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DISCLAIMER: In accordance with the Community Safety and Policing Act and the Freedom of Information
and Protection of Privacy Act, the summary below has been de-identified to remove the personal information
of individuals, including public complainants and persons who were the subject of the investigation.

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA
Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 04/20/2025
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant, a longterm patient in a secure forensic psychiatric facility, contacted police
repeatedly regarding multiple alleged incidents, including theft of personal property, fraud relating
to legal representation, and an allegation of sexual assault during a hospital search and restraint
procedure. The complainant alleged officers failed to investigate properly, failed to contact him, and
did not follow through with updates. The review identified six separate calls for service made by the
complainant between November 2024 and April 2025.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/29

Decision and Reasons

Police communication was restricted by institutional policies requiring routing through staff,
advance scheduling, and removal of officer safety equipment before entry. Officers could not
freely contact the complainant by telephone or in person without facility authorization.

The Professional Standards Unit reviewed facility and police call records, duty reports, notes,

internal communications, audio recordings, and documentation from the facility’ s internal
investigations. Facility representatives confirmed that internal reviews were carried out for each
allegation and all were unsubstantiated. Institutional protocols limited direct police communication
with patients; officers were required to comply with security procedures and could not directly
contact or meet the complainant without facility approval.

1. Theft Allegations

Police determined no reasonable grounds existed to believe theft had occurred. Facility staff
advised the items were either inaccessible to the alleged suspect due to unit separation or were
secured under hospital policy. Officers attempted to speak with the complainant but were unable
due to institutional constraints.

2. Fraud Allegations

Concerns about legal representation attending a hearing against the complainant’ s wishes did
not meet the threshold for criminal fraud. Police confirmed the matter was being addressed
internally and the complainant had been directed to appropriate oversight bodies.

3. Sexual Assault Allegation

Audio records contained no explicit allegation of sexual touching as defined under the Criminal
Code. Facility staff advised the actions described were consistent with safety and search policy.
The call type was reclassified based on available information and follow-up occurred with facility
managers.

LECA Page 2 of 2




	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 04/20/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant, a long‑term patient in a secure forensic psychiatric facility, contacted police repeatedly regarding multiple alleged incidents, including theft of personal property, fraud relating to legal representation, and an allegation of sexual assault during a hospital search and restraint procedure. The complainant alleged officers failed to investigate properly, failed to contact him, and did not follow through with updates. The review identified six separate calls for service made by the complainant between November 2024 and April 2025. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/29
	Decision and Reasons: Police communication was restricted by institutional policies requiring routing through staff, advance scheduling, and removal of officer safety equipment before entry. Officers could not freely contact the complainant by telephone or in person without facility authorization.



The Professional Standards Unit reviewed facility and police call records, duty reports, notes, internal communications, audio recordings, and documentation from the facility’s internal investigations. Facility representatives confirmed that internal reviews were carried out for each allegation and all were unsubstantiated. Institutional protocols limited direct police communication with patients; officers were required to comply with security procedures and could not directly contact or meet the complainant without facility approval.



1. Theft Allegations

Police determined no reasonable grounds existed to believe theft had occurred. Facility staff advised the items were either inaccessible to the alleged suspect due to unit separation or were secured under hospital policy. Officers attempted to speak with the complainant but were unable due to institutional constraints. 



2. Fraud Allegations

Concerns about legal representation attending a hearing against the complainant’s wishes did not meet the threshold for criminal fraud. Police confirmed the matter was being addressed internally and the complainant had been directed to appropriate oversight bodies.



3. Sexual Assault Allegation

Audio records contained no explicit allegation of sexual touching as defined under the Criminal Code. Facility staff advised the actions described were consistent with safety and search policy. The call type was reclassified based on available information and follow-up occurred with facility managers.



4. Police Contact and Updates

The complainant stated officers did not call or attend in person. Facility staff confirmed that security procedures limited direct outside contact, requiring screening and approvals. Records showed officers attempted contact, reviewed occurrences, and provided updates when possible. 



The investigation found insufficient evidence to support claims that any officer failed to perform required duties. All allegations of Neglect of Duty under s.19 of the Code of Conduct (O. Reg. 407/23) were determined to be unsubstantiated.








