
RULING ON STANDING AND FUNDING 
 
 
Introduction 
 
By way of initial comment, I would like to stress that it is my view and 
my hope to keep the inquiry running on a solid timeline but also to 
assure the members that have applied for standing that I am here to 
include as many people as possible.  
 
Part of my duty is to include as many people as possible, all the while 
respecting the fact that the public purse is being depleted. That is 
something that I am going to have to balance throughout, but the 
guiding principle is that I try to include as many people as possible. So 
I think it is a question of waiting for the Commission to go through all 
of the documentation and make the proper decisions. While that may 
try the patience of many people who have been waiting a long time, I 
think that given time you will see that the openness of this inquiry is 
there to serve all of the public of Ontario. 
 
If you will permit me, I think it’s important that I read through my 
decision -- so that we reiterate the issues and the principles that I 
want to make sure are at the forefront of everyone’s mind.  
 
The Inquiry Process 
 
I have been appointed by an Order in Council to inquire into and report 
on the institutional response of the justice system and other public 
institutions, including the interaction of that response with other public 
and community sectors in relation to the allegations of historical abuse 
of young people in the Cornwall area, including the policies and 
practices then in place to respond to those allegations, and for the 
creation and development of policies and practices that were designed 
to improve the response to allegations of abuse in order to make 
recommendations directed to the further improvement of the response 
in similar circumstances.  
 
I will also inquire into and report on processes, services or programs 
that would encourage community healing and reconciliation in 
Cornwall.  
 
As I have indicated in the past, the inquiry will be conducted in two 
parts. The focus of Part I will be to inquire and report in the manner in 
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which public institutions responded to the allegations of abuse as 
reported to them by the citizens of this community.  
 
The focus of Part II will be more remedial in nature and one that will 
explore the healing and reconciliation of this community. I will also 
make recommendations directed at ensuring that this situation does 
not repeat itself.  
 
Part I will be conducted by way of public hearings to be held in 
Cornwall. Witnesses will be called to give evidence under oath or 
affirmation and will be examined and perhaps cross-examined. Parties 
with standing will make closing submissions at the conclusion of Part I.  
 
Part II will primarily assess or address policy issues and will proceed, 
at least to some extent, concurrently with Part I. In Part II, the 
Commission will seek research and policy papers from experts, invite 
written and oral submissions from parties with standing and the public, 
hold round-table community dialogues and establish advisory 
committees on relevant policy topics arising from key issues identified 
in Part I.  
 
Standing and Funding 
 
The Commission published a Notice of Hearing that invited interested 
parties to apply for standing and funding. The Notice of Hearing 
explained that applications by interested individuals and/or 
organizations for standing and funding in relation to both Part I and 
Part II of the inquiry were to be submitted to the Commission by not 
later than 5:00 p.m. on October 25th, 2005. These applications were 
then heard in Cornwall on November 7th, 2005. I received 14 
applications for standing, some of them involving multiple individuals 
or organizations. Eight (8) of the 14 applicants also made requests for 
funding. Counsel for all of the 14 applicants appeared before me on 
November 7th to make oral submissions.  
 
The Rules of Practice and Procedure, which I will refer to as “the 
Rules”, which are available at our website, set out the criteria for 
standing in Part I and II. For Part I, section 8 of the Rules explains 
that I will be granting standing to persons or groups if I am satisfied 
that they either are directly and substantially affected by Part I of the 
inquiry, in which event the party may participate in accordance with 
subsection (1) of section 5 of the Public Inquiries Act or; b) represent 
distinct ascertainable interests and perspectives that are essential to 
my mandate in Part I which I consider ought to be separately 
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represented before the inquiry, in which event the party may 
participate in a manner to be determined by me.  
 
For reference, subsection (1) of section 5 of the Public Inquiries Act 
provides as follows: “A Commission shall accord to any person who 
satisfies it that the person has a substantial and direct interest in the 
subject matter of its inquiry an opportunity during the inquiry to give 
evidence and to call and examine or to cross-examine witnesses or 
counsel on evidence related to the person’s interest.”  
 
For Part II of the inquiry, section 55 of the Rules provide that I will 
grant standing to groups or persons if I am satisfied that they are 
sufficiently affected by Part II of the inquiry or that they represent 
distinct, ascertainable interests and perspectives that are essential to 
my mandate in Part II and which I consider ought to be separately 
represented before the inquiry.  
 
In order to avoid duplication, groups of similar interest are encouraged 
to seek joint standing.  
 
Guiding principles 
 
In combination with the criteria outlined above in the Rules, a number 
of general principles have guided my decisions on standing and 
funding. These general principles have also guided other 
commissioners in their respective decisions on standing and funding, 
and I have benefited from their direction and insight in this regard. It 
is of the utmost importance that this inquiry be fair, full and complete 
and that I consider all relevant information and a variety of 
perspectives on the issues that are raised in the Order in Council. As I 
have said before, a balance must be struck, however, between 
attaining a thorough inquiry and completing the inquiry as 
expeditiously as possible. For this reason, I will endeavour to avoid 
repetition in the evidence and the examination of matters not relevant 
or useful to the achievement of my mandate and unnecessary delay.  
 
To assist in this regard, I considered grouping certain applicants into 
coalitions. The forming of coalitions is appropriate only in those 
circumstances or situations where applicants have a similar interest or 
perspective; where there is no apparent conflict of interest and where 
I am satisfied that the relevant interest or perspective will be fully and 
fairly represented by granting standing to the parties as a group.  
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I will say at this point that I did not form any coalitions with the 
applicants of this inquiry.  
 
Another guiding principle is that of transparency and openness. This is 
a public inquiry, but again, another balancing act is required. This 
inquiry presents unique challenges given that it is made to look into 
historical abuse against young people. I anticipate that some of the 
evidence will be of a sensitive nature in that not all witnesses will be 
comfortable appearing during the evidentiary hearing under the eyes 
of an audience. Yet, it is important that all relevant and useful 
evidence come before this Commission. As a result, at times, some of 
the evidence may be heard in camera. Witnesses may also apply to 
me for measures aimed at protecting their identity for compelling 
reason.  
 
Commission counsel will play a significant role for the inquiry and will 
assist me throughout the process. Commission counsel do not 
represent any particular interest or point of view and their role is not 
adversarial or partisan. Instead, Commission counsel have the 
principal responsibility for representing the public interest, including 
the responsibility to ensure that all interests that bear on the public 
interest are brought to my attention.  
 
I should note that applicants who are not granted standing, or not 
granted full standing, and even those who did not apply for standing 
are encouraged to communicate with Commission counsel if they feel 
they have information that may be of assistance to the Commission in 
fulfilling its mandate.  
 
In accordance with the Rules, I am required to determine the extent to 
which a party granted standing might participate in the inquiry. Based 
on the language outlined in the Rules, I have a certain degree of 
discretion which I must exercise judiciously to decide which persons or 
groups shall be authorized to participate and to what degree. Following 
the guiding principles I have outlined above, a review of the 
applications that I have received and the oral submissions presented 
at the standing and funding hearing, I have granted standing in 
respect to Part I of the inquiry on the basis of two categories: full 
standing and special standing.  
 
Full standing will be granted to those applicants whose rights are 
directly and substantially affected by Part I of the inquiry or to those 
who represent distinct ascertainable interests and perspectives that 
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are essential to my mandate in Part I and I consider ought to be 
separately represented before the inquiry.  
 
I will grant special standing on a discretionary basis to those 
applicants who do not meet the criteria for standing for Part I but 
whose participation will be of assistance to me in fulfilling my 
mandate. Applicants who are granted special standing will have 
participation rights that are circumscribed in comparison to the 
participation rights of those applicants who are granted full standing.  
 
As I’ve indicated above, I will be granting standing to persons or 
groups if I am satisfied that they are directly and substantially affected 
by Part I of the inquiry. The meaning of the words “substantial” and 
“direct” have been explored in other inquiries. The starting point is a 
principle that it is not desirable or even possible to set out a 
comprehensive list of the types of interests that will come within the 
substantial and direct interest test for public inquiries.  
 
As each inquiry presents its own unique circumstances, in each case 
the Commissioner must consider his or her mandate, the nature of the 
aspect of the inquiry for which standing is sought and the type of 
interest that is being asserted by the applicant and the connection of 
the applicant to the inquiry’s mandate. While it is not appropriate or 
even possible to delineate a catalogue of factors to be taken into 
consideration when assessing whether an applicant’s interest is 
sufficiently substantial and direct so as to warrant a grant of standing, 
other inquiries, including most recently the Arar and Gomery inquiries, 
provide some useful guidance.  
 
Generally speaking, the interest of the applicant may be the protection 
of a legal interest in a sense that the outcome of the inquiry may 
affect the legal status or property interests of the applicant. Such an 
interest would likely form the basis of the substantial and direct 
interest. An applicant’s sense of well-being or fear of an adverse effect 
upon his or her reputation, even if the fear proves to be unfounded, 
could be serious and objectively reasonable enough to warrant full or 
intervenor standing in the inquiry.  
 
It should be noted though that a mere concern about the issues to be 
examined, if the concern is not based upon the possible consequences 
to the personal interests of the person expressing the concern, is 
generally not sufficient to justify granting standing. This was 
expressed by Judge Campbell in Range Representative on 
Administration Segregation Kingston Penitentiary and it’s reported in 
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(1989), 39 Admin. L.R. at page 13. In that case they were dealing with 
a coroner’s inquest and was cited with approval by Mr. Justice 
O’Connor in his ruling on standing and funding on May 4th, 2004 in the 
Arar Inquiry and by Justice Gomery in his ruling on standing dated July 
5th, 2004.  
 
As was stated by Justice Campbell: “Mere concern about the issues to 
be canvassed at the inquest, however deep and genuine, is not 
enough to constitute direct and substantial interest, neither is 
expertise in the subject matter of the inquest or the particular issues 
of fact that will arise. It is not enough that an individual has a useful 
perspective that might assist the coroner.”  
 
In light of the foregoing, the ending point of my discussion on 
substantial and direct interest test is much like the starting point; 
namely, the assessment of whether an applicant’s interest is 
sufficiently substantial and direct to the subject matter of the inquiry 
will involve a certain degree of judgment. I will exercise that judgment 
having regard to the general guidance provided in other inquiries and, 
more importantly, the subject matter of this inquiry, the potential 
importance of the findings or recommendations to the applicant, 
including whether their rights, privileges or legal interests will be 
affected, and the strength of the factual connection to the applicant 
and the subject matter at hand.  
 
In this inquiry I have determined that applicants that have been 
granted full standing will be entitled to participate in Part I of the 
inquiry in the following ways. They will have; 
 

1. the opportunity to make submissions as to the Rules of Practice 
and Procedure; 

 
2. the opportunity to make written opening submissions one week 

prior to the commencement of the hearings. The focus of these 
opening submissions is to outline the major principles the parties 
submit should guide the inquiry process and the specific factual 
issues raised by the mandate that they submit should be 
examined;  

 
3. access to the relevant documents collected by the Commission 

subject to the Rules of Practice and Procedure;  
 

4. advance notice of documents which are proposed to be 
introduced into evidence; 
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5. advance provision of statements of anticipated evidence, if 

applicable;  
 

6. a seat at the counsel table;  
 

7. the opportunity to suggest witnesses to be called by Commission 
counsel, failing which, an opportunity to apply to the 
Commissioner to lead evidence of a particular witness; 

 
8. the opportunity to cross- examine witnesses on matters relevant 

to the basis upon which standing was granted; and  
 

9. the opportunity to make closing submissions.  
 
By seeking and being granted standing, a party is deemed to have 
accepted the jurisdiction of the Commission and to abide by the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure once they are formalized 
and accepted after an opportunity is given to make suggestions on 
how to improve those rules.  
 
With respect to special standing, as I will discuss below, in my 
assessment there is one applicant who does not meet the test for full 
standing but whose participation will be of assistance to me in fulfilling 
my mandate. At my discretion, I have decided to grant this applicant 
special standing. By providing certain applicants with rights that are 
not as expansive as those granted applicants having full standing, but 
which will provide them nonetheless with the opportunity to participate 
in a meaningful way, I will be able to obtain a maximal amount of 
assistance without unnecessarily increasing the time and expense of 
this inquiry. I anticipate that those with special standing will make a 
useful contribution to the inquiry and will assist me in better satisfying 
my mandate.  
 
The applicant that has been granted special standing will be entitled to 
participate in Part I of the inquiry in the following ways. The applicant 
will have the opportunity to: 
 

1. make submissions as to the Rules of Practice and Procedure;  
 
2. make written opening submissions one week prior to the 

commencement of the hearings. The focus of these opening 
submissions is the same as I’ve previously stated, and that is to 
outline the major principles the applicant with special standing 
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submits should guide the inquiry process and specific factual 
issues raised by the mandate that they submit should be 
examined;  

 
3. access the relevant documents collected by the Commission 

subject to the Rules;  
 
4. obtain advance notice of documents which are proposed to be 

introduced into evidence;  
 

5. obtain advance provision of statements of anticipated evidence 
if applicable; 

 
6. suggest witnesses to be called by Commission counsel and to 

suggest areas that could and should be canvassed in the 
examination of certain witnesses; and 

 
7. make closing submissions.  

 
I have focused most of my discussion thus far on standing for Part I of 
this inquiry. The test for standing for Part II is similar, providing that 
standing for Part II will be granted if the applicant is sufficiently 
affected by Part II of the inquiry or represents distinct ascertainable 
interests and perspectives that are essential to my mandate in Part II 
and ought to be separately represented before the inquiry.  
 
I should note that while I have made my determinations on standing 
for Part II in this decision, I will outline the distinct participation rights 
in respect to Part II at a later date. This is because the format of Part 
II will be different from that of Part I.  
 
Let me turn now to funding. In accordance with the Order in Council in 
section 59 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, I have the discretion 
to make recommendations to the Attorney General regarding funding 
to parties who have been granted standing to the extent of the party’s 
interest where the party would not otherwise be able to participate in 
the inquiry without funding.  
 
The Notice of Hearing specified that applications for funding were to 
provide the following information:  
 

• Why an applicant would not otherwise be able to participate 
without funding;  
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• Whether an applicant has contacted other groups or individuals 
to bring them into an amalgamated group and the results of 
those contacts;  

 
• A description of the purposes for which the funds are required, 

how the funds will be disbursed, and how they will be accounted 
for;  

 
• A statement of the extent to which the applicant will contribute 

its own funds and personnel to participate in the inquiry, and  
 

• Information about the individual who will be responsible for 
administrating the funds, and a description of the financial 
controls that will be put in place to ensure that funds are 
disbursed for the purposes of this inquiry.  

 
I indicated that applications for funding could include financial 
information and, for organizations, financial statements, operating 
budgets, the number of members and membership fee structure. This 
information, when provided, was of assistance in assessing the need 
for funding. Because some groups did not address all of these points in 
their written applications, I was required to ask them to elaborate on 
those points when they appeared before me to make oral submissions 
on November 7th, 2005.  
 
Beyond these criteria, I was also guided by the following factors that 
have been considered by commissioners in previous inquiries:  
 

• The nature of the applicant’s interest and/or proposed 
involvement in the inquiry;  

 
• Whether the applicant has an established record of concern or a 

demonstrated commitment to the interest it seeks to represent, 
and  

 
• Whether the applicant has special experience or expertise with 

respect to the Commission’s mandate.  
 
Finally, in making my determination on funding, I was guided by the 
overarching principle that the Commission must ensure that proper 
representation is provided for all parties whose participation in all or 
part of the inquiry is required. If a necessary party were prevented 
from presenting its full story due to lack of financial resources, a 
disservice would be done to achieving the mandate of this inquiry. 



 10

Accordingly, I decided that if I had any doubts as to need for funding, 
that I would recommend funding rather than deny it and potentially 
exclude a party whose attendance and representation would be 
required.  
 
While I certainly hope that I don’t have to continuously revisit the 
issue of funding over the course of the inquiry, I recognize the 
situation of parties may change as the inquiry unfolds so as to require 
them to seek funding. In the circumstances, if a party or witness 
changes such that it would not be able to participate without funding 
or without increased funding upon application, I will assess whether 
funding should be recommended. Furthermore, if witnesses who are 
called to give evidence during the course of this inquiry request 
counsel and indicate that they are unable to fund counsel, I will 
consider making recommendations for funding at that time.  
 
Any funding recommendations that I make must be in accordance with 
the Management Board of Cabinet Directives and Guidelines. In 
previous inquiries the Ministry of the Attorney General has indicated 
that the appropriate rate for the reimbursement of legal fees and 
expenses should be the amount paid by the Ministry for retention of 
private sector counsel.  
 
In previous inquiries the Ministry also provided further guidelines that 
include the following:  
 

• Legal fees and expenses eligible for reimbursement are only 
those that relate to reasonable preparation for and 
representation at those portions of the inquiry for which standing 
has been granted, subject, of course, to the Commissioner’s 
recommendations;  

 
• Expenses related to the investigative activities of other agencies 

or to investigative activities of the Commission, except for 
attendance at interviews by Commission counsel or staff, will not 
be eligible for reimbursement;  

 
• Legal fees and related expenses accumulated prior to the signing 

of the Order in Council are not eligible;  
 

• A lawyer accepting funding cannot bill his or her client or apply 
to any third party for any additional funding for the services in 
question;  
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• Unless the Commission recommends otherwise, only one counsel 
per client is eligible for reimbursement. If the Commissioner 
approves a junior counsel and the junior counsel attends 
hearings with senior counsel, he or she will be paid 75 per cent 
of the junior counsel’s hourly rate.  

 
I have also included reasonable claims for travel expenses and 
disbursements supported by receipts or invoices. Photocopying may be 
claimed at an amount specified by the Guidelines. The reimbursement 
of eligible legal expenses will be made on an ex gratia basis only with 
no right of challenge or appeal. I anticipate that the Attorney General 
will issue similar, if not identical, Guidelines in this inquiry.  
 
I will recommend that an independent officer assess accounts of those 
participants who are granted funding. Once accounts are approved, 
they will be forwarded to the Attorney General for payment.  
 
Let me now deal with the rest that you’ve been waiting for. As I will 
detail below, I have not granted some of the applicants all of the rights 
to participate that they have requested or, understandably, the degree 
of funding that they have requested. If, as the evidence is called, 
circumstances change that affect the interests of the individual, 
organization, or institution, they may apply for an increased 
opportunity to participate or for an amendment to the funding 
recommendation that I have made on their behalf.  
 
Before discussing my reasons in respect of each application, I must 
outline my concerns surrounding the possibility of conflicts arising 
within several of the applicant institutions. These conflicts may arise 
because certain applicant institutions are representing all components 
of the institution, including the institution itself, managers, employees, 
both current and former. In some cases, allegations of abuse against 
young people have been made against the employees of these 
institutions and, accordingly, it is possible that conflicts may arise 
between the subsets of the applicant institution.  
 
Based on the information currently before the Commission, it would 
appear that there is the potential for such conflicts to arise within each 
of the following applicant institutions: the Cornwall Police Services 
Board and the Cornwall Community Police Service; the Ontario 
Provincial Police, Commissioner Gwen Boniface and commissioned 
officers of the Ontario Provincial Police, the Ontario Provincial Police 
Association, the Ontario Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional 
Services and Adult Community Corrections, the Attorney General for 
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Ontario and the Children’s Aid Society of the United Counties of 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry.  
 
Counsel for some of these applicants have assured me they will 
carefully monitor the evidence as it unfolds to identify any conflicts 
and potential conflicts. I expect the same of counsel for all applicants. 
Should any conflict and/or potential conflict arise, I expect that 
counsel for the applicant will advise Commission counsel in a timely 
fashion and will ensure that any conflicts and/or potential conflicts are 
effectively resolved in the best interests of the affected parties.  
 
With respect to funding generally, I note that a number of applicants 
requested that I consider recommending an increased amount of 
funding in recognition of the travel that will be required to attend the 
hearings. At this time, I will be recommending funding for expenses as 
set out in the Guidelines provided by the Attorney General.  
 
The Cornwall Police Services Board and the Cornwall 
Community Police Service 
 
The Cornwall Police Services Board and the Cornwall Community Police 
Service have applied for standing for Parts I and II of the inquiry.  
 
The Cornwall Police Services conducted investigations into the alleged 
abuse of young people in the Cornwall area that are being examined in 
this inquiry and therefore it has a direct and substantial interest in Part 
I of the inquiry. I am therefore granting full standing to the Cornwall 
Police Services for Part I. As the Cornwall Police Services is likely to be 
affected by any recommendations that I make as a part of my 
mandate in Part II of the inquiry, I am also granting it full standing for 
Part II. The Cornwall Police Services further represents distinct 
ascertainable interests and perspectives that are essential to my 
mandate in Part II. The Cornwall Police Services did not apply for 
funding.  
 
As I have indicated above, I have concerns about the possibility of 
conflict arising within the group, as the Cornwall Police Services is 
currently representing the organization, the Cornwall Police Services as 
an employer, and all individual officers, commissioned and non-
commissioned, as well as past officers, except former officer Perry 
Dunlop. Given the possibility that conflicts may arise between these 
subsets, I expect that counsel will monitor the situation and act quickly 
should any conflict arise.  
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The Ontario Provincial Police, Commissioner Gwen Boniface and 
commissioned officers of the Ontario Provincial Police 
 
With respect to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), Commissioner 
Gwen Boniface and commissioned officers of the Ontario Provincial 
Police, they’ve applied for standing for Parts I and II of the inquiry.  
 
The OPP and its officers were involved in investigations into the 
allegations of abuse of young people in the Cornwall area. In 
particular, the OPP was responsible for what is known as the Project 
Truth investigation. Given its involvement in these investigations, I 
have found that the OPP has a direct and substantial interest in the 
subject matter of this inquiry and grant it full standing for Part I. Given 
that the OPP is likely to be affected by any recommendations that I 
make pursuant to Part II of the inquiry, I am also granting the OPP full 
standing for Part II. The OPP further represents distinct ascertainable 
interests and perspectives that are essential to my mandate in Part II.  
 
Again, my comments with respect to conflicts apply here as well. The 
OPP did not apply for funding.  
 
The Ontario Provincial Police Association 
 
The Ontario Provincial Police Association (OPPA) applied for standing 
for Part I and Part II of the inquiry.  
 
The OPPA is a statutory bargaining agent for all non-commissioned 
officers of the OPP and civilian members of the OPP not employed in a 
supervisory or confidential capacity. In its application, the OPPA 
explained that it represents the frontline officers who were directly 
involved in the investigation of the allegations of historical abuse of 
young people in the Cornwall area and that the frontline officers form 
part of the institutional response of the justice system and were 
integrally involved in the events underlying the mandate of the 
inquiry.  
 
I have determined that the OPPA has a direct and substantial interest 
in the subject matter of this inquiry and grant it full standing for Part I. 
With respect to Part II of the inquiry, again the OPPA and its officers 
are part of the broader Cornwall community and will likely be affected 
by any recommendation that I make pursuant to Part II of the inquiry. 
The OPPA further represents distinct ascertainable interests and 
perspectives that are essential to my mandate in Part II. I am 
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therefore granting the OPPA full standing for Part II. They again did 
not apply for funding.  
 
The Ontario Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional 
Services and Adult Community Corrections 
 
In its capacity of provider of probation and parole services, the Ontario 
Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services and Adult 
Community Corrections has applied for standing for Parts I and II of 
the inquiry. The Ministry is representing its employees and former 
employees.  
 
In its application, the Ministry explained that it is a main defendant in 
several different actions commenced in Ontario. In these actions, 
damages are being claimed for historical abuse caused by former 
probation and/or parole officers that were employed by the Ministry in 
its Cornwall Probation and Parole Office. Because it is a defendant in 
these actions, the Ministry is aware of certain allegations against it 
made by ex-probationers involving some of its former employees. The 
Ministry anticipates that the inquiry will likely hear evidence 
concerning how probation and parole services operated in Cornwall, 
how it was involved in the subject matter of the inquiry, and that its 
historic and current operations will be scrutinized.  
 
Based on this, I am satisfied that the Ministry will likely be directly and 
substantially affected by Part I and grant it full standing for this part. I 
am also granting full standing to the Ministry for Part II of the inquiry. 
Based on its submissions, the Ministry can provide insight in respect of 
how it achieves its statutory goals and how it can more effectively 
service the community. The Ministry will likely be affected by any 
recommendations made in Part II and it represents distinct 
ascertainable interests and perspectives that are essential to my 
mandate in Part II. Again, with respect to the conflict, my comments 
stand. The Ministry did not apply for funding.  
 
The Attorney General for Ontario 
 
With respect to the Attorney General, in its written application, the 
Attorney General for Ontario applied for standing for Part I of the 
inquiry and noted that it may at a later date apply for standing for Part 
II if necessary. During the course of the standing hearings the 
Attorney General amended its application to also apply for standing for 
Part II.  
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According to its submissions, the Attorney General is responsible for 
superintending all matters connected to the administration of justice in 
Ontario. As such, it submitted that the mandate of the inquiry to 
inquire into the institutional response of the justice system directly 
affects the duties of the Attorney General. In further support of its 
position, it explained that in accordance with legislation, Crown 
attorneys are agents for the Attorney General for the purposes of the 
Criminal Code.  
 
Given its role in the administration of justice, I am satisfied that the 
Attorney General is likely to be directly and substantially affected by 
Part I and grant it full standing for this part. I am also granting full 
standing to the Attorney General for Part II of the inquiry. It is likely to 
be affected by Part II of the inquiry and also represents distinct 
ascertainable interests and perspectives that are essential to my 
mandate in Part II.  
 
In his oral submissions, counsel for the Attorney General explained 
that the Attorney General would be representing the Attorney General 
and all Crown attorneys and assistant Crown attorneys that were 
involved in this matter. Counsel for the Attorney General could not 
confirm whether or not it would be representing agents that were 
involved in the prosecution of matters that touch on the subject of this 
inquiry. However, he noted that it was his current information that 
there were no agents involved in prosecutions of the offences that are 
at issue for this inquiry. I expect that counsel for the Attorney General 
will clarify this matter and will monitor the evidence and promptly 
address and resolve any conflicts should they arise. The Attorney 
General for Ontario did not apply for funding.  
 
The Children’s Aid Society of the United Counties of Stormont, 
Dundas and Glengarry 
 
With respect to the Children’s Aid Society (CAS) of the United Counties 
of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry, the Children’s Aid Society has 
applied for standing in Part I and Part II of the inquiry. The CAS has 
explained that it is representing the Society, managers and 
employees, both current and former, of the CAS, subject to any 
conflict that might arise.  
 
The CAS carries out a multitude of statutory functions in respect of the 
care of children, including the protection of children from abuse. In its 
application, the Children’s Aid Society stated that while carrying out its 
statutory functions it comes into contact with other service providers 
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in the community such as various police services, healthcare providers 
and women’s shelters. The Children’s Aid Society further states in its 
application that on September 30th, 1993 the Cornwall Community 
Police Services Constable Perry Dunlop provided the Executive Director 
of the CAS and Mr. Richard Abell with a copy of a complainant’s 
statement alleging that the complainant had been sexually assaulted 
by a member of the local clergy and by a local probation officer. The 
application goes on to say that following the receipt of the 
complainant’s statement, the CAS carried out an investigation 
pursuant to the Child and Family Services Act.  
 
Given the foregoing, I am of the view that the Children’s Aid Society 
has a direct and substantial interest in Part I of the inquiry. I am also 
granting full standing to the Children’s Aid Society for Part II of the 
inquiry. It will likely be affected by any recommendations made in Part 
II and it represents distinct ascertainable interests and perspectives 
that are essential to my mandate in Part II.  
 
As I have emphasized above, should conflicts arise within this group I 
expect that they will be promptly addressed and resolved. The 
Children’s Aid Society did not apply for funding.  
 
The Citizens for Community Renewal 
 
The Citizens for Community Renewal (CCR) has applied for standing 
for Part I and Part II of the inquiry. It has also applied for funding.  
 
The CCR is a Cornwall-based community group with over 200 
members. This application included a membership list. The group and 
its predecessor groups claim to have been committed to establishing 
an inquiry into the allegations of abuse in the Cornwall area and that 
its membership consists of citizens of Cornwall who have lived through 
the events forming the subject matter of this inquiry.  
 
It is CCR’s central position that the failure of public institutions to 
respond appropriately to allegations of historical abuse of young 
people has had two profound effects on the community as a whole. 
Firstly, it has led to a significant loss of confidence in local institutions 
and it has left a cloud over Cornwall which has had a negative effect 
on all of its residents and will impede efforts to reveal and revitalize 
the city. The CCR submits that it has a distinct and ascertainable 
interest and perspective that is essential to the Commissioner’s 
mandate in Part I. It is of the view that it can address how the 
community was affected by the institutional failures that will be 
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examined by the inquiry and that its members have valuable insight as 
they observed the events unfolding in their community. The CCR’s 
interest is in examining the manner in which information about 
allegations of historical abuse of young people in the investigation and 
prosecution of those allegations was disseminated to the community 
over time and the extent to which that contributed to a loss of 
confidence in the public institutions and other community sectors 
involved. The CCR hopes to be able to provide the Commission with 
recommendations to ensure that all other small communities faced 
with similar issues in the future are able to handle them differently.  
 
I agree with the CCR’s submissions with respect to standing in that 
they do represent an ascertainable interest and they will be granted 
full standing for both Part I and Part II of the inquiry. As for funding, I 
will recommend funding for two senior counsel and one clerk. In 
recognition that much of the time required will be of a preparatory 
nature, I will recommend only one counsel attendance fee and, as I 
understand it, that is what they had requested in any event.  
 
The Victims Group 
 
With respect to the Victims Group, at the outset I should make some 
comment about the name chosen by this group. While it may be 
referred to as the Victims Group there are two points to keep in mind.  
 
First, it might be all too easy to accept that these are the only victims 
in this matter, and that would be unfortunate. There are a great 
number of different victims in this community which might include 
those charged and never convicted, employees of various 
organizations and institutions that have worked under the dark cloud 
of this controversy for many years. There are also the families. We 
must not forget those families who have fretted over the trials and 
challenges of their loved ones.  
 
Second, given that my mandate does not include determining guilt or 
innocence, I do not make any findings on this other than that the 
members of this group claim to be victims of sexual abuse. They, like 
all other parties who wish to contribute to the objectives of this 
inquiry, will be treated with respect and dignity.  
 
This group has applied for standing for Parts I and II of the inquiry. It 
has also applied for funding. It is their position that the traumatic and 
life-altering experiences that they faced when children constitute the 
very subject matter of this inquiry and, therefore, they have a direct 
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and substantial interest in the inquiry and the recommendations 
flowing from it.  
 
Given the foregoing, in review of the thorough application prepared by 
this group, I am in agreement and am granting full standing for Part I 
and Part II of the inquiry. With respect to funding, this group has 
prepared a detailed budget proposal. It has requested funding for 
three counsel and a law clerk. I will recommend funding for up to one 
senior, one intermediate, one junior counsel and for one clerk. The 
counsel attendance fee will be limited to two counsel or one counsel 
and one clerk. With respect to the clerk, should it be deemed 
necessary that Mr. Swales be part of the legal team, I have no 
objection so long as the fact that he is not a law clerk is reflected in 
the rate afforded by the Attorney General.  
 
Aside from funding for counsel, the group has several additional 
requests for funding. With respect to experts, the Commission will 
seek advice from the parties and will determine which experts should 
become involved. Accordingly, that expense is eliminated.  
 
It has also requested retroactive funding for the payment of legal and 
related expenses associated with the coordination and organization of 
the victims and the preparation of its application. As I will with all 
parties, and I note that this is a general application, I will recommend 
that funding be retroactive to the date of my appointment, but only for 
those expenses directly related to the preparation of its request for 
standing and funding. Finally, the group has asked this Commission of 
Inquiry to consider providing independent clinical support for victims 
participating in the inquiry because of the possibility of 
retraumatization as a result of their participation.  
 
I am not prepared at this time to make any recommendations in 
respect of independent clinical support. I view this as an important 
issue, one which I will examine carefully and will deal with shortly, and 
you will be advised of my decision with respect to that in due course.  
 
The Coalition for Action on Child Sexual Abuse in Cornwall 
 
I now turn to the Coalition for Action on Child Sexual Abuse in 
Cornwall. Coalition for Action on Child Sexual Abuse in Cornwall has 
applied for standing for Parts I and II of the inquiry. It has also applied 
for funding.  
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I should express at the outset that the application for this group was 
not as comprehensive as I would have liked. It is difficult, and I realize 
that, to formulate this type of application to fit the criteria for standing 
and funding that I have set out, and I can understand that a citizens 
group may have relatively limited experience in public inquiries.  
 
It appears from the submissions that Mr. Chisholm is a central focus 
for this organization and his name is a constant in their application. 
This, however, is not in itself a sufficient ground for granting standing. 
In paragraph 10 of the submissions, one of the reasons they suggest 
in support of their position that they should be granted standing is to 
review the import of the subject matter of this inquiry on his sister and 
brother-in-law, Mr. Perry Dunlop. Now, the group has stated that they 
will not be representing him. So despite this, it is not clear to me who 
this group represents and what they clearly stand for.  
 
It is clear that there is a historical presence in Cornwall that has 
advocated for change, and I very much would like to see that presence 
represented at the inquiry. The CCR group certainly fills part of that 
picture. However, I do feel that there may well be a place for the 
Coalition should they wish to submit to me further details outlining the 
following: a more detailed list of its members; a more detailed 
summary of the group’s history and mandate; how their participation 
is different from the perspective offered by the Victims Group and the 
CCR; and, more importantly, the role that they intend to play in the 
inquiry. And so upon receiving this information I will further consider 
whether and to what degree standing should be granted. The issue of 
funding will also be addressed at that time. I would very much 
appreciate receiving that material and I will speak with counsel, if 
counsel is here, at the end of my decision.  
 
The Men’s Project 
 
The Men’s Project has applied for standing for Parts I and II of the 
inquiry and has also applied for funding.  
 
The Men’s Project is an incorporated charitable, non-profit organization 
that provides a variety of victim services along with other counseling 
programs for men and their families. The mission statement of the 
Men’s Project explains that, among other things, it provides mental 
health services to men and their families in the areas of childhood 
trauma recovery, recent sexual assault, emotional integrity and anger 
management. It was formed in partnership with the National Capital 
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Region YMCA/YWCA and has been funded by the Ministry of the 
Solicitor General and Attorney General since 1999.  
 
The Men’s Project has a history of involvement in Cornwall and still 
provides direct services in the Cornwall area. It was brought into 
Cornwall by the Ministry of the Solicitor General in 1999 to conduct a 
needs assessment, a review community services and two other public 
consultations concerning the needs of victims identified through the 
Project Truth investigations. It ultimately completed a report entitled 
“Final Report of the Integrated Community Response Planning for Male 
Survivors” which demonstrated a lack of community response at that 
time.  
 
Beginning in 1999, the Men’s Project provided counseling services 
addressing the needs of male victims of sexual abuse and assault and 
worked jointly with the OPP and Crown Attorney’s Office to distribute 
information packages to identify victims related to Project Truth. The 
Men’s Project also currently delivers services to the Cornwall area.  
 
It is clear from their submissions, both written and oral, that the Men’s 
Project has a genuine interest in the Commission’s Phase I work. While 
its interest is not sufficient to meet the threshold required for full 
standing, I am satisfied that their participation will be of assistance to 
me in achieving my mandate. Given the foregoing I am prepared to 
grant special standing to the Men’s Project for Part I of the inquiry and 
full standing for Part II.  
 
In respect of funding, based on the review of its materials, I am 
prepared to recommend funding for one senior counsel and one junior 
counsel limited to one counsel attendance fee for the Men’s Project.  
 
Aside from its request for funding for counsel, the Men’s Project has 
made two additional and admittedly unique requests for funding. The 
first is a request for funding to hire a part-time interim manager of the 
Men’s Project. The Men’s Project is of the view that the involvement of 
its current Executive Director is critical to the organization’s role in the 
inquiry and, as a result, the organization will be required to hire 
someone to assume many of the Executive Director’s Ottawa-based 
duties. While I appreciate the difficulty that the Men’s Group may 
experience if the Executive Director must, to a certain extent, divide 
his time between the inquiry and other responsibilities, given that I 
have granted only special standing for Part I and full standing for Part 
II, it is not appropriate for me to exercise my discretion to recommend 
funding for an interim manager position.  
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With respect to the second request, that I consider a full-time 
counselor, the Men’s Project believes that as a result of the inquiry 
there will be witnesses who will require crisis intervention due to the 
strain of being a witness. I asked the Men’s Project to provide me with 
further submissions on this issue. I received these further submissions 
and my decision on the Men’s Project request for a counselor will be, 
as I indicated before, issued at a later date.  
 
The Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall and Bishop Eugene 
LaRocque 
 
The Diocese of Alexandria-Cornwall and Bishop Eugene LaRocque have 
both applied for standing for Parts I and II of the inquiry. They have 
also applied for funding.  
 
At page 2 and 3 of its application, the Diocese submits that it has a 
distinct and substantial interest in this matter and a unique 
perspective on the issues that will be raised in the inquiry because of 
the following: a) that a number of priests of the Diocese were charged 
with criminal offences relating to sexual abuse arising out of police 
investigations, including the Project Truth investigation; a number of 
other members of the Diocese were investigated by Project Truth but it 
was determined that there was no evidence to support the charges 
against them; that there were a number of members of the Diocese 
who were subjected to unfair, repeated aggressive and defamatory 
remarks by a website operated in Cornwall alleging sexual abuse; and 
that the Diocese had somehow acted to suppress police investigations; 
and that the Diocese participated with the Cornwall police and the 
Cornwall Children’s Aid Society in reviewing and developing protocol 
for the handling and reporting of allegations of abuse; and that Bishop 
LaRocque who is now retired and as such is no longer employed by the 
Diocese was, during much of the relevant time of inquiry, the Bishop 
of the Diocese and, as such, its Chief Administrative Officer; that the 
rights and privileges of the applicants represented by their 
submissions may be affected during the inquiry or as a result of 
findings made by the Commission and that the Commission’s finding 
will be of significant importance to the applicants.  
 
Upon review of its materials, it is evident that the Diocese has a direct 
and substantial interest in this matter and it also represents distinct 
ascertainable interest and perspectives that are essential to my 
mandate. Accordingly, I will grant the Diocese full standing for Part I 
and Part II.  
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The outstanding issue is that of funding. The materials before me show 
that the Diocese is a small one and that its funds are being put to good 
use. The Diocese has also seen fit to request the opportunity to 
provide me with further material comparing itself to other institutions 
granted standing in other inquiries. I will accept those materials and 
have received some materials and expect that they will be providing 
me with others expeditiously.  
 
I would like, however, to also focus on the financial statements 
provided by the Diocese in its application. In particular, I would like to 
address its reserves in the amount of $5 million to $6 million. The 
reserve is an accepted and wise course for any institution to adopt. 
The reserve is for a rainy day. The reluctance to use it is also wise and 
quite understandable. There are days, however, when its use must be 
seriously considered. The Diocese’s involvement in this matter, I would 
think, should be of highest importance. The cloud that hangs over this 
community also hangs over the Church. I say that now only to assess 
the need to access the Diocese’s reserve. It would be most helpful if I 
could be apprised of the nature of the reserve, whether the amount is 
increasing or decreasing over time and whether the reserve has been 
used in the past and, if so, for what purpose.  
 
As well, I am somewhat concerned with limiting the assessment of 
need to a corporate one. At this point, I must plead some ignorance on 
how the Church hierarchy functions. For example, does the Diocese, as 
part of the Catholic Church, not have recourse to other funds? Is this 
issue not of such vital importance that a higher authority within the 
Church has the means to assist the Diocese?  
 
As well, the Diocese seems to treat Father MacDonald a little 
differently than the former Bishop. The employer-employee 
relationship that exists with priests is one that is foreign to me and the 
Diocese might want to enlighten me further on these matters before I 
make my decision on funding.  
 
While I realize that this might be a sensitive issue, it is my view that if 
the Diocese wishes to avail itself of public funds, it too must reveal all 
of its financial structure and exhaust any means of funding which 
might be available to it. Accordingly, at the present time, on the 
material before me, I am disinclined to recommend funding for the 
Diocese. Should the Diocese wish to pursue the matter further, as it 
has indicated in its supplementary submissions, I am prepared to 
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provide it with reasonable time to present further material and I will, 
at that time, give my final decision.  
 
As for Bishop LaRocque, I find it somewhat unusual that the Diocese 
would seek funding for him as an individual. His involvement as Bishop 
during this period of time in question links him as the operating mind 
of the Diocese. They are, in my view, intimately linked. Therefore, 
Bishop LaRocque will not be granted separate standing but standing 
linked to the Diocese, unless or until a real conflict arises.  
 
The Estate of Ken Seguin and Doug Seguin 
 
The Estate of Ken Seguin and Doug Sequin seeks standing for Part I 
and II of the inquiry.  
 
Ken Seguin was a probation officer with the Ministry and was alleged 
to have been involved in the abuse of young persons. According to the 
application of the Estate of Ken Seguin and Doug Sequin, no charges 
were ever laid against Mr. Seguin, but the allegation was that he used 
his position as a probation officer to abuse young people. Mr. Seguin 
took his life in 1993. While I understand the desire of Mr. Seguin’s 
family to participate in this inquiry, I am not, at this time, prepared to 
grant standing for Part I to the Estate of Ken Seguin and Doug Seguin. 
The Ministry has indicated that it currently represents Ken Seguin as 
he was a former employee. As a result, there is no need for the Estate 
or family to represent his interests. Should conflicts arise between Ken 
Seguin and the Ministry, the Estate of Ken Seguin and Doug Seguin 
may reapply for standing.  
 
I am prepared, however, to grant full standing to the Estate and Doug 
Seguin for Part II of the inquiry to the extent that this part touches 
upon Mr. Ken Seguin’s interests and those of his family, whose lives 
have likely been deeply affected by the allegations against Mr. Seguin. 
I will recommend funding for one counsel.  
 
Father Charles MacDonald 
 
With respect to Father Charles MacDonald, he is seeking standing for 
Part I and Part II of the inquiry. He also seeks funding.  
 
According to his submissions, along with Mr. Ken Seguin, Father 
MacDonald was alleged to have been involved in the abuse of young 
persons in the Cornwall area. The Diocese entered into a settlement 
with one complainant in relation to a complaint of abuse against Father 
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Charles MacDonald. In 1996, Father MacDonald was charged by the 
OPP as a result of a number of additional complaints of abuse. These 
charges against Father MacDonald were ultimately stayed.  
 
Given the foregoing, I will grant full standing to Father MacDonald but 
only in respect to those issues which directly affect his interests. I will 
grant full standing to Father MacDonald on Part II of the inquiry limited 
to those issues which directly affect his interests.  
 
I should note that but for the probability of conflict, as stated in the 
supplementary submissions of the Diocese, I would have joined Father 
MacDonald with certain other applicants rather than granting him 
separate standing.  
 
As for Father MacDonald’s request for funding, I will recommend 
funding for one counsel. 
 
Mr. Jacques Leduc 
 
Mr. Jacques Leduc applied for standing on Part I and Part II of the 
inquiry. He has also applied for funding.  
 
Mr. Leduc’s application states that he was charged with various sexual 
offences against young people in relation to three complainants in 
Cornwall. Mr. Leduc was the last of a series of individuals who were 
criminally charged as a result of the Project Truth police investigation. 
Mr. Leduc’s arrest was the subject of media and community scrutiny. 
The proceedings against him lasted over six years and the charges 
against him were ultimately stayed. He has maintained his innocence 
throughout.  
 
Mr. Leduc’s submissions detail that the proceedings and publicity 
associated with them took a devastating toll on him and on his family. 
He submits that he has a substantial and direct interest in the subject 
matter of the inquiry for the following reasons: he was a lawyer on 
behalf of the Diocese in respect to the civil settlement between the 
Diocese and the first complainant; he is one of the individuals who was 
criminally charged as a result of the allegations of historical abuse 
which is the subject matter of this inquiry and that the inquiry will 
consider his case directly as part of its mandate.  
 
After reviewing his materials, I am satisfied that Mr. Leduc has a 
substantial and direct interest in respect of the issues outlined above. 
As a result, I am granting Mr. Leduc standing for Part I in respect of 
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those specific issues that affect his personal interests. I am also 
satisfied that Mr. Leduc is sufficiently affected by Part II of the inquiry 
in that he has a distinct ascertainable interests and perspectives that 
are essential to my mandate in Part II. I am therefore prepared to 
grant him full standing for Part II of the inquiry limited to those issues 
which directly affect his interests.  
 
Mr. Leduc has also applied for funding for two senior counsel and one 
junior counsel throughout the inquiry. On the date of the hearings, 
counsel for Mr. Leduc indicated that Mr. Leduc had concerns regarding 
the confidentiality of his financial records and requested the 
opportunity to provide additional submissions on this matter. I am in 
receipt of these submissions and will grant his request to consider his 
materials concerning his finances in camera and not to release these 
materials to the public. I have reviewed these materials and I’m 
satisfied that Mr. Leduc would not otherwise be able to participate 
without funding. Given that I have granted Mr. Leduc’s full standing 
only in respect to those issues that directly affect his personal 
interests, I will recommend funding for one senior and one junior 
counsel for the limited interests described above. I will also 
recommend one counsel attendance fee.  
 
And so we come to the end of this part of the day. What I would like to 
do now is take a few moments and talk about where we go from here.  
 
As you are aware, I have, over the summer, gathered a very 
competent and diligent and eager team to deal with all of the 
outstanding matters that consist my mandate. The next steps will be 
that we get the material that has been out there for so long. I can tell 
you that we will be speaking to all of the counsel and advising them 
that now is the time to furnish whatever documents, whatever 
information you may have. We have an investigative team. They will 
be out in the field and we will be talking to people whom have 
something to say, and who wish to contribute to the Commission. All 
that to say when will we begin to hear evidence? As quickly as 
possible, but only when we’re ready. We will take the time it takes to 
get that ready. It will not be until the New Year, maybe in the early 
new year.  
 
If any of you have any questions with respect to your participation, 
please speak to your lawyers. They have access to Mr. Engelmann and 
we will attempt to give you as much information as possible. However, 
it is now the turn of people who have standing to provide us with the 
material and to provide us where they think we should be going with 
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respect to our research. Having said that, we will be announcing as 
quickly as possible when the hearing dates will be and keep you 
apprised of any other developments. On that, I bid you a good day. 
 
Thank you.  


