreatment by the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) and legal advice
that he received.
Although these factors were quite unusual, I have explained that the OPP

failed to put a strategy in place to deal with the media, to inform the commu-
nity and dispel rumours, and to track and manage Perry Dunlop’s exposure to their
cases once it became evident that they were unable to obtain his cooperation.
A further unique difficulty was the OPP’s inability to openly share information

with the CPS and the local CrownAttorney’s Office, because both of them were
being investigated for their roles in the Silmser settlement. The OPP failed to
develop a strategy to overcome any actual or perceived conflict of interest and
share information where necessary. The result was that information was
unnecessarily withheld from the CPS, either deliberately, in the case of C-10’s
statement, or inadvertently, as was the case with the disclosure in the Marcel
Lalonde prosecution. The barrier between the CrownAttorney’s Office and Project
Truth contributed to the difficulties in having Crowns assigned to these cases.
The Project Truth officers did not have an easy task. Having said this, I have

outlined in several sections of this chapter when and how their institutional
response could be improved. In several instances, I have set out recommendations
for the future.
Deputy Commissioner Lewis testified about a number of advancements that

have been made since Project Truth finished a few years ago. He talked about
increased training and the resulting number of officers with full training in sexual
assault investigations throughout the province. He also talked about other improve-
ments that have resulted from the adequacy standards including enhanced major
case management, sexual abuse coordinators at the regional and detachment
level, new initiatives with media training and communications.
I agree with him that the OPP of the present is not the same as the OPP of the

1990s. I would also note, however, that several improvements had been made
in the years before Project Truth began and thus should have been utilized
throughout its duration. Unfortunately, despite using abuse coordinators and a
coordinated media approach in Project Jericho a few years before Project Truth,
this approach was not followed in Project Truth. Fully trained and experience
sexual assault investigators could have been assigned but were not. The fact that
more resources are available does not ensure they are used efficiently and thus I
have tried to recommend instances where additional resources should be requested.
I agree with a number of the recommendations proposed by Deputy Commis-

sioner Lewis in his helpful recommendations to the Inquiry. He echoed the words
of many others in calling for a return to joint training with CAS officers. I agree
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with him that this needs to occur. I also agree with his recommendation that
present training programs should be reviewed at the Ontario Police College and
the OPP Academy in respect to sexual assault investigations and in particular
that programs or modules be developed to address the investigation of historical
sexual assaults, the understanding of and responding to male victimization, and
the investigation of sexual offences against children.
Much has been done and further improvements are required to ensure that

the OPP and other police forces are better able to respond to the needs of victims
of child sexual abuse, whether it is a historical report of abuse or not. I hope that
in future special projects, many of the recommendations I have made in this
Report will assist the OPP with the difficult and important service it provides
to all the people of the Province of Ontario.
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Recommendations

Protocol for Special Projects

1. The Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) should develop and implement a
protocol for special project investigations involving sexual
assault/abuse cases.38 This protocol should set out, among other things:

• the need for a clear mandate of the special project;
• the special projects mandate communicated to all [regional] OPP
officers. For example, information regarding a special project in
Eastern Ontario should be sent to local detachments and posted
in full view with a contact number to call if there are questions
or a need for further information;

• the need for a dedicated Crown attorney(s);
• a media strategy developed at the outset of any investigation;
• a clearly defined reporting structure;
• timely and frequent communications with OPP Headquarters to
ensure appropriate resourcing; and

• a formal strategy for collaboration with other relevant agencies
including other police forces, child protection services, school
boards, and the Crown, which defines the roles and responsibilities
of participants.

Priority of Sexual Assault/Abuse Cases

2. The OPP must ensure that historical sexual assault/abuse cases
are accorded high priority and are treated with the same urgency
as recent sexual assault/abuse cases. Appropriate measures must
be taken to ensure that such investigations are conducted in an
expeditious manner.

Training

3. Training and refresher courses should continue to be provided
to OPP officers involved in sexual assault/abuse investigations.
This should include training on both current and historical abuse
investigations. It should also include information that will assist
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officers in understanding sexual abuse victims, including the
“grooming” of victims of sexual abuse and issues particular to
victims of historical sexual abuse and male-on-male sexual abuse,
as well as in interviewing individuals suspected of sexual abuse.

4. Regular refresher courses on sexual assault/abuse, including child
sexual assault/abuse, historical sexual assault/abuse, and male-on-male
sexual assault/abuse, should be provided to all officers involved in
investigating sexual assault/abuse cases. In addition, officers who are
starting these types of investigations should receive or continue to
receive in-service mentorship. If not already in place, a procedure
should be established to ensure that OPP officers investigating lawyers
as suspects have specialized training and knowledge, or are able to
consult with someone who does, such as a Crown attorney in the
Special Prosecutions Unit.

5. It is important that officers in the OPP receive ongoing training
regarding their statutory reporting duties to the Children’s Aid
Society (CAS) under the Child and Family Services Act to ensure
that children at risk are protected.

Interviewing Sexual Assault/Abuse Complainants

6. Although it is sometimes necessary because complainants will disclose
the full extent of their abuse only over time, taking multiple statements
from a complainant should be avoided where possible.

7. The OPP and the CAS should jointly conduct interviews with child
complainants to minimize the number of interviews.

8. All efforts should be made to ensure that interviews with complainants
of sexual assault/abuse take place in a comfortable setting, for
example, a neutral location rather than an interrogation room.
Whenever possible, these interviews should be done in person,
not by telephone.

9. Investigative protocols should require officers to help complainants to
develop a plan to best recount their version of past events, including
dates. Officers may suggest using certain techniques, such as
collecting documents and photographs and/or creating a timeline.
OPP officers should be involved in obtaining these documents. In
some circumstances, search warrants may be required.

10. Complainants should be offered the opportunity to be interviewed
in the language of their choice. To ensure this choice is the
complainant’s, the interviewing officer should not state his or
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her preference. If the complainant has difficulty expressing him
or herself in English or French, every effort should be made to
provide accommodation by way of interpreters or otherwise.

11. It is important that the OPP develop a protocol to ensure that
complainants of sexual assault/abuse make their disclosures to
and are interviewed by officers of the sex of their choice. This
will ensure that the trauma of the complainant is reduced and
enhance his or her ability to provide intimate and personal details
of the sexual assault/abuse alleged.

CommunicationWith Complainants

12. The OPP should institute or augment measures to ensure that victims
and alleged victims of sexual assault/abuse and, in the case of children
who are sexual abuse victims or alleged victims, their parents and
family members, are offered support and apprised of the investigation,
the laying of charges, and the court proceedings. This could be done
by the OPP directly, through the Victim/Witness Assistance Program
(VWAP) or by a liaison person as described in the recommendations
in Phase 2 of this Report.

13. It is important that the OPP officers inform victims and alleged victims
of sexual assault/abuse of the outcome of any proceedings against the
perpetrator and the sentence imposed by the court. This could be done
by the OPP directly or through a liaison person as described in the
recommendations in Phase 2 of this Report.

Counselling and Support Services

14. OPP officers should continue to augment their knowledge of
counselling and support services available for victims and alleged
victims of sexual assault/abuse, for male-on-male sexual assault/abuse,
and for their families. Police officers should always attempt to make
referrals to these services when they receive a complaint of sexual
assault/abuse.

Consultation in Historical Sexual Abuse Cases

15. Given the particular complexities and sensitivities that arise in
historical sexual abuse cases, case managers (for major cases) should
consult with the Regional or Detachment Sexual Abuse Coordinator
early in the planning phases of such investigations and include these
officers as part of the investigative team.
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Note Taking, Record Keeping, and Accessing Records

16. It is critical that OPP officers maintain detailed documentation of
their investigative work as well as of meetings attended.

17. It is critical that OPP officers record and insert their notes from
investigations into the Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police
Automation Cooperative (OMPPAC) and other electronic databases
to ensure that other police officers have access to information about
the alleged perpetrator(s) of sexual assault/abuse.

18. It is important that OPP officers involved in sexual assault/abuse
investigations regularly access OMPPAC and other electronic
databases such as the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC)
to determine whether other officers in their police force or other
police forces have information on the alleged perpetrator(s).

19. The OPP should take appropriate measures to ensure that its policy
on the retention of officers’ notes is clearly defined, well understood,
and strictly enforced. The policy should continue to stipulate that
the officers’ notes are the property of the OPP and that should the
officer retire or go on extended leave, his or her notes need to be
turned over to the force. Such a policy must also address an efficient
way to store these records so they can be searched and accessed
whenever necessary.

20. The OPP should take steps to develop policies and protocols for the
destruction of property. These policies and protocols should require
that property reports clearly indicate who disposed of the property.
As well, quit claim forms should require a witness signature; at least
two people should be present for the complete destruction of property;
time, date, and method of destruction should be recorded along
with both witnesses’ signatures; and the viewing of tapes with
suspected criminal activity should be better itemized and then
archived for future reference.

21. A protocol should be developed on recording information by videotape
or audiotape from witnesses in police interviews. It is important that
the technology—video and audio—used by officers is of sufficiently
high quality to ensure that the words, gestures, and body language of
the person interviewed is accurately and fully recorded.

Adequate Resources

22. The OPP must ensure that it has the necessary resources, such as the
requisite number of fully trained officers, to conduct investigations of
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sexual assault/abuse in a timely manner, in particular, historical sexual
assault/abuse cases.

Communication Plans and Media Releases

23. Press releases should provide appropriate and accurate information
to the public. Regular communication between the investigators and
the media liaison official should help to ensure this occurs.

Informing Employers

24. An order or directive should be developed that requires the
OPP to inform public institutions, such as school boards, child
welfare agencies, hospitals, local religious institutions, and Justice
partners, that an allegation of sexual assault/abuse has been made
against one of their employees if the employee under investigation
comes into contact with children in the course of their work.
This protocol should also apply to anyone on contract with a
public institution or community-sector organization, such as
a bus driver or cleaning staff, and anyone who volunteers with
a public institution if the individual under investigation comes
into contact with children in the course of his or her duties.
Notification should be made by a designated senior OPP officer
to a designated senior person in the public institution or community
sector organization.

Recommendations for the OPP and Other Public Institutions

Child Protection Protocol, 2001

25. The OPP is a partner in the Child Protection Protocol: A
Coordinated Response in Eastern Ontario (July 2001). Since
this protocol has not been updated, the OPP should meet as
soon as practicable with other partners to review and update
the protocol. For those partners actively involved in the
investigation and prosecution of sexual assault/abuse cases,
consistent roles for the participants should be set out as well
as guidance on information sharing between investigating
bodies. The process of reviewing and updating the protocol
should continue triennially.
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Joint Training

26. The government of Ontario and the responsible ministries should
reinstitute joint training for CAS workers and police officers as
soon as practicable. This joint training should include specific training
on responding to historical allegations of abuse. For some aspects
of training, consideration should be given to including other Justice
partners, such as Crown counsel or those working in hospitals, in
specialized assault units. Joint training might also support more
standardization or the development of “best practices” protocols
between police and Children’s Aid Societies.

Court Management Protocol

27. The OPP and MAG, in particular the Crown Attorney’s Office in
Cornwall, should develop a court management protocol as soon as
practicable. This protocol should address the specific roles, duties,
and relationship between OPP officers and Crown attorneys in relation
to prosecutions, and be reviewed triennially.

Special Project Prosecutions

28. OPP and MAG should work together to develop joint operational
plans in special project prosecutions.

29. MAG and Ontario police agencies should review and compare
their major case management protocols to identify and rectify
inconsistencies and gaps.

Disclosure in Joint Investigations

30. In joint investigations involving more than one police force, a
protocol should be developed that stipulates that one officer should
be responsible for all disclosure requests. This officer should have
a contact on the other force or forces who assists with disclosure
but should personally oversee and track which items have been
disclosed to the Crown on behalf of all police forces involved in
the investigation.
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