
CHAPTER 10

Institutional Response of
School Boards

The Upper Canada District School Board (UCDSB) and the Catholic District
School Board of Eastern Ontario (CDSBEO) are both parties to this Inquiry.
This chapter sets out the institutional response of the two boards and of predecessor
boards with respect to allegations of sexual abuse of children and young people.
For both boards, information on the characteristics of the boards and relevant
policy change over time is discussed. As context, information is provided on the
special features of a Catholic education within a publicly funded school system
and how changes to how Catholic education is funded have affected organizational
change at both school boards.
The sections on the UCDSB address issues related to three men employed by

predecessor school boards: Robert Sabourin, Gilles Deslauriers, and Nelson
Barque. Also examined are the circumstances that led to the hiring of Jean Luc
Leblanc, an individual convicted of sexual offences against children, as a school
bus driver for the UCDSB, and the actions taken by employees of that Board in
response to the arrest of Mr. Leblanc in January 1998 for additional sexual offences.
The sections on the CDSBEO address issues related to teachers Marcel

Lalonde and Gilf Greggain and to Principal Lucien Labelle.
Where relevant to the subject matter discussed, I make recommendations for

future change.

Upper Canada District School Board

Introduction

The Upper Canada District School Board (UCDSB) is a publicly funded English-
language board serving students in the County of Lanark, the United Counties of
Leeds & Grenville, the United Counties of Prescott and Russell, and the United
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Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry. Its head office is in Brockville and
there are four satellite offices, one of which is in Cornwall.
The Board has 21,000 students in 79 elementary schools and 13,000 secondary

students in 24 secondary schools. Approximately 2,500 students attend alternative
and continuing education programs at 30 sites across the Board. There are 5,500
staff, including teachers, administrative, professional, and custodial staff.

Reorganizations Affecting the School Board Over Time

Before 1990, the public school boards in the Cornwall area provided services
to elementary and secondary English and French students and Catholic secondary
students. Catholic secondary school students moved to Catholic boards in a
gradual process between 1984 and 1990, as the government of Ontario provided
full funding. In 1997 and 1998, French-language elementary and secondary
schools and students moved to French-language school boards. When secondary-
level Catholic French schools, such as La Citadelle, were transferred to a new
board, all facilities and staff went with the transferred school. La Citadelle was
transferred to a Catholic school board in 1989, and subsequently to a French-
language Catholic school board.
School board reorganization has occurred several times in the past. For

example, there was a 1969 amalgamation that created the Stormont, Dundas &
Glengarry (SD&G) County Board of Education. In the 1970s and 1980s, this
Board had approximately 54 schools, 12,000–14,000 students, 800 teachers, and
400 staff. Students and staff reduced over time, due to declining enrolment and
movement of Catholic secondary students to schools in Catholic boards. In 1997,
there was a major restructuring of several area school boards pursuant to the
Fewer School Boards Act, 1997.1 Four area public school boards, including
the SD&G County Board of Education, were merged to create the current Upper
Canada District School Board. There are still outstanding issues from this
challenging amalgamation and restructuring. The current Director of Education,
David Thomas, testified that some protocols still need to be brought “up
to speed.”

School Management Structure

Principals manage elementary and secondary schools; for some larger schools,
they are assisted by vice-principals. Principals are responsible for the adminis-
tration of educational programs, supervision of teaching and administrative staff,
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discipline of students, and management of school facilities. Before the 1990s,
principals were part of collective bargaining units for teachers.
Principals report to superintendents, who usually have responsibility for

groups or “families” of schools and sometimes have additional program
responsibilities on behalf of the Board, such as responsibility for special education.
In more recent times, responding to the Robins Report2 and to Ministry of
Education initiatives on safe school environments, there has been a Safe Schools
Superintendent. Superintendents report to the Director of Education, who reports
to the Board and is also the Secretary of the Board of Trustees.

Duty to Report Abuse

The 1965 Child Welfare Act3 provided that “every person” must report a child in
need of protection to the Children’s Aid Society (CAS). The Act did not specific-
ally mention teachers, principals, or other professionals. The law relieved those
reporting from the obligation to treat information as subject to legal restrictions,
so teachers and staff could obtain and transmit confidential information in making
reports to Children’s Aid Societies. Changes to the ChildWelfare Act occurred in
1978.4 Specific references to reporting “abuse” were added to the requirement to
report a child in need of protection, and specific responsibilities were introduced
for professionals, such as teachers, to report. Penalties for failure to report were
also set out.
Mr. T. Rosaire Leger, who was the Director of Education for the SD&G

County Board of Education from 1973 to 1988, indicated that these changes
were communicated through regular staff meetings with principals during the
1970s and 1980s. Special education teachers were also informed.
Further amendments to the Child and Family Services Act, the successor to the

Child Welfare Act, occurred in 1984 regarding the duty to report.5 Mr. Leger
testified that this information was communicated at general meetings, through
principals’meetings, and through the established special education network. Mr.
James Dilamarter succeeded Mr. Leger as the Director of Education for the
SD&G County Board of Education. He held this position until 1997, following
which he was the Interim Director of the UCDSB for three months in late 1997



and early 1998. He testified that during his tenure as Director of Education, this
communication approach continued but there was also the introduction of a
written policy manual, which will be discussed later in this section.
Mr. Leger testified that allegations made against someone not employed by the

School Board would usually be reported to a superintendent but not necessarily
to the Board since they did not relate to a staff member.

Hiring and Termination of Teachers

Hiring of teachers has always been done at the School Board level. Mr. Leger
testified that during his tenure in the 1970s and 1980s, he advocated direct reference
checks by telephone rather than relying on written references. Teachers were also
required to have teaching certificates and certain other qualifications related to
education. Today, the Board does criminal record checks on all employees.
Before 1988, there was no written policy governing what to do if there was a

report of abuse by a teacher or other school employee. The practice was to remove
the accused person from his or her duties, report to the CAS, and send the person
home with pay. The individual would be suspended with pay until criminal
charges were resolved and/or the CAS investigation completed. Mr. Leger testi-
fied that any report of abuse against a teacher had to be reported to the Director
of Education and the School Board.
In April 1989, the Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry County Child Abuse

Protocol came into effect. It was a written consolidation of the procedures in
effect before the protocol was implemented. James Dilamarter testified that as the
new Director of Education, he thought the procedures should be in written form.
This protocol was in effect until 1998.
The current policy continues to be that an employee who is accused of abuse

is suspended with pay and removed from the school setting by the Human
Resources Department. Amendments to the Education Act6 in 20027 provide
that if teachers are charged with sexual offences regarding minors or other offences
that place students at risk, they must be removed from classroom duties. The
current Director of Education, David Thomas, indicated that this statutory obliga-
tion was already “long-standing” UCDSB policy.
From 1993 until direct reporting to the Ontario College of Teachers was

instituted, school boards were required to report to the Ministry of Education
convictions of teachers for any offences involving sexual conduct and minors
or any other offences that could place pupils at risk. School boards must now
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report teachers who are charged or convicted directly to the Ontario College of
Teachers. The College also has an obligation to inform school boards of any
outcome of its licensing or disciplinary processes.
If the CAS or police declines to investigate or there is no conviction, the

UCDSB may still perform a further investigation and terminate an employee.
UCDSB policy following conviction requires termination but if the individual
is acquitted, the UCDSB conducts a comprehensive review and has discussions
with the College of Teachers. Even on acquittal, the UCDSB may terminate a
teacher.
The 2002 Ontario College of Teachers Professional Advisory provides that in

the case of misconduct that is not of a criminal nature, school board staff or a third
party may conduct an investigation. For example, a teacher’s inviting students to
his or her home to swim in the pool may not be criminal but is inappropriate.
In addition, the Ontario College of Teachers Act, 1996 contains a definition of
sexual abuse, and any of the acts included in the definition would be considered
professional misconduct. The UCDSB has no specific policy on steps or
procedures for sexual misconduct that is not criminal or reportable. In such cases,
it exercises individual discretion and confers with counsel.
The current policy of the UCDSB is to provide a “full reference or no refer-

ence” for departing teachers. This follows the Ontario College of Teachers
reporting procedures. In addition, personnel files reflect the reasons for any
resignations related to allegations of sexual misconduct.

Transportation Contractors

Private providers deliver school bus services under contract with the UCDSB. This
was also the case with the Board’s predecessors. Although there was an expec-
tation that transportation service providers would screen their own drivers, prior
to 1999 there were no formal, documented requirements. Criminal record checks
are done by the Ministry of Transportation as part of the application for a “B” class
licence, which is required to operate a school bus. Since 1994, the Ministry
cannot license drivers as school bus drivers if they have a conviction involving
abuse of a minor within the last five years. An older record can be reviewed, and
there is discretion for the Ministry of Transportation to refuse a licence even for
a very old conviction.
UCDSB officials indicated in correspondence in 1999 that it was expected

that if a driver was a risk to pupils (for example, charged with a sexual offence),
the operator would remove the driver from a school route. Mr. Leger testified
that he was not aware of any incidents during his tenure in the 1970s and 1980s.
Current Director of Education David Thomas confirmed that this expectation
for school bus operators continues to apply at the UCDSB.
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In early 1999, formal standards of performance were developed by the UCDSB
and incorporated into contracts with school bus operator contractors. Subsequently,
a new draft transportation contract was circulated that included a provision
requiring bus operators to obtain police criminal record checks for all new drivers
prior to employment.

Relevant Protocols and Policies

Before 1989, many of the administrative processes and practices developed to
respond to allegations of abuse were unwritten. In 1989, these were codified in
the policy manual of the Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry County Board of
Education. The policy manual included a child abuse protocol. While the protocol
is dated 1989, Director of Education James Dilamarter indicated that most policies
were already in place as practices, at least in the 1984–1989 period. The 1989
written protocol provided that teachers with “well-founded” suspicions of abuse
or neglect of students were to report to principals, who would gather “informa-
tion and insight” to decide if there were reasonable grounds to report to the CAS.
If a principal did not report and a teacher still had suspicions, he or she was
required to report directly to the CAS. The protocol indicated that if an allegation
was made regarding a staff member, the Superintendent or Director of Education
would be responsible for assessment and reporting. The policy also provided
that pupils should not be interviewed at school in an investigation of extra-familial
abuse without parental consent.
In 1992, a multi-party protocol was created that included school boards and

other agencies. Developed largely by the Children’s Aid Society of the United
Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry, it clarified processes and procedures
of the 1989 protocol but dealt mainly with how the CAS and applicable police
forces would handle a situation of abuse.
A revised protocol was signed in 2001 between the UCDSB, the CAS for

the United Counties, and relevant police services and other organizations and is
still in effect. It outlines responsibilities for reporting abuse and procedures
and assistance. In this protocol, all investigation is clearly left to the CAS or
police services.
This protocol also makes it clear that teachers must report to the CAS, not

to their principals. This policy change was effective in 2001. The 2001 protocol
has not been updated as of January 28, 2009.
The 2003 Ontario Eastern Region Police and School Board Protocol ensures

that multiple interviews are avoided and addresses investigations in schools
and police access to school information. This protocol is currently in place
and is based on a provincial model for local police–school board protocols. It
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provides more detail on policies and practices related to the interrogation of
pupils by police.
The Safe Schools Act, 20008 deals with the conduct of students, not teachers

or other adults, and provides the authority to address inappropriate behaviour,
including sexual misconduct, by students at schools. However, the Ontario
Schools Code of Conduct, which applies to all schools, sets out behaviour
standards for all individuals in schools, not just students. The Code includes
requirements to comply with all laws, engage in respectful conduct, and take
measures to help those in need.
Current Director of Education David Thomas testified that counselling is

provided to students, family members, and victims of historical abuse at the
UCDSB, pursuant to Board policy.

Robins Report

From the late 1970s to the early 1990s, Mr. Kenneth DeLuca, a teacher of the
former Sault Ste. Marie Roman Catholic Separate School Board, sexually abused
a number of female students. Allegations led to charges and convictions. The
Honourable Sydney L. Robins, a former judge of the Court of Appeal of Ontario,
was mandated to look into these events and “make recommendations regarding
protocols, policies and procedures to effectively identify and prevent sexual
assault, harassment or violence.”

Protecting Our Students was an important report by Justice Sydney Robins,
released in 2000. The Robins Report provided information on the extent of sexual
abuse of students by teachers, including grooming practices, and the serious
impact of such abuse. The Report indicated that 70 percent of children do not
report such abuse. The Report had a significant influence on school boards as
it made many recommendations for change, for example, that teacher and staff
references should be checked and criminal record checks done. The Upper Canada
District School Board does criminal background checks for volunteers and
employees every two and a half years.
The Robins Report also recommended periodic review of policies and

procedures on sexual misconduct by the Ministry of Education in cooperation with
Ontario school boards. Director David Thomas, in reviewing the UCDSB’s
progress with respect to the Robins Report, did not know if these policies and
procedures had been specifically reviewed as recommended. Because of the
importance and relevance of the Robins Report, Mr. Thomas assisted this Inquiry
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by going through key recommendations of the Robins Report and indicating the
UCDSB’s status with respect to many recommendations.
He acknowledged that more work needs to be done with respect to training

teachers and staff at all levels. Mr. Thomas testified that the Board does not have
funds to prevent misconduct before it occurs or ascertain whether a child may have
been abused before any report, i.e., to train teachers to see the warning signs
that could lead to early identification and response to abuse. The Robins Report
recommended extensive training and funding of training in the area of child
abuse, including prevention-oriented training and early intervention training, but
the Upper Canada District School Board received no specific funds from the
Ministry of Education for this.
The UCDSB has only recently started the volunteer training recommended by

the Robins Report. David Thomas testified that the UCDSB needs more discre-
tion for use of funding for such training to recognize and respond to abuse, not
necessarily more money.
In compliance with the Robins Report, the UCDSB’s current protocols iden-

tify even “second-hand” information or “in-confidence” information as reportable.
The Teaching Profession Act9 was clarified in September 200210 to provide that

a teacher reporting suspected abuse by another teacher did not need to inform that
teacher of the report. Before this, belief that this notice was required led to
reluctance among teachers to report. This issue was raised in the Robins Report
as a possible impediment. The UCDSB has implemented this approach.
However, there are still areas of uncertainty in policies and protocols at the

UCDSB. For example, it is not clear what should be reported to the CAS if a
student is sixteen or older. As well, existing protocols do not appear to clearly iden-
tify how to deal with volunteers or others associated with the school if sexual
misconduct occurs when the student is over sixteen. It is important to develop such
policies because information about abuse of an older student may ultimately
reveal abuse of younger students; in addition, students over sixteen may be under
the power of an authority figure and criminal acts may have been committed.
Students may also need and deserve counselling.
The UCDSB has no policies or protocols for communication plans after

disclosure of alleged sexual misconduct, as recommended by the Robins
Report. This means that possible unknown victims or family members are not
aware of the potential for assistance. As well, it means that the public may be
hearing only rumours, rather than having direct information from a responsible
public institution.
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While the UCDSB has made considerable progress in responding to the
Robins Report, it needs to complete a review and updating of all its protocols
and then to adhere to a regular process of review and updating. Some protocols
have not been revised since 2001. In particular, in my view the UCDSB
should have policies in place for sexual abuse related to students sixteen and
older and for communication plans when the UCDSB is affected by disclosure,
charges, or convictions of abuse. Therefore, I recommend that such policies be
put into place.
In terms of training costs, given the size of school board budgets, it seems

likely that the issue is one of providing more flexibility to school boards and
not necessarily more funds for this type of training. However, I note that if my
recommendations in Phase 2 of this Report are accepted, some money will be
available for cross-institutional training in Cornwall and in the United Counties
of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry, through what I have referred to as the
Reconciliation Trust. In addition, as part of the forward-looking recommendations
in my Phase 2 Report for education across Ontario, I make specific recommen-
dations for enhanced professional training, as well as funding for that training. If
these recommendations are adopted, there could be the supports available to the
UCDSB that it has indicated it needs to prevent and respond to the sexual abuse
of children and young people attending schools in the Board.

Robert Sabourin

Sabourin Hired in 1967

Robert Sabourin was hired in 1967 as a French, theatre arts, and photography
teacher by a predecessor board to the Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry County
Board of Education. Robert Sabourin taught at La Citadelle High School in
Cornwall. Jeannine Séguin was the principal from 1973 to 1981 for La Citadelle
and for St. Lawrence High School, when the two schools operated in the same
building. The Superintendent responsible for La Citadelle was Jean-Paul Scott.

High School Student C-112 Makes a Complaint

C-112 was a student at La Citadelle High School from grade 10 to grade 13,
from 1973 onward. In 1972, he had attended the St. Lawrence High School, in the
same building as La Citadelle. The schools operated in shifts in the building
until the St. Lawrence High School moved out in the mid-1970s.
C-112 was active in school extracurricular activities, including student radio

and local access cable television. He was also an active student photographer.
Student photographs could be developed in a school darkroom. The teacher
responsible for the darkroom was Robert Sabourin. The room was kept locked and
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Robert Sabourin had a key, as did others on staff. C-112 used the room during
lunch hours but not after school, as he lived outside Cornwall and had to take a
bus home. Usually, he asked Mr. Sabourin to open the room or to give him the key.
In 1974–1975, when he was in grade 11, C-112 took a cinematography course
from Mr. Sabourin.
C-112 alleged that the first sexual incident with Mr. Sabourin happened when

he was taken to Ottawa at age fourteen or fifteen to attend a meeting of the
Association canadienne-française de l’Ontario. C-112 was a student representa-
tive and Robert Sabourin a teacher representative. C-112 reported that during
the drive, under the guise of helping him learn to drive, Robert Sabourin rubbed
his thigh. Although C-112 believed that Robert Sabourin was coming on to him,
he did not tell anyone about what happened.
Early in the school year 1974–1975, Robert Sabourin is alleged to have

sexually assaulted C-112. While they were locked in the darkroom at school,
the teacher spoke to C-112 about pictures C-112 had taken but thrown out before
developing. These were pictures of him naked. Because there was a picture of
C-112’s mother in the roll of frames, Robert Sabourin even suggested that she
might be accused of taking pictures of her naked son. Robert Sabourin then
sexually abused him.While the two were in the room, another teacher tried to open
the door but it was locked and she left.
C-112 testified that he was ashamed and scared and did not return to classes

but went home. He did not tell his mother what had happened, only that he did
not want to return to Robert Sabourin’s cinematography class. C-112’s mother was
upset and called the school. The school sent Father Gary Ostler to speak to C-112
several days later. Father Ostler was not on the staff of La Citadelle, but the
priest was often involved in school activities.
C-112 and Father Ostler went for a drive to talk after school and C-112

explained what had happened and why he did not want to return to Robert
Sabourin’s class. C-112 indicated that Father Ostler told him it did not seem that
Robert Sabourin had hurt him and that if C-112 complained, he would ruin the
teacher’s reputation over “some silliness.” On his return to C-112’s home, Father
Ostler told the student’s mother that C-112 was sick, which she did not believe.
C-112 remembered that this incident distressed him.
C-112 returned to school but not to Robert Sabourin’s class. A few days after

Father Ostler’s visit, C-112 was called into the office of Principal Jeannine
Séguin. C-112 recalled that Vice-Principal Jules Renaud also attended. Principal
Séguin asked C-112 to confirm that he had complained about an incident involving
Mr. Sabourin and that this was the reason he was refusing to attend Mr. Sabourin’s
class. C-112 agreed that this was the case, saying Robert Sabourin was a “pervert.”
Jeannine Séguin asked him if he was prepared to testify in court and C-112 said
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he was not ready for the matter to be public and did not want his friends to find
out. C-112 did not have his mother or another adult with him during this interview.
Principal Séguin said that C-112 could continue his class in the library instead of
with Robert Sabourin. He continued as yearbook photographer but the films
were developed elsewhere. C-112 testified that he was satisfied with this response
and it gave him some closure.
Principal Séguin was interviewed in March 1998 with respect to a civil

proceeding of one of the complainants of Robert Sabourin. In her statement,
she denied that C-112 had disclosed a complaint about Robert Sabourin to her.
Constable Heidi Sebalj also interviewed Principal Séguin in October 1997
for the Cornwall Police Service (CPS) investigation of allegations against
Robert Sabourin. Ms Séguin indicated in her interview that after the resignation
of Mr. Sabourin, she had asked her vice-principal if he was aware of com-
plainants. He told her that he had heard of him. I believe he was referring here
to Mr. Sabourin.
Mr. Jean-Paul Scott, the Superintendent of Education at the time, testified

that Albert Morin, a Board member, had told him of the allegations of C-112 in
1976 or 1977. He had provided that information as well to Constable Sebalj in his
statement of October 16, 1997. I am of the view that either the principal or the
vice-principal or both were aware of the allegations reported by C-112 and that
certainly Mr. Scott was aware of the allegations before the CPS investigation.
C-112 sometimes saw Robert Sabourin in the halls at school over the next year.

C-112 thought Mr. Sabourin knew of his disclosure because the teacher would
make a motion as if, in C-112’s words, “he was going to slit my throat.” C-112
would tell other students not to go into the darkroom alone with Robert Sabourin.
I have heard no evidence that anyone from the School Board contacted the

police or the CAS, although C-112 was only fourteen or fifteen at the time of his
reported abuse. At the time, the School Board took no job-related action with
Robert Sabourin. Mr. T. Rosaire Leger, Director of Education of the SD&G
County Board of Education from 1973 to 1988, testified that on receiving a
report of abuse, the Board’s practice was to remove any person involved from his
or her duties, report to the CAS, and send the person home with pay. He explained
that information on the duty to report child abuse was communicated to principals.
He also indicated that if complaints involved staff members, the Director of
Education and the Board of Trustees were to be informed.
There was a failure to follow Board policy with respect to Robert Sabourin.

Jean-Paul Scott testified that he did not report to the CAS or the police, and
presumably did not report to the Director of Education or Board of Trustees
regarding C-112’s complaint because of a “lack of evidence.” He also did not
make any notation in Robert Sabourin’s personnel file. In this, Mr. Scott failed to

SCHOOL BOARDS 1249



take appropriate action in response to an allegation of sexual abuse by teacher
Robert Sabourin.
Superintendent Scott also testified that he did not recall any of his teachers

receiving training at that time with respect to the handling of allegations of
sexual abuse.

Locked Door Discussion

Superintendent Jean-Paul Scott recalled visiting La Citadelle High School on
many occasions during the period 1974–1976. He recalled seeing several rooms
used by Robert Sabourin and that these rooms had locks on the doors. Mr. Scott
said that Mr. Sabourin told him this was necessary to protect developing film. He
also recalled that he asked Principal Séguin about the locks and she told him
that it was not necessary to have locks on the doors. No steps were taken to
remove the locks even though Principal Séguin thought them unnecessary.
Superintendent Scott was sufficiently concerned to make inquiries.

Ms Sabourin Visits Principal Séguin

The wife of Robert Sabourin came to visit Principal Séguin in the spring of 1976
and asked that the meeting be kept in confidence. She told the principal that “for
the good of the students,” she should not keep Robert Sabourin teaching in her
high school. Ms Sabourin told Principal Séguin that she had been told by her
son “what was going on” in his father’s classes. In an interview with Constable
Sebalj in 1997, Principal Séguin indicated that this was the first time she was
aware of any issues with Robert Sabourin.
Ms Sabourin said she had seen pictures of a sexual nature and that her son had

told her that her husband was going into the darkroom at school and having
sexual relations with students. Ms Sabourin indicated that her husband had
confessed to this but then destroyed the pictures.
Jeannine Séguin told Ms Sabourin that as principal she could take no action

without proof and that the union (the teachers’ federation) would be an impedi-
ment if she had no “written report against him.” Since she had no pictures and Ms
Sabourin would not testify, Principal Séguin decided that her only option was
for Robert Sabourin to go on sick leave or voluntarily resign.

Principal Jeannine Séguin Negotiates the Resignation of Robert Sabourin

Several days later, Principal Séguin met with Robert Sabourin and discussed his
leaving voluntarily. Robert Sabourin submitted his resignation at the end of May
1976. While Principal Séguin indicated in her statement to Constable Sebalj that
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the teacher had made no admissions to her, one of the reasons she gave to convince
Robert Sabourin to resign was that he would do a service for the students. She also
urged him to get medical help, telling him that he was sick.
In 1997, Constable Sebalj of the CPS was investigating allegations made by

André Lavoie against Robert Sabourin. In addition to interviewing Principal
Séguin, she interviewed Gerald Labreque, head of the French Department at La
Citadelle. Mr. Labreque recalled Robert Sabourin telling him that he was taking
a sabbatical year because of depression. Mr. Labreque discussed this departure
with Principal Séguin, who told him that Robert Sabourin was sick, that he had
been caught in a sexual abuse case, that there were incriminating photos, and
that this had happened before.

Principal Séguin Meets With Superintendent Jean-Paul Scott

The Superintendent to whom Principal Séguin reported was Jean-Paul Scott.
Principal Séguin told Superintendent Scott that Robert Sabourin had resigned. She
explained the circumstances of Ms Sabourin’s visit, her perspective on the issue
of proof, and her negotiation of resignation with Robert Sabourin. Mr. Scott did
not report the circumstances of this departure to his Director of Education, Mr.
Leger, or to the Board of Trustees for the School Board. The resignation was
documented and reported to the Board of Trustees as being by “mutual consent.”
During the discussion with Mr. Scott, the possible impediment to dismissal
represented by union (teachers’ federation) intervention was discussed and
appeared to be a significant factor in how the departure was handled.
Neither Superintendent Scott nor Principal Séguin contacted the CAS or the

police. It was possible that there may have been victims of Mr. Sabourin who
were under sixteen. In addition, he was a teacher and therefore an authority
figure. Mr. Lavoie, who testified about his experience of abuse, indicated that
he thought there could have been thirty to forty victims of Robert Sabourin. In my
view, the CAS or the police should have been contacted and the Board and
Superintendent Scott failed to take appropriate action by failing to do so.
After Mr. Sabourin left his employment at La Citadelle, Principal Séguin

gave him a reference as a good worker and a good teacher. Mr. Sabourin was
hoping to work for a community centre in order to develop and run a cinema-
tography centre. This would have potentially given Robert Sabourin access to
some of the same type of facilities that he used at La Citadelle to attract and
abuse teenagers. The failure to properly manage Mr. Sabourin’s departure, by
permitting him to resign rather than documenting his behaviour, led to the giving
of an inappropriate reference that had the potential to put other organizations
and young people at risk.
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André Lavoie Reports Allegations of Sexual Abuse by Robert Sabourin

In March 1996, André Lavoie gave a statement to Constable Heidi Sebalj of the
CPS, alleging historical abuse by teacher Robert Sabourin.
André Lavoie had attended St. Lawrence High School, in the building that

also housed the French-language school La Citadelle. In 1967, when André
Lavoie was fourteen and in grade 9, Mr. Sabourin was his French teacher. Mr.
Sabourin expressed a personal interest in André Lavoie, encouraging his interests
in literature, film, and music. This was attractive to the young student because he
had not received such encouragement and interest from his own family. Within
a short time, Robert Sabourin began sexually abusing him, and this continued for
the five years Mr. Lavoie was in high school. The abuse occurred initially at
Robert Sabourin’s apartment and then at the school, notably in the locked
darkroom or the teacher’s locked office. Mr. Lavoie recalled Robert Sabourin
saying that the rooms needed locks to protect developing film. Robert Sabourin
also abused the young student at the Sabourin home, at the Lavoie home, and
in his car.
Mr. Sabourin cautioned the student to say nothing about the sexual abuse

because “terrible things would happen to himself and myself.” He mentioned
that his previous school in Montreal had asked him to leave, citing “sexual
innuendoes.” Robert Sabourin expressed concern that his activities in Cornwall
could “get back to Montreal.” An Ontario Municipal and Provincial Police
Automation Cooperative (OMPPAC) search by Constable Sebalj located a record
showing that Robert Sabourin had been before the courts in Quebec in 1969 in
regard to sexual improprieties.
While in school, Mr. Lavoie did not disclose his abuse. However, he wondered

why teachers did not challenge the locked doors or ask why a teacher was so
frequently in the company of young boys, often alone or at out-of-town meetings
or excursions. Other students inquired about Mr. Sabourin’s relationship with
their fellow student, but Mr. Lavoie turned the questions aside. He testified that
he saw other boys coming out of the same room in which Robert Sabourin
victimized him. He was convinced that they were also victims of sexual abuse but
was paralyzed with fear and shame and could not talk to them.
WhenAndré Lavoie was in grade 11 he left school for three months. Although

a guidance counsellor called during his absence and spoke to him on his return,
no one asked him why he had been so unhappy at school that he had left. If
anyone had asked or the school had indicated that they were looking into Robert
Sabourin’s activities, André Lavoie was convinced he would have disclosed his
abuse and got help sooner.
WhenAndré Lavoie came forward to the CPS in 1996 and provided evidence

of Robert Sabourin’s abuse, he had reason to be concerned that his abuser could
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be in a position where he had access to young boys. A neighbour told him that Mr.
Sabourin was involved in activities at Église St. Felix-de-Valois and wanted to be
responsible for training altar boys. Mr. Lavoie had warned Curé Desrosiers about
the risk and he had responded, “We’ve always kept an eye on him.”
Robert Sabourin was charged with abusing André Lavoie and others and

pleaded guilty, receiving a sentence of two years less a day. The trial of Robert
Sabourin is discussed in Chapter 11, on the institutional response of the Ministry
of the Attorney General.
As a student, Mr. Lavoie recalled having respect for and liking Principal

Séguin. He found it hard to understand why she did not ask questions when she
saw him so frequently in the company of Robert Sabourin. Indeed, he would
look her in the eye and silently beg her, “Please do something.” He thought if the
principal had asked about sexual impropriety with Robert Sabourin, he probably
would have opened up. The fact that opportunities to intervene were missed by
school authorities is understandably an added source of pain.
Mr. Lavoie pointed out that victims of sexual abuse are often perceived as

irritants. I agree that this is unfortunately true and needs to change. Mr. Lavoie’s
articulate and moving account of the lifelong impact of abuse for him under-
lines the serious consequences of sexual abuse of young people.

Primary School Student Alain Seguinʼs abuse by Robert Sabourin

Alain Seguin was a grade 7 student at École Jean XXIII in Cornwall. The thirteen-
to fourteen-year-old had friends at nearby La Citadelle. These friends introduced
him to photography teacher Robert Sabourin in 1973 or 1974.
Robert Sabourin befriended the boy, encouraging his interest in photography

and becoming friendly with the Seguin family. Robert Sabourin would meet
Alain Seguin during lunch time in his locked office and darkroom, where he
would sexually abuse him. Students, teachers, and janitors would see him coming
in and out but did not challenge the presence of a younger boy at the school.
Robert Sabourin also abused him in his car and took Alain Seguin to Ottawa as
a “helper” when Mr. Sabourin took pictures of the inauguration of Archbishop
Proulx. The boy was also sexually abused during this trip. Robert Sabourin used
his Church connections to deceive Mr. Seguin’s parents as to the legitimacy of his
intentions. The abuse continued for about two years, including a period after the
complaint of C-112.
Mr. Seguin indicated that he had first disclosed his abuse in 1987, to an officer

in the CPS. Approximately one month later, he disclosed at the Royal Ottawa
Hospital in conjunction with an assessment and treatment, specifically mentioning
Robert Sabourin, a teacher. There was no follow-up to this disclosure. He testified
that Staff Sergeant Robert Trottier of the CPS had facilitated this assessment.
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Mr. Seguin testified that he had told the officer that a teacher in high school had
abused him, but the Cornwall police did not respond to this or institute an
investigation. In cross-examination, Mr. Seguin was less clear about his disclo-
sure to Staff Sergeant Trottier. Alain Seguin referred to failures to respond to
his disclosures as missed opportunities. I agree with Mr. Seguin.
In 1997, Mr. Seguin called the OPP Project Truth hotline, intending to report

his abuse by Robert Sabourin. He was referred to the Cornwall Police Service. He
gave a statement on January 26, 1998.
Robert Sabourin was convicted and sentenced to two years less a day plus

probation. Mr. Seguin thought the sentence was insufficient because there were
several victims. Mr. Seguin noted that no one from the School Board approached
him or offered counselling or other services. In this respect the UCDSB failed to
provide adequate support services to a victim of abuse.

Adequacy of Response

The response to the complaints of C-112 was inadequate. Principal Séguin and
Superintendent Scott should have reported to the CAS and the police. It is the
responsibility of the CAS and the police to investigate. Principal Séguin and
Superintendent Scott had enough information to make a report and let the
appropriate authorities take over. If Robert Sabourin had been removed from his
position at the time of C-112’s complaint, the abuse of Alain Seguin might have
been limited and other victims might have been spared.
When Ms Sabourin came forward, Principal Séguin and Superintendent Scott

should have reported to the CAS and police but failed to do so. The school
officials had information of serious wrongdoing. They did not have to conduct an
investigation; other authorities could have done so. While Ms Sabourin’s request
for confidentiality was understandable, confidentiality should not be preserved in
the face of a risk to students. I note that the current protocol of the UCDSB
specifically provides that “in-confidence” and “second-hand” information is
reportable. I agree with this policy.
Because the reasons for Robert Sabourin’s departure were not properly

documented, he left with his teaching qualifications intact, able to relocate and
abuse elsewhere. The risk of being challenged by the union (teachers’ federa-
tion) was given greater importance than it should have received. Dismissals are
often grieved, but this does not absolve institutions from following the law or
Board practices and policies in place to protect students. The Board’s employees
failed in fulfilling their managerial duties by not sufficiently disciplining Robert
Sabourin and allowing him to resign, and for not advising the Board of the
reasons for his resignation.
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The response to allegations against Robert Sabourin reinforces the impor-
tance of up-to-date written policies and protocols and regular training. Training
should include tips to identify inappropriate behaviour by authority figures, such
as having a locked office or obscuring the window on an office door, being alone
regularly with students, having “favourites,” and giving or receiving special
favours. Teachers should also be taught to recognize signs of abuse such as
sudden changes in physical appearance, inexplicable anger, or crying. This is
the type of preventative training referred to in the Robins Report.
In addition, the USCDB should conduct physical audits and make appropriate

changes, such as removing unnecessary locks or putting glass in the doors of
offices where teachers may meet with students. Opportunity for observation
reduces opportunity for sexual abuse.

Father Gilles Deslauriers

Chaplain at La Citadelle

Roman Catholic priest Father Gilles Deslauriers was the full-time chaplain at
La Citadelle High School from 1977 until early 1986. The SD&G County Board
of Education paid his salary. It had been the idea of Jeannine Séguin to bring a
priest to the school, and she arranged to pay for Father Deslauriers’ salary.
Principal Séguin expressed confidence in Father Deslauriers and reported that the
teachers admired him. Ms Séguin worked for the SD&G County Board of
Education from 1970 to 1981 and became a principal in 1973.
Although La Citadelle was a public school, it had a significant Catholic

population. At the time of Father Gilles Deslauriers’ appointment as chaplain,
Bishop Eugène LaRocque of the Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall wrote a letter
noting that more than one hundred French Catholic students attended. Father
Deslauriers was encouraged by his Bishop to ensure a Catholic presence at the
school and to evangelize future leaders of the country and Church.

Father Deslauriers Leaves the Diocese and La Citadelle

Benoit Brisson and his parents reported allegations of sexual abuse against Father
Deslauriers in 1986. These allegations and what happened following the reports
of abuse were discussed in Chapter 8, on the institutional response of the Diocese
of Alexandria-Cornwall.
After the report of the allegations, Father Deslauriers met with Bishop

LaRocque and it was agreed that he would leave the Diocese of Alexandria-
Cornwall to attend a thirty-day spiritual retreat. Following this meeting, Father
Deslauriers went to visit Jeannine Séguin.
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After being approached for help, Ms Séguin assisted Father Deslauriers in a
number of practical and appropriate ways:

• permitting Father Deslauriers to stay briefly with her and Bishop
Proulx’s sister, with whom she was living at the time;

• calling Dr. Corbeil to come and speak to Father Deslauriers as she was
concerned for his mental health;

• calling Bishop Proulx and arranging for Father Deslauriers to stay
“at the cottage”;

• taking Father Deslauriers to Montreal for a driver’s licence because
he had only an Ontario licence;

• asking a lawyer to act for Father Deslauriers; and
• taking Father Deslauriers to a treatment centre in Montreal.

It appears that Father Gilles Deslauriers first told Jeannine Séguin that he
had been asked to leave because he had caused a separation between two people.
This was probably a reference to Benoit Brisson and his wife, Denyse Deslauriers,
as Mr. Brisson’s crisis over his recollection of abuse by Father Deslauriers led to
the breakdown of his marriage Later, Father Deslauriers told her that he did not
do the things he was accused of by the Bishop. I have heard no evidence that
would allow me to determine if Father Deslauriers had formally resigned from his
position as chaplain or was on some kind of official leave.
Constable Herb Lefebvre and Sergeant Ron Lefebvre of the Cornwall Police

Service interviewed Principal Séguin as part of their investigation into the
allegations against Father Deslauriers. She indicated that she had not received any
complaints about Father Deslauriers from school students.

Use of Position at La Citadelle

The investigation revealed that Father Deslauriers used his position at La Citadelle
to meet students and involve them in activities outside school, leading to the
abuse of some students. The activities were generally a combination of youth
group and spiritual activities sponsored by the Catholic Church and often involved
many students.
While grooming did occur at school, the acts of sexual abuse did not occur on

school premises but at the St. John Bosco Rectory, where Father Gilles Deslauriers
was a priest in residence.
When knowledge of the sexual abuse emerged in early 1986, following Benoit

Brisson’s disclosure to his wife and parents, his mother, Lise Brisson, made
considerable efforts to contact responsible Church officials in order both to
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address past abuse and to avoid future abuse. In March 1986 correspondence to
senior officials of the Roman Catholic Church in Canada, she noted that Gilles
Deslauriers was the chaplain at La Citadelle and had access to young people,
who were vulnerable because of his charismatic personality and the degree of
trust reposed in him. It does not appear that the Diocese provided this corre-
spondence to the School Board. Lise Brisson did not contact La Citadelle directly,
hoping that the Diocese would deal with Gilles Deslauriers’ lack of suitability for
the priesthood.
The allegations of sexual abuse by Father Gilles Deslauriers became public in

May 1986. I have neither reviewed nor heard evidence that the principal of La
Citadelle or the School Board took any action. Before the May 1986 disclosures,
it did not appear that the senior management of the School Board had knowl-
edge of or could reasonably have obtained knowledge of the abuse that involved
Father Deslauriers. The Diocese had not disclosed the abuse to the School Board
or the Children’s Aid Society, and the police investigation did not start until late
May 1986. By that time, Father Gilles Deslauriers had left La Citadelle.

Failure to Conduct Internal Investigation

Although Ms Seguin was aware in early 1986 that Father Deslauriers had been
asked to leave the Diocese for a period of time, it is unclear exactly what infor-
mation she had at the time and what, if any, information was shared with School
Board officials by either the Diocese or Ms Seguin, who had retired from the
Board by this time. It seems likely, however, that Board personnel would have
known about subsequent media reports stemming from a May 1986 television
interview conducted between Lise Brisson and Charlie Greenwell. Ms Brisson
testified that she had gone to the media because she was concerned that the
Diocese and the Church officials she had contacted were not taking action with
respect to Gilles Deslauriers and there had been no response to her correspondence.
In addition, by June 1996, the Cornwall Police Service had made contact

with the principal of La Citadelle concerning its investigation into Father
Deslauriers. I did not hear any evidence that the principal or the School Board took
any action on learning of the police investigation into Father Deslauriers, such as
attempting to contact students, helping to find other potential victims, or offer-
ing any assistance with counselling.

It is unfortunate that no assistance appears to have been extended to affected
students and their families or efforts made to find other students who may have
been victims of Father Gilles Deslauriers’ actions. In this respect, the pattern of
response was similar to that in the Robert Sabourin case in the failure to adequately
address the need for services for victims.
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Lessons for the Future

The Father Deslauriers case demonstrates the need to develop communication poli-
cies and practices to ensure appropriate follow-up after allegations are reported.
Father Gilles Deslauriers was incardinated in the Diocese of Alexandria-

Cornwall and was an employee of the SD&G County Board of Education.
Although today it may be more relevant for Catholic school boards, I recom-
mend that if a school board permits access to its students by a priest, member of
a religious order, or minister or provides a school office, it must be satisfied as to
the individual’s suitability. It must be clear that if a complaint of sexual abuse is
received, the same policies will apply as are in place for teachers, other employees,
volunteers, and school bus drivers in terms of any internal investigation or follow-up
with alleged complainants.

Nelson Barque

Barque Works Briefly As a Teacher

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 1974 to 1982. He was the probation officer for
several young men who reported allegations of sexual abuse.
Some of these victims who reported allegations of abuse against Mr. Barque

were of school age. For example, Albert Roy was sixteen, and Robert Sheets
indicated that he was eighteen. Before working as a probation officer, Nelson
Barque had been a substitute teacher at La Citadelle High School in the SD&G
County Board of Education for a month and a half in 1971. He was then a case
worker for unemployed individuals at the City of Cornwall, assisting, among
others, students from four high schools. Principal Jeannine Séguin was listed as
a reference with respect to his 1971 teaching experience. No complaints regarding
Nelson Barque have been identified from 1971 or prior.

Incident With Benoit Brisson Reported to Gilles Deslauriers

Benoit Brisson knew Nelson Barque through activities related to the Christ-Roi
Parish. Mr. Barque was a communion minister, assisting in the distribution of
communion and helping with mass. He was also a family friend.
Mr. Brisson indicated that in 1979 Nelson Barque had shown him hetero-

sexual pornographic movies in his locked office and provided him with alcohol.
Benoit Brisson was eighteen at the time and attending high school. Mr. Brisson
testified that Nelson Barque was an acquaintance of Father Gilles Deslauriers, who
was the chaplain at La Citadelle at that time. Benoit Brisson spoke to Father
Deslauriers about the incident but did not report it to others.
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Mr. Barque resigned from his employment at the Ministry of Correctional
Services in May 1982 following an internal investigation of allegations of his
sexual misconduct. He was then employed as a social worker for Équipe Psycho-
sociale from 1982 to 1986, interacting with children at two Cornwall area primary
schools. He then obtained a one-year supply teaching contract with the Stormont,
Dundas & Glengarry County Roman Catholic Separate School Board in 1992. He
was subsequently charged and convicted in relation to the sexual abuse of Albert
Roy in 1995.
Mr. Barque’s history at Équipe Psycho-sociale is described in Chapter 5, on

the institutional response of the Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional
Services. I noted that Équipe Psycho-sociale should have been informed of the
circumstances surrounding his departure from the Ministry. This lack of follow-up
also allowed Mr. Barque to obtain employment with a school board.

Jean Luc Leblanc

Disclosure of Abuse Made to Teacher

In January 1986, Jason Tyo and Scott Burgess were students at Central Public
School, an English-language public school in Cornwall that was part of the
SD&G County Board of Education. At the time, Jason Tyo was thirteen and
Scott Burgess was fourteen years old.
They both reported allegations of sexual abuse over several years by Jean

Luc Leblanc, a neighbour who worked as a training instructor at Transport
Canada. On January 7, 1986, Jason Tyo spoke to his former teacher, Dawn
Raymond, about being abused by Jean Luc Leblanc and witnessing the sexual
abuse of Scott Burgess. He came to his former teacher because he trusted her
and thought she would take action. Ms Raymond had taught both boys in
grades 5 and 6 at Gladstone Public School. Jason Tyo testified that a few days
earlier, he had called the Children’s Aid Society after-hours emergency line
regarding his sexual abuse by Jean Luc Leblanc and physical abuse at home,
in hopes of stopping the abuse. This call and the response received were dis-
cussed in Chapter 9, dealing with the institutional response of the Children’s
Aid Society.
Dawn Raymond believed Jason Tyo and interviewed Scott Burgess a few

days later. Ms Raymond already had some concerns about Jean Luc Leblanc,
whom she had met for the first time in late December 1985. On meeting Jean Luc
Leblanc, she and her husband wondered why an older man would spend so much
time with a young boy like Scott Burgess. They also worried when they realized
that he was paying for expensive items such as Scott Burgess’ calls to her in
Mexico when she was on vacation.
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Teacher Dawn Raymond Follows Up

Ms Raymond spoke to Scott Burgess on January 10 and 11, 1986, following
Jason Tyo’s disclosure. Scott Burgess initially denied the abuse but then opened
up and told her what had been happening. He also disclosed that Jean Luc Leblanc
was abusing others, including Jason Tyo.
Ms Raymond subsequently told her principal of the information obtained

from her discussion with the two students. The principal, Ivan St. John, originally
suggested she speak to Dave Hill, a special education consultant. Mr. St. John then
contacted the Superintendent responsible for the school, Lorne Lawson. Ms
Raymond and Mr. St. John met with Mr. Lawson at the Board’s Cornwall office
on Second Street. Superintendent Lawson called the Children’sAid Society of the
United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry during that meeting on
January 24, 1986, and Bruce Duncan of the CAS came to the Board’s office that
very afternoon.
Bruce Duncan and Dawn Raymond went directly to Central Public School,

where Scott Burgess attended, and withdrew him from class. They asked ques-
tions regarding his sexual abuse, including details of specific sexual acts. Mr.
Duncan thought Ms Raymond had a good rapport with Scott Burgess so he got
her to ask questions, prompting her while sitting behind her and taking notes.
Ms Raymond describes this questioning as a painful and difficult experience for
the young student.
The CAS also contacted the CPS that same day and the case was assigned

to Constable Brian Payment on January 24, 1986. The school had permitted Mr.
Duncan of the CAS to interview Scott Burgess on school property but did not
permit Constable Payment, indicating that he could not speak to the student
without the consent of his parents. Scott Burgess had initially indicated that he
did not want his parents to know of the abuse. He was embarrassed and afraid his
mother would be angry.
Constable Payment ultimately interviewed Scott Burgess and his brother,

Jody, at their home and then took Scott Burgess to the CAS office for another
interview. This meant that Scott had to repeat his difficult and painful story on at
least three separate occasions.
Constable Payment’s investigation revealed that Jean Luc Leblanc had sexually

abused Jason Tyo, Jody Burgess, and Scott Burgess. In fact, sister Cindy Burgess
was also a victim of Jean Luc Leblanc, although that information did not come
out until a later investigation and prosecution. At the end of the day on January
24, 1986, Scott Burgess went home with Dawn Raymond, with the consent of Mr.
and Ms Burgess. The police investigation is further discussed in Chapter 6, on the
institutional response of the Cornwall Police Service.
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Dawn Raymond Feels Ill Equipped to Respond

Dawn Raymond had worked as a teacher in the Cornwall area since 1960. She
taught at Gladstone Public School from 1966 to 1988. From 1983 to 1985,
she taught a special education class of ten to eleven students; the small class
size allowed her to get to know the students well, including Scott Burgess and
Jason Tyo.
Teacher Dawn Raymond testified that it was difficult to detect sexual, as

opposed to physical, abuse of children as there were no visible marks. She also
indicated that she had no training in this area, was not aware of any written
policy, and had no prior experience with sexual abuse. Notwithstanding, she
acted with concern for the young students. At that time, Board practice was that
matters of this nature were to be reported to the school principal. Ms Raymond
was evidently aware of this practice and acted on it, although there was some
delay before she reported the matter. Principal St. John consulted Superintendent
Lawson, who acted appropriately by immediately contacting the CAS.
Despite Board practice, the legal duty to report abuse was a duty to report to

the CAS, not to any intermediary. The delay of approximately two weeks in
reporting was of concern to the investigator, Constable Payment. He also indicated
that he understood the hesitancy of victims to discuss their abuse. It is always
desirable to interview individuals as soon as possible.

Relief and Disappointment on Conviction

Ms Raymond, like Scott and Jody Burgess and Jason Tyo, was relieved that Jean
Luc Leblanc was convicted. However, she and the boys were all disappointed
with the sentence of three years probation. She thought that “[Leblanc] got a
slap on the wrist and Scott, Jason and I got a slap in the face.” She felt they had
to go through agony for little result. The investigation of Jean Luc Leblanc is
discussed more extensively in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the
Cornwall Police Service.

Outcome of the Lack of Clear Policies and Training

I have concluded from my review of evidence that in the case of Jean Luc Leblanc,
there was a delay in reporting to the CAS, which could have affected information
obtained in the investigation or how the investigation was conducted. It is clear
that training regarding duty to report sex abuse was not reaching teachers and
principals, such as well-intentioned individuals like Ms Raymond. Both Ms
Raymond and Principal St. John first reported to a superior rather than reporting
to the CAS directly. This contributed to a delay, although minor.
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There was inconsistency regarding the interviewing of students on school
premises, as Mr. Duncan from the CAS was permitted to interview at the school
but Constable Payment from the CPS was not. As well, Ms Raymond partici-
pated in investigative interviews with Mr. Duncan, asking Scott Burgess questions
about the nature of sexual acts committed on him, prompted by Mr. Duncan.
This created the risk that Ms Raymond, who was not a trained investigator, would
ask questions that could compromise future prosecutions or that Mr. Duncan
would prompt her to ask such questions.
At the time, Ms Raymond was not aware of any policies governing inter-

views and school involvement. Although they may have been informally in place,
they were not put in writing until 1989.
Mr. Leger and Mr. Dilamarter, Directors of Education during the 1970s,

1980s, and 1990s, testified that obligations regarding the duty to report and the
practices of the Board were communicated orally to staff during the 1970s and
1980s. This was often done through briefings with principals, who were to inform
their school staff.
However, it does not appear that in the Jean Luc Leblanc case all of the

information reached teachers, or even principals. It may be desirable for the
UCDSB to circulate periodic questionnaires or conduct audits to determine the
extent to which information is reaching staff and the areas in which they need extra
training or information.

Leblanc Hired As a School Bus Driver on a UCDSB Route

Private contractors provided school bus services to the UCDSB and its pre-
decessors. The contractors hired and employed drivers. Before 1999, there were
no written policies or standards at the UCDSB or its predecessor boards governing
school bus operators, although school bus operators were provided with guide-
lines. A comprehensive written policy, entitled “Standards of Performance for
School Bus Operators,” was approved on or about January 11, 1999.
Evans Bus Lines hired Jean Luc Leblanc as a school bus driver around October

1998. Mr. Leblanc told Rory Evans, the owner, that he had been convicted of
sexual assault but had received counselling and had been “cured.” Mr. Evans
said he was satisfied with the explanation and hired Jean Luc Leblanc.
On January 5, 1999, Jean Luc Leblanc was arrested by the Ontario Provincial

Police (OPP) as part of the Project Truth investigation. Mr. Evans contacted the
School Board that day and Board officials met with Detective Constable Don
Genier of the OPP.
On January 15, 1999, Mr. Marc Shaefer, Director of Human Resources for the

UCSDB, wrote to Mr. Evans. He indicated that there was an expectation that
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criminal record checks would be completed and that a record of conviction would
be a “deciding factor” in hiring drivers and should be discussed with the UCDSB’s
transportation officer. Mr. Evans was warned that his transportation contract
with the UCDSB could be cancelled if there was a recurrence of the failure to
follow Board policy or practices.
In 2001, Jean Luc Leblanc pleaded guilty to offences against several victims

over many years, including Cindy Burgess-Lebrun. The offences included acts
committed after his 1986 conviction with respect to Jason Tyo. Jean Luc Leblanc
was designated a long-term offender and sentenced to a ten-year custodial
term. This related investigation and conviction is discussed in Chapter 7, on the
institutional response of the Ontario Provincial Police.
The fact that Jean Luc Leblanc was hired as a school bus driver horrified his

victims and teacher Dawn Raymond. It could be expected to exacerbate victims’
feelings of distrust in public institutions and seemed to minimize the terrible
suffering they experienced.

Policies Not in Place

The UCDSB did not have appropriate policies and practices in place for school
bus driver screening at the time of the hiring of Jean Luc Leblanc in 1998.
Although the transportation contractor, Mr. Evans, made the hiring decision and
the UCDSB was not aware of it, there did not appear to be a system in place to
ensure that school bus operators complied with hiring requirements stipulated
by the Board. Because contractors are providing a service for which the UCDSB
is responsible, the Board must ensure that they adhere to the standards estab-
lished by the Board.
After the Standards of Performance for School Bus Operators document was

adopted, a new draft Transportation Contract, datedApril 8, 1999, was circulated.
It included a provision requiring that bus operators obtain police criminal record
checks of all new drivers prior to employment. A copy of the check must be
provided to the Transportation Department. It is hoped that a clearer written
policy with explicit requirements regarding criminal records checks will enhance
the level of screening being conducted by bus operators and avoid this type of
situation occurring in the future.
Mr. David Thomas, Director of Education for the UCDSB, testified that the

Board does not have communication policies with respect to providing the public
or the community with information after incidents such as the arrest of Jean Luc
Leblanc. While no incidents involving students on buses were reported, the lack
of a comprehensive policy may mean that potential victims, or those who could
have helped such victims, simply never heard about what happened.
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The UCDSB should develop policies and procedures for communication to
enhance the possibility that students who have been harmed in any way feel
comfortable coming forward to obtain help. Openness also sends a positive
message to UCDSB staff, students, parents, and the public at large that the
welfare of students is of paramount importance.
As was explained by a number of the context experts, sexual abuse is generally

underreported. As a result, there may still be victims of abuse by Board employees
who have not yet come forward. This is a further reason for the UCDSB to adopt
an approach of openness in its communications.
Given that there have been a number of confirmed cases of sexual abuse of

young people by employees of the UCDSB, that there have been additional
allegations of sexual abuse reported against the Board’s employees, as well as the
possibility that there are further victims, the Board should make a public appeal
and consider making an apology. As a part of its appeal, I recommend that the
UCDSB offer counselling and support to any alleged victims of abuse by Board
employees who come forward.

Catholic District School Board of Eastern Ontario

Introduction

The Catholic District School Board of Eastern Ontario (CDSBEO) is an English-
language separate school board under the Education Act.11 It was created in
1998, through the amalgamation of three other school boards.
The newly created school board became responsible for schools in the County

of Lanark, the United Counties of Leeds & Grenville, the United Counties of
Prescott and Russell, and the United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry.
These counties include the following municipalities: Cornwall, Brockville,
Gananoque, Prescott, and Smiths Falls. The CDSBEO currently operates forty
elementary and ten secondary schools for approximately 15,000 students, and
employs 850 teachers and 450 support staff.
The predecessor board in the Cornwall area was the English section of the

former Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry (SD&G) County Roman Catholic Separate
School Board.
Catholic separate schools have been publicly funded since the mid-1980s.

Before that they were not fully funded at the secondary level. School boards in
the Cornwall area each included a French and an English section until 1997.
Prior to the establishment of the CDSBEO, the French sections of three Roman

Catholic boards were amalgamated in 1997 to form the Conseil de District des
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Écoles Catholiques de Langue Française de l’Est Ontarien (C.S.D. 65). That board
assumed responsibility for corporate records from the former SD&G County
Roman Catholic Separate School Board.

Denominational Rights and Relationship With Diocese and Archdiocese

One of the roles of a Catholic school is to educate students in the faith in
partnership with home and parish. As a result, the CDSBEO works with any
local diocese or archdiocese of the Catholic Church.
Each of the schools of the CDSBEO is assigned a liaison priest, who works

in cooperation with the school chaplain to provide spiritual leadership in schools.
Some schools may not have a chaplain. The bishop or archbishop approves any
individual appointed as a chaplain or liaison priest.
A diocese or archdiocese provides screening and criminal record checks for

priests assigned to schools. The CDSBEO does not receive the “particulars” of
the screening or checks but “assurances” by the diocese that appropriate screen-
ing has occurred. If a priest is a regular presence in a school and has a role of
authority in relation to children or youth, the CDSBEO is responsible for the
children and young people and should satisfy itself about the rigour of screening
and existence of criminal record checks for priests or members of religious orders
active in their schools.
Copies of the criminal record check and any screening information should

be provided to the CDSBEO by the responsible diocese or archdiocese or religious
order, or the CDSBEO should undertake the task itself. I think such a system is
preferable and less intrusive to performing an audit of diocesan records, which
is the approach I suggest to school boards for oversight of school bus drivers to
ensure that providers of transportation follow school board policies.
I also made a recommendation to the UCDSB that if a minister, priest, or

member of a religious order is an employee of a school board, the same reporting
and sanctions that apply to other employees, such as school bus drivers and
teachers, should apply to these employees. I suggest the same to the CDSBEO.
Section 53 of the Education Act provides that a member of the Roman Catholic

clergy may visit a Roman Catholic school in the area in which the member has
pastoral charge. However, Regulation 474/00 of the Education Act also allows a
principal to exclude persons from a school if their presence is detrimental to the
safety or well-being of a person on the premises.
With respect to Catholic education, the Code of Canon Law applies.12 The Code

speaks generally of expectations for teachers and curriculum. Dr. Donaleen Hawes,
Superintendent of Special Education for the CDSBEO, explained that in practice,
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the Canon applies only to the approval of religious education programs, family
life education programs, and pastoral care programs. The wording of the Code
suggests that authorities in a diocese can appoint or remove a teacher of religion.
Dr. Hawes clarified that the local bishop does not appoint or approve teachers of
religion; this is done by the CDSBEO. If a teacher were removed under the Canon,
it would not be from employment but from the teaching of religion.
At a day-to-day level, the involvement of priests and other religious personnel

in schools may extend to liturgical celebrations, preparation for confirmation or
First Eucharist, pastoral care in difficult situations or crisis, and evangelization.
It can include arrangements for confession in the Advent or Lenten seasons.
Priests, deacons, lay pastoral assistants, and others may function as role models
for students, demonstrating conduct and attitudes consistent with the values of the
Roman Catholic faith.
Section 93(3) of the Constitution Act provides for certain protections of

denominational rights in relation to the provincial authority to act in the area of
provincial jurisdiction such as education. In making recommendations to the
CDSBEO, I have considered these protections.

Teachers Charged or Convicted of Sexual Offences Related to Minors

The duties of the CDSBEO under the Education Act13 include the following:
“[U]pon becoming aware that a teacher is charged with or convicted of an offence
related to sexual conduct and minors” or of any other offence that indicates
“pupils may be at risk,” to ensure that the teacher performs no classroom duties
and has no contact with pupils, pending the withdrawal of any charges, discharge,
stay, or acquittal.

The Ontario College of Teachers Act, 1996,14 stipulates that an employer must
provide a written report to the College of Teachers if:

1. an employer terminates a teacher or imposes restrictions on duties for
reasons of professional misconduct;

2. an employer intended to take action related to professional misconduct
but the employee resigned before action was taken; or

3. an investigation into misconduct is ongoing and the teacher resigns
before completion of the investigation.

This report by an employer must be filed with the Registrar of the College within
thirty days of the termination, restriction, or resignation, stating the nature of
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the circumstances. In particular, the statutory provisions for reporting to the
College say that there should be a “prompt” report if there is a charge or conviction
involving sexual misconduct and minors or some other offence that could expose
students to harm or injury.15

If the Ontario College of Teachers takes disciplinary action against a teacher,
it must inform the employer.16 The College has a process to investigate and hear
a matter and to impose discipline, including revoking a certificate. Teachers who
do not have a certificate or letter of permission cannot work as teachers. A school
board is not a party to these proceedings. In my view, the existence of an inves-
tigative process at the College of Teachers does not absolve school boards from
conducting their own internal investigation to determine whether an individual
should remain in a teaching capacity following allegations of misconduct.
Before the creation of the College, the Ontario Teachers’ Federation admin-

istered professional discipline.

Criminal Record Background Checks

Pursuant to Regulation 521/01 under the Education Act, which became effective
January 1, 2002, a “personal criminal history” is collected by the CDSBEO for
each employee and service provider. School boards were given until July 2003 to
complete this work, and an annual offence declaration from CDSBEO employees
regarding criminal history has been required since 2004. The CDSBEO indicates
that directly or indirectly, it now checks all teachers, staff, volunteers, chaplains,
priests, and bus drivers. Before 2001, it did not have a policy to collect a record
of offences. I have already discussed the issue of reliance on checks done for
priests or members of religious orders earlier in this chapter.

Relevant Policies or Protocols

Child abuse protocols were in place between 1986 and 2002 in the boards that
ultimately amalgamated to form the current CDSBEO. They were revised in
1993 following 1988 changes to the Criminal Code and the development of
revised standards for investigation and management in 1992.
The 1986 and 1988 protocols in place in the SD&G County Roman Catholic

Separate School Board were substantially similar to the 1989 protocol for the
public board. The Catholic board also had a policy in place during the 1980s and
1990s that an employee with “well founded suspicions” should report to his or
her principal or designate, not directly to the Children’s Aid Society (CAS).
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Under this policy, the principal was then to “gather information and insight”
and report if there were reasonable grounds for suspicion. The policy provided
that only if the principal did not act and the employee still had suspicions
of abuse did the employee report directly to the CAS. The policy also stated
that any suspicion regarding teachers or staff members must be put in the hands
of a Superintendent and Director to ensure impartiality, i.e., the follow-up to
any report would not be conducted by the principal. This rule was confirmed and
clarified in 1988. The original wording said that the protocol was “to be put in
the hands of the Superintendent/Director,” and the 1988 version specified that
“the Superintendent or Director will conduct the necessary investigation in lieu
of the principal.”
This policy remained in place until 2002, when the CDSBEO approved the

Child Protection School Handbook currently in use. That handbook clearly
indicates that professionals must immediately report to the CAS and, for those
sixteen and over, to the police. The professional making the report must also
inform his or her principal or designate of this report.
Like those of the UCDSB, the policies in place at the CDSBEO for reporting

abuse of students aged sixteen and older are neither as detailed nor as complete
as for those under sixteen and do not deal with reporting to the CAS. I recommend
that the CDSBEO review policies for reporting abuse or suspicions of abuse for
older students. There is always the possibility that if there is sexual abuse
of students over sixteen, there could have been abuse of younger students, which
must be considered. There is also the possibility that a student was abused by a
person in a position of authority, which might involve criminal charges even for
older students.

Relevant Training

The CDSBEO summarized available training in respect to the duty to report
abuse and to comply with protocols:

• Principals should review CAS protocols with staff early in each
school year.

• Crisis and student support workers receive specialized training and
in turn train administrative staff.

• There is a yearly presentation to school bus drivers.
• If there is legislative change, special training is provided for all staff.

The CDSBEO recommends that more adequate funding for training be provided
by the Ministry of Education and would like to have a consistent training panel
(e.g., police, CAS, CDSBEO crisis workers, etc.) and to be able to train everyone
at the CDSBEO annually. Care for Kids and RespectED are programs currently
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offered to students in the CDSBEO. Care for Kids is aimed at younger children
(i.e., preschool, junior and senior kindergarten, and slightly older children).
In terms of training costs and provision of funds for that purpose, the same issue

was raised by the Upper Canada District School Board. Given the size of the
school budgets, it seems likely that at least part of the issue is one of providing
more flexibility to school boards and not necessarily more funds for this type
of training. However, I note that if my recommendations in Phase 2 of this Report
are accepted, some money will be available for cross-institutional training in
Cornwall and in the counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry, through what I
have referred to as the Reconciliation Trust.
In addition, as part of the forward-looking recommendations for education

across Ontario in my Phase 2 Report, I make specific recommendations for
enhanced professional training, as well as funding for that training across Ontario.
If these recommendations are adopted, the supports the CDSBEO has indicated
that it needs to prevent and respond to the sexual abuse of children and young
people attending its schools will be available.

Marcel Lalonde

History As a Teacher

The SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate School Board hired Marcel Lalonde
as an elementary school teacher in 1969. He first taught grades 7 and 8 at Bishop
Macdonell School in Cornwall. Starting in the 1987–1988 school year, Mr.
Lalonde was placed at Sacred Heart School in Cornwall, where he taught until the
end of 1997.

In January 1997, Marcel Lalonde was charged with the July 1973 indecent
assault of C-68. He was removed from his teaching duties that same month and,
pursuant to established Board policy and practice, continued to receive full pay,
pending the progress of charges in the courts or review by the School Board. In
the spring of 1997, the Board was informed that Marcel Lalonde had been charged
with additional offences. His resignation, given on October 27, 2000, but effec-
tive September 30, 2001, was accepted by the CDSBEO on November 21, 2000.
Marcel Lalonde was convicted of sexual offences in regard to four individuals

on November 17, 2000. Some of these convictions related to former students
of Mr. Lalonde. On May 3, 2001, Marcel Lalonde was sentenced to a term of
incarceration of two years less a day.

Complaints First Made in 1989

In January 1989, Constable Kevin Malloy of theYouth Bureau of the Cornwall
Police Service (CPS) commenced an investigation into several allegations of
sexual abuse by former students regarding Marcel Lalonde. Following his
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investigation, Constable Malloy did not lay any charges against Mr. Lalonde
but instead placed the file in abeyance. He did not contact the CAS or the
school board where Marcel Lalonde was employed as a teacher. This investiga-
tion is discussed in detail in Chapter 6, on the institutional response of the
Cornwall police.

Allegations by David Silmser Against Marcel Lalonde

In November 1993, David Silmser disclosed to CAS staff members Greg Bell and
Pina DeBellis that he had been sexually abused by Marcel Lalonde, a teacher
at Bishop Macdonell School, when he was thirteen and fourteen years old (1971
or 1972) and in grade 8. He provided further details of this allegation to the
Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) in February 1994. The OPP advised the CPS
of David Silmser’s allegations but did not provide any detail. These facts are
more fully described in the CAS and OPP chapters.
Neither the CAS nor the two police services provided any information to

authorities at Bishop Macdonell School or Sacred Heart School or to the SD&G
County Roman Catholic Separate School Board.

Further Allegations Against Marcel Lalonde

In October 1996, probation officer Sue Lariviere reported to the CPS that C-68,
who was in custody at the Cornwall jail, had told her that Marcel Lalonde had
sexually abused him. C-68 told Ms Lariviere that he had been repeatedly sexu-
ally abused while a twelve-year-old student in grade 7 at Bishop Macdonell
School. The alleged abuse occurred during summer camping trips in the summer
of 1973.
This investigation was ultimately placed in the hands of the OPP because the

location of the camping trips placed the case within their jurisdiction. However,
Constable René Desrosiers of the Cornwall Police Service also contacted Mr.
Lynden of the SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate School Board on October
30, 1996, and told him the OPP would be investigating the matter. Constable
Desrosiers testified that Ms Lariviere had also contacted Mr. Lynden.
In January 1997, Constable Desrosiers received disclosure from C-45 that

Marcel Lalonde had sexually assaulted him and his brother. The brother indicated
that Marcel Lalonde had given him alcohol and abused him when he was about
sixteen or seventeen, and again about one year later. The brother indicated to
Constable Desrosiers that he had been a student in Marcel Lalonde’s grade 8
class at Bishop Macdonell School in 1970. He reported that Mr. Lalonde was
also a deacon at St. Columban’s Church, attended by the family. When inter-
viewed by the OPP, Marcel Lalonde acknowledged he was involved with the
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parish, but not as a deacon. One of the brother’s motivations for reporting was
concern for a young cousin who was in Marcel Lalonde’s class.
C-45 said he had also been a student of Marcel Lalonde. He also related that

Marcel Lalonde had invited him to his home, given him alcohol, and when he
passed out, sexually assaulted him. This occurred repeatedly. As well, C-45
reported that Mr. Lalonde had nude pictures of him.
In February 1997, Sergeant Brian Snyder of the CPS took a videotaped state-

ment from C-8 regarding abuse by Marcel Lalonde. He also contacted C-66,
who said that Marcel Lalonde had sexually assaulted him. Sergeant Snyder also
spoke to C-58 regarding Mr. Lalonde.
OnApril 29, 1997, Constable Desrosiers arrested Marcel Lalonde and searched

his residence. On April 2, 1998, he received confirmation from the CDSBEO
regarding the attendance of some of the complainants at Bishop Macdonell
School while Marcel Lalonde had been a teacher. The list included C-68.
At roughly the same time as the Cornwall Police Service was investigating

Marcel Lalonde for incidents in Cornwall, he was being investigated by the OPP
in regard to the alleged sexual abuse of the former student, C-68, who had initially
disclosed to Ms Lariviere. The OPP charged Marcel Lalonde with indecent assault
with respect to this individual on January 7, 1997. They had informed Ms Bunny
Warner, Superintendent of Education at the SD&G County Roman Catholic
Separate School Board, of the pending charges the previous day.
The original trial date for Mr. Lalonde was October 1999 but it was post-

poned to September 2000. Marcel Lalonde was convicted on November 17,
2000, in regard to four complainants: C-45, C-8, C-66, and one other individual.

Response by School Authorities

Although investigations of teacher Marcel Lalonde had occurred in the 1989–1994
period, the first notice that the SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate School
Board received regarding the case was in October 1996, with the communication
from probation officer Sue Lariviere and Constable Desrosiers.
This was followed shortly by communication on January 6, 1997, from the OPP

regarding a pending charge against Marcel Lalonde. Mr. Lalonde did not attend
school on January 7, 1997. He was told not to report for work until further notice.
On January 8, 1997, Carolina Willsher, Manager of Human Resources for the
SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate School Board, contacted Marcel Lalonde
to advise him of a meeting the next day at the Board office. He was informed that
he would receive a letter relieving him of his teaching duties. He was told that he
could bring a representative of his certified bargaining agent, the Ontario English
Catholic Teachers Association, and he did so. At the meeting, he was given a
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letter that relieved him of his teaching duties but continued his pay. He was told
that he would be advised of any additional steps the Board might take after
further review.
The Board received a faxed copy of the charges from Detective Constable

Don Genier of the OPP. Those charges related to an incident involving C-68 and
Marcel Lalonde at a Charlottenburgh campsite in July 1973. The name of C-68
was disclosed on the face of the charge. Marcel Lalonde denied these allega-
tions and asked for reassignment within the Board. This was not granted.
On April 1, 1997, Carolina Willsher spoke to Detective Constable Genier of

the OPP and he told her there was a possibility of further charges being pursued
by the Cornwall Police Service. Ms Willsher subsequently contacted Sergeant
Snyder, who said he would keep her informed. Shortly thereafter, the CPS
Sergeant contacted CarolinaWillsher and told her that Marcel Lalonde had been
arrested and charged with sixteen counts of sexual assault. A Board employee
obtained copies of these additional charges from the courthouse, but the names
of those victims were blacked out.
On May 16, 1997, MsWillsher met with Marcel Lalonde and his bargaining

agent, but the union representative indicated that Mr. Lalonde, on the advice of
his lawyer, would not answer some of the Board’s questions.
On October 27, 2000, Marcel Lalonde submitted his resignation, effective

September 30, 2001. I assume that this would entitle him to benefits until the
effective date. It was accepted by the CDSBEO on November 21, 2000.
Marcel Lalonde was convicted of sexual offences in regard to four com-

plainants on November 17, 2000. The CDSBEO notified the Ontario College of
Teachers of this conviction on November 28, 2000, one week after accepting
Marcel Lalonde’s resignation effective September 2001. The Ontario College
of Teachers’Discipline Committee found Marcel Lalonde guilty of professional
misconduct and his certificate of qualification and registration was revoked in
February 2002. By that time, Marcel Lalonde had already retired.
The CDSBEO acted appropriately in removing Marcel Lalonde from teaching

duties immediately on receipt of news of charges. I have considered whether
they might have acted earlier, in October 1996, knowing of an ongoing investi-
gation. At that time, however, they had very little information from the police
and had not received a report from a student, parent, or the CAS.
The Ontario College of Teachers Act, 1996,17 provides that an employer must

report promptly to the College if there is a charge or conviction that involves
sexual misconduct and a minor. It is not clear whether the CDSBEO reported
Mr. Lalonde’s arrest and charges to the Ontario College of Teachers or whether
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it waited for a conviction to be obtained. I am of the view that the Board should
immediately submit a report when a teacher is charged with a sexual offence.
The CDSBEO was provided by the OPP with a copy of the charges against

Marcel Lalonde, which indicated that those related to C-68 were sexual and
involved a minor, and the name of this complainant was on the charge. In April
1998, the CDSBEO provided a record to CPS Constable Desrosiers showing
that Marcel Lalonde had taught C-68 and also providing information on the dates
of attendance at Board schools of other male students who were complainants with
respect to Marcel Lalonde.
The Board of Trustees accepted Marcel Lalonde’s resignation on November

21, 2000, making it effective on his early retirement date, as Mr. Lalonde had
requested. Although Marcel Lalonde was convicted on November 17, 2000, he
remained a CDSBEO employee until September 1, 2001, albeit without pay,
including during a period in which he was serving a sentence of incarceration.
The CDSBEO does not have any policy regarding termination of employees

who are convicted of criminal offences. Each case is considered on a “case-by-
case basis.” If a teaching certificate is revoked, however, termination of a teacher
is automatic since a teacher must have a certificate or a letter of permission in order
to teach.
The CDSBEO should develop a policy to address discipline or termination of

convicted or charged employees. It has accountability as an employer and should
not just wait for action by the College or the courts. There could be some delay
between court decisions and action by the College of Teachers. In addition, even
if an individual is acquitted of criminal charges, an internal investigation or
review by the School Board could result in a decision that the individual is not a
suitable teacher.

Gilf Greggain

Greggainʼs Career As a Teacher

Gilf Greggain started teaching at the SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate
School Board in October 1967. He taught at St. Peter Catholic School and reported
to the school principal, Percy Beaudette. In 1971, he transferred to St. Anne’s
Catholic School. These were both elementary schools.
In September 1987, Gilf Greggain took a leave of absence from his teaching

position and resigned the following summer.A decade later, he was re-hired by the
SD&G County Roman Catholic Separate School Board. In 1998, as a result of an
amalgamation of school boards, he became an employee of the Conseil de District
des Écoles Catholiques de Langue Française de l’Est Ontarien (C.S.D. 65). In
April 1998, he transferred to the Catholic District School Board of Eastern Ontario.
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Gilf Greggain was absent on sick leave from January 22, 2001, and did not
return to his employment. The Ontario College of Teachers suspended Mr.
Greggain’s certificate of qualification as a teacher onApril 30, 2003, for non-pay-
ment of fees.

Marc Latour Reports to Project Truth

On June 19, 2000, Marc Latour called the OPP Project Truth hotline. He reported
that Gilf Greggain, his grade 3 teacher at St. Peter Catholic School, had abused
him in 1967. The case was referred to the CPS. Constable Carroll of the CPS
conducted a videotaped interview of Mr. Latour. This investigation is discussed
in Chapter 6.
Mr. Latour testified that Mr. Greggain had unnecessarily kept him after school.

He indicated that the abuse had escalated over time from physical abuse to sexual
abuse. Mr. Latour testified that after a particularly harsh incident, he had told
his father, who confronted Gilf Greggain, telling him to stop the physical abuse.
After this incident, Marc Latour did not immediately return to school. He

testified that there was a meeting with his mother, Principal Beaudette at St.
Peter, and himself. The principal promised that Gilf Greggain would not hurt
Marc Latour in future and the student was returned to his class. The abuse stopped.
During this interview, Principal Beaudette asked about physical abuse but
made no inquiry about sexual abuse. He also did not ask about the severity of
the abuse.
Marc Latour also reported that his grade 2 teacher, Ms Gosselin, had confronted

Gilf Greggain about the abuse. She did this in the classroom, possibly in front of
other students. Ms Gosselin said that she would report Gilf Greggain to the
School Board. I have heard no other evidence that would allow me to determine
that it was reported.
I have heard no evidence suggesting that the CPS informed the CDSBEO

that the former teacher, Mr. Greggain, was under investigation or that the matter
had been reported to the Children’s Aid Society.

Response of School Authorities

The incidents that Marc Latour reported occurred in 1967. Regrettably, there is
very little documented information from this period. Today, I understand that
there would be action taken following a report of either physical or sexual abuse.
The policy of the CDSBEO is to report allegations of abuse to the CAS. Teachers
have a similar obligation. Pursuant to the current CDSBEO policy, teachers who
are investigated for physically or sexually abusing children are removed from
the classroom.
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Lucien Labelle

Allegations Reported Against Principal Lucien Labelle

The principal of École Marie Tanguay was Lucien Labelle. This elementary
school was in the French-language section of the SD&G County Roman Catholic
Separate School Board.
In 1985, the Cornwall Police Service conducted an investigation regarding

Mr. Labelle. There were ten alleged female victims, aged ten to twelve years.
The complaints regarding the principal came to light when several girls disclosed
incidents to the vice-principal. The investigation started in March 1985, and
Mr. Labelle was charged in June 1985. Mr. Labelle was suspended with pay
when the investigation started and without pay in June 1985.
Mr. Labelle was acquitted of the charges in January 1986. He testified and

denied touching students inappropriately. The Crown appealed, but the acquittals
were upheld.
A better understanding of the institutional response in the case of Lucien

Labelle could have been useful for this Inquiry. It appears that the relevant school
authorities made a determination regarding Principal Lucien Labelle’s fitness to
continue as an employee of the Board, independently of the outcome of any
prosecution. After first suspending him with pay, they suspended him without
pay—which Mr. Labelle referred to as being “fired”—in discussions with
Constable Brian Payment of the CPS, who was investigating the case. It appears
that Mr. Labelle did not return to his employment at the School Board. This
suggests that the Board may have conducted its own review of the situation.

Lack of Information

This Inquiry had difficulty in obtaining full information on the Lucien Labelle case.
The French-language section of the former school board did not become part of
the current Catholic District School Board for Eastern Ontario (CDSBEO) in
1998, and Mr. Labelle’s school was in the French section of the predecessor
board. The French section became part of the Conseil Scolaire de District des
Écoles Catholiques de Langue Française de l’Est Ontarien (C.S.D. 65). The
CDSBEO indicated it could not assist this Commission by obtaining records or
by identifying individuals who might have recollection of the case because
another school board that was not a party to this Inquiry had responsibility for
related records following reorganization.
However, the Upper Canada District School Board provided information

related to La Citadelle. Since 1997, La Citadelle has also been part of the French-
language Catholic school board, the Conseil Scolaire de District des Écoles
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Catholiques de Langue Française de l’Est Ontarien (C.S.D. 65). In 1989, it
had been transferred to a Catholic school with both French- and English-
language sections.
I am concerned that those legitimately pursuing information about historical

sexual abuse may find navigating the processes to obtain information difficult, due
to complex reorganizations. The CDSBEO should develop protocols with the
Catholic French-language boards and the public boards for dealing with
information requests, with a view to ensuring accountability for provision of
information and respect for the legitimate needs of those seeking information.
As I indicated earlier in my discussion of the UCDSB, sexual abuse is generally

underreported. As with the UCDSB, there may be victims of the CDSBEO who
have not yet come forward. For this reason, in addition to both the confirmed
cases, and additional allegations of sexual abuse of young people by employees
of the CDSBEO, the Board should make a public appeal and consider making
an apology. As with the UCSDB, I recommend that the CDSBEO offer coun-
selling and support to any alleged victims of abuse by Board employees who
come forward.
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Recommendations

Policies, Procedures, and Protocols

1. The Boards should implement or augment existing policies,
procedures, and protocols related to the abuse of children and
young people to address the following issues:
• discipline or termination of employees charged with or convicted
of sexual offences;

• the preparation of communications plans that provide direction
on information sharing to Board staff, students, parents, and the
public at large following disclosure, charges, or convictions related
to incidents of abuse. These plans should balance the rights of
the alleged victims to privacy with the broader public interest
of encouraging other alleged victims to come forward and to
receive support.

2. The Boards should implement or augment existing policies,
procedures, and protocols to address the following issues
pertaining to circumstances in which the alleged victim of
sexual assault/abuse18 is sixteen years of age or older:
• reporting to the Children’s Aid Society in appropriate
circumstances, such as when there are concerns that the alleged
offender has continued access to children and young people;

• the response to sexual misconduct by Board employees,
volunteers, or others associated with the school.

3. The Boards should ensure that all policies, procedures, and
protocols related to the abuse of children and young people
are regularly updated. These updates should occur triennially
and more frequently if needed to reflect legislative change.

Training

4. The Boards should offer training about sexual abuse that includes
information on how to identify inappropriate patterns of behaviour
by authority figures.

5. The Boards should circulate periodic questionnaires to staff
to ascertain the extent to which information on policy and
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procedures on sexual abuse are understood and where to
focus training needs.

6. It is important that Board employees and volunteers receive
training regarding their statutory reporting duties to the
Children’s Aid Society under the Child and Family Services
Act to ensure that children at risk are protected.

Physical Audits

7. The Boards should ensure that physical audits of their schools
are conducted. The focus of these audits would be to make
appropriate changes to reduce the opportunity for sexual abuse
by removing unnecessary locks or putting glass in office doors
to facilitate observation.

Transportation Providers

8. The Boards should continue to conduct periodic audits of
transportation providers to ensure they comply with Board
policy on the screening of school bus drivers.

Information Requests

9. Given the reorganization and/or amalgamation of school
boards, the Boards operating within the United Counties of
Stormont, Dundas, and Glengarry should develop protocols
for dealing with information requests on historical incidents,
with a view to ensuring accountability for the provision of
information and respect for the legitimate needs of those
seeking information.

Screening and Hiring Persons With Access to Board Schools

10. The Boards should ensure that they receive copies of criminal
record checks and any screening information for priests or
members of a religious order, counsellors, psychologists, and
other professionals who are regularly present at Board schools.
Additionally, as a minimum, a yearly declaration of criminal
record should be obtained.

1278 REPORT OF THE CORNWALL INQUIRY — VOLUME I



11. If the Board pays the salary of a priest, member of a religious
order, or other religious representative, counsellor, psychologist,
or other professional, or provides a school office to such a person,
it should satisfy itself as to the suitability of this person, and
ensure that, in the event of a complaint of sexual abuse, the
same policies apply as are in place for teachers, other employees,
volunteers, and school bus drivers, in terms of reporting and
removal from or restriction of duties pending resolution of
the complaint.

Public Appeal and Apology

12. The Boards should make a public appeal, urging any victims
of sexual assault/abuse to come forward. Given that there
have been a number of confirmed cases of sexual assault/abuse
of young people by employees of the Boards, that there have
been many other allegations of sexual assault/abuse of young
people reported against the Boards’ employees, and it is known
that sexual assault/abuse is generally underreported, it is likely
that there are still victims of sexual assault/abuse within the
Cornwall area who have not yet come forward. Therefore, the
Boards should convey the message that any individuals who
come forward with allegations of sexual assault/abuse will be
treated with respect, dignity, and compassion. The Boards should
offer counselling and support to any alleged victims of sexual
assault/abuse who come forward.

13. The Boards should consider making a public apology to all
confirmed victims of sexual assault/abuse of young people by an
employee of the Boards and that this apology be delivered by the
Director of Education of each Board. Given that the Apology Act,
which came into force in Ontario in April 2009, allows institutions
to make apologies without admitting civil liability, it is also
recommended that the Boards consider extending such an apology
to alleged victims who have reported allegations that have not
been confirmed through a civil or Board process and to victims
and alleged victims who have either opted not to come forward
or who are yet to come forward.
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Recommendations for the Boards and Other Public Institutions

Child Protection Protocol, 2001

14. The Boards are partners in the Child Protection Protocol: A
Coordinated Response in Eastern Ontario (July 2001). Since
this protocol has not been updated, the Boards 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
the sharing of information between investigating bodies.
The process of reviewing and updating the protocol should
continue triennially.
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