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Presentation Summary 
 
 
Welcome 
 
Phil Murray, Advisory Panel member, welcomed everyone to the event.  He was pleased 
to see such a large turnout.  
 
Phil then introduced the topic for the evening, the role of an ombudsman for survivors of 
sexual abuse.  Several panelists were on hand to discuss this important topic: 
 
David Bennett, Author of the paper and counsel for The Men’s Project 
Rick Goodwin, Executive Director of The Men’s Project 
Steve Sullivan, Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime 
Kwame Addo, Investigator with the Ontario Ombudsman’s Office 
 
Phil explained that each of the presenters would speak and that questions from the 
audience would be taken after all presentations were complete.  Phil then reminded the 
audience of the general ground rules of Phase 2 events: 
 
1. Keep questions short and focused so that everyone has a chance to speak; 
2. Respect differing points of view; 
3. Speak in the language of your choice, informal translation will be provided. 
 
Phil also reminded the audience that the Commissioner was in attendance as a listener 
only and was not able to talk about Phase 1.  
 
Phil then introduced Advisory Panel member Mike Church. 
 
Mike explained that mentors were on hand to help anyone in crisis.  The mentors 
identified themselves. 
 
 
David Bennett 
 
Phil then introduced the first speaker of the evening, David Bennett. 
 
David Bennett has an extensive background in developing new and innovative programs 
to meet the needs of disadvantaged people in Canadian society.  He was legal counsel for 
the Inuit of Nunavut’s land claim.  As one of the lead negotiators for this land claims 
negotiation he was instrumental in drafting and negotiating new systems concerning 
wildlife management, eligibility and enrolment, employment, resource sharing, water 



rights, and the first draft agreement to divide the Northwest Territories in two, to create 
Nunavut. He was a Professor for nine years at the University of Ottawa Faculty Of Law 
with responsibility for directing the bilingual legal aid clinical program.  Under his 
direction, the clinic developed new initiatives to deliver legal services to people living 
with HIV/AIDS, the aboriginal community, and women who were living in abusive 
relationships.  For the past nine years he has had a Dispute Resolution Practice where he 
has gained expertise in alternative ways of advocating and resolving complicated issues.  
In this role he has had experience with various advocates and Ombudsman including the 
Office of The Correctional Investigator.  Since June 2005, Mr. Bennett has been the 
Alternate Discrimination and Harassment Counsel for the Law Society of Upper Canada.  
This has given him personal experience acting in an Ombudsman type roll, as one of his 
functions is to informally resolve complaints.  He is also an Independent Complaint 
Facilitator for the Community Care Access Centres.  He was recently chosen to mediate 
disputes for Canada’s Olympic and National Sports Teams. 
 
David Bennett thanked the Cornwall Public Inquiry for the opportunity to present his 
paper and also for funding The Men’s Project to write and research the paper. 
 
David then explained how he came up with the idea of an ombudsman for survivors of 
sexual abuse.  He stated that his background is in ADR and has experience in looking at 
different ways of resolving disputes other than the traditional adversarial process.  His 
experience has led him to believe that less adversarial ways of dealing with disputes is 
often more effective. 
 
David then outlined his presentation.  He first addressed what an ombudsman is.  He then 
addressed how an ombudsman for survivors of sexual abuse could work.  He then 
conducted a short role-play to illustrate how such an ombudsman could work in a real 
situation. 
 
David explained that an ombudsman is a neutral third party that takes a complaint, 
investigates it, tries to resolve it (usually informally), makes recommendations if the 
dispute cannot be resolved and makes referrals to those who can assist.  Ombudsman 
services are usually free to those who use them.  They can handle complaints of an 
individual nature and also complaints of a systemic nature.  Sometimes, an ombudsman 
does not even need to have a formal complaint; they can just observe a problem and 
attempt to resolve it.   
 
Using the services of an ombudsman is usually very quick and inexpensive because it is 
an informal process.  Because of the informality, people are usually more willing to talk 
about the problem and take steps to resolve it. 
 
An ombudsman usually relies on moral suasion to get results in their work, such as the 
Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime. However, there are also legislative 
ombudsman offices as well, whose have powers that have been provided to them through 
legislation, such as the Ontario Ombudsman.  
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In addition, many institutions create private ombudsman positions of their own accord, 
such as hospitals, educational institutions and even corporations.  David noted that Coca-
Cola has an ombudsman. 
 
David then outlined what a “specialty” ombudsman is and how one might be useful in the 
context of sexual abuse.  A specialty ombudsman is one that deals with one specific area.  
For example, Steve Sullivan is a specialty ombudsman dealing with victims of crime.  
There are other specialty ombudsman in Canada, such as the tax ombudsman, the public 
works ombudsman, the national defence ombudsman and the correctional investigator.  
Some of these specialty ombudsman are created by statute and some are created through 
policy.   
 
It is important for ombudsman offices to have credibility and also to be personally suited 
to the job.  Some ombudsman offices have more credibility than others.  For example, the 
Ontario Ombudsman is often seen to have more credibility simply because he has more 
legislative powers to do things, such as compel documents and conduct investigations.  
Other ombudsman offices have no legislative powers, so they rely more on their personal 
abilities to persuade others. 
 
Another key characteristic of an ombudsman is independence.  David stated that this is 
one of the most important characteristics.  Ombudsman offices should be responsible to 
no master, except perhaps the legislature.  Independence includes such things as access to 
funding, job security, and the length of an appointment.  For example, it is hard to be 
independent if you believe that you will lose your job due to a decision you make.  Who 
the ombudsman reports to is also indicative of the level of independence.  For example, 
corporate ombudsman offices usually report to the CEO, which implies less 
independence than a legislative ombudsman who reports to the legislature (which 
contains members from different political parties). David used Steve Sullivan as an 
example to illustrate independence.  Steve reports to the Federal Minister of Justice.   
 
David also explained that the perception of independence is also important, for example, 
the location of the office and the format of the website.  For example, Steve Sullivan’s 
office used to be located in the Department of Justice offices, but Steve recognized that 
this affected the perception of independence and now has offices that are outside of the 
Department of Justice.  In addition, his website is not a Department of Justice website, 
but a standalone one. This perception of independence, David explained, is important in 
gaining credibility with the public. 
 
Another essential feature of a good ombudsman is confidentiality.  David stated that 
when he began his research that he presumed that everything that was said or given to an 
ombudsman would be confidential, but it turned out this presumption was wrong.  In 
order for communications with an ombudsman to be confidential there must be a 
legislative guarantee of confidentiality.  So, those ombudsman offices without such a 
guarantee cannot provide confidentiality to those seeking their help. 
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David noted that different ombudsman offices take different approaches to credibility.  
For example, the Ontario Ombudsman takes a high profile approach, and gives harsh 
criticism.  Other ombudsman offices take a lower key approach, moving quietly behind 
the scenes.  He noted that this approach will often depend on the personality of the person 
holding the ombudsman office. 
 
In the context of an ombudsman for survivors of sexual abuse, David emphasized the 
importance of having well trained staff.  He noted that a common theme in the evidence 
of survivors is the general shared view of the frustration of dealing with bureaucracies.  It 
is important when dealing with an ombudsman that s/he understand what the person is 
going through, and to be empathetic.  People working in an ombudsman office need to be 
trained to listen to different life experiences. 
 
David then explained how an ombudsman for sexual abuse victims could work.  His 
vision is to have a survivor call the ombudsman office and describe the problem they are 
experiencing with the public institution.  The intake worker would explore ways to 
resolve the complaint, perhaps call the institution and try to deal with it.  If no informal 
resolution is reached, then the complaint could move to an investigation, perhaps with 
recommendations if necessary. 
 
Finally, David suggested that an ombudsman for victims of sexual abuse is needed in 
Ontario, despite the fact that there is already an Ontario Ombudsman’s office.  Why?  
David stated that the Ontario Ombudsman has no jurisdiction over institutions that are 
commonly involved in sexual abuse cases, such as the police or the school boards.  This 
is not the case in other provinces, but in Ontario, the provincial ombudsman’s powers in 
these area are lacking.  Therefore, an ombudsman for victims of sexual abuse is needed. 
 
David, Rick Goodwin and Angela Long then engaged in a short role-play exercise to 
demonstrate how an ombudsman could resolve a complaint. 
 
Phil thanked David for his excellent talk and for the role-play, which illustrated to the 
audience how an ombudsman’s office could work. 
 
 
Rick Goodwin 
 
Phil then introduced Rick Goodwin, the executive director of The Men’s Project in 
Ottawa. 
 
Rick is both the co-founder and Executive Director of The Men's Project. 
 
Rick's past work experience has been as a social worker, educator and program manager. 
He has previously taught social sciences and social work education both at the college 
and university level. As well, he has conducted workshops for both professionals and the 
public on issues of male sexual victimization across Ontario. 
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Based on his experience managing Ottawa's program for male abusers, he has provided 
training on gender and violence for many years to various local, provincial, and national 
organizations. Training in gender and violence has taken him to Jamaica, England, the 
United States, as well as India, where he conducted gender sensitivity training to male 
directors of social service agencies. 
 
His research and writing has been published in both national magazines and federal 
publications. His most recent publication is in Canadian Psychiatry Aujourd'hui. Rick 
was also the author for Health Canada in their investigation concerning the correlation 
between men's experience of HIV and sexual violence. 
 
Rick is the 2007 recipient of the inaugural Attorney General's Award of Distinction for 
his work in "developing and implementing innovative victim service programs”. 
 
Rick thanked Phil for the introduction and stated that he would take a couple of minutes 
to talk about the importance of an ombudsman initiative for The Men’s Project.  He 
stated that The Men’s Project is now ten years old, and has been in Cornwall for eight 
years.  It’s primary focus is working with male survivors of sexual abuse and is currently 
the only institution in Ontario to do so.  He stated that the goal for The Men’s Project is 
to obtain funding and provide services to men across the province. 
 
Rick then noted that he usually talks about the unmet needs of male survivors of sexual 
abuse through a gendered framework, but that tonight, The Men’s Project is showcasing a 
gender inclusive project.  In his view, an ombudsman for survivors of sexual abuse is 
pertinent for both genders, both for those who have suffered historical abuse, and for 
those who have suffered more recent abuse/assault. 
 
Rick admitted that he was not a believer in the ombudsman idea at first, because it is not 
on the front lines of support.  But he has learned about the process and now believes that 
it would be beneficial.  He illustrated this through an example.  Recently a man who 
suffered a very serious sexual assault came to The Men’s Project from a hospital referral.  
He was, however, not referred to the hospital sexual assault program, even though he had 
been sexually assaulted.  Rick wondered how this man could have fallen through the 
cracks in such a big institution with sophisticated services.  Was it because he was a 
man?  Was it because he was also a criminal (the assault was a result of a drug deal gone 
bad)?  Was it because he had suffered life threatening physical injuries, which were 
deemed to be more important? 
 
Rick stated that while The Men’s Project addressed this man’s needs, he recognized that 
there was also a systemic issue here, as the institution did not respond to this individual. 
Safety and trust are a baseline for recovery of any sexual abuse victim and the men in 
The Men’s Project program have suffered a real violation of safety and trust.  They have 
suffered a relational injury, which creates a dysfunctional pattern of behaviour in other 
relationships after the assault and often in cases of sexual abuse; survivors have relational 
injuries with institutions.  An ombudsman can help to heal these relational injuries and to 
re-build relationships between survivors and institutions. 
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Mike thanked Rick for his inspirational talk. 
 
 
Kwame Addo 
 
Mike then told the audience that we are fortunate to have two people here from 
ombudsman’s offices to talk about the work in the trenches.  He first introduced Kwame 
Addo, an investigator from the Ontario Ombudsman’s office. 
 
Kwame joined Ombudsman Ontario in August 1990, as a member of the then Land Use 
Team, primarily investigating complaints about the Ministry of Natural Resources, the 
Ministry of Environment, and Hydro. 
 
Since June 2005, he has been a member of the Special Ombudsman Response Team 
(SORT).  The SORT team consists of a group of investigators, who under the supervision 
of its Director conduct specialized investigations on high profile issues. 
 
Kwame has been the lead investigator on several SORT investigations, including the 
provision of pediatric testicular prostheses, funding for oxygen saturation monitors, and 
newborn screening.  The latter investigation resulted in the province expanding its 
screening program from two to twenty-seven disorders.  In addition, he was a member of 
the teams that investigated MPAC (Municipal Property Assessment Corporation) and the 
OLG (Ontario Lottery and Gaming Corporation).  
 
Presently, he is the lead investigator of the team investigating the Special Investigations 
Unit (SIU).  The SIU is a civilian agency that investigates circumstances involving police 
and civilians, which have resulted in serious injury, sexual assault or death. 
 
Kwame thanked the Cornwall Public Inquiry for the invitation to speak on behalf of the 
Ontario Ombudsman’s office.  He stated that he would speak about the ombudsman 
process within the Ontario Ombudsman’s office. 
 
The Ontario Ombudsman was created in 1975 as an office of the legislature.  An all-party 
committee appoints the ombudsman for a 5-year term.  The current Ombudsman of 
Ontario is André Marin, who was appointed in 2005. 
 
The mandate of the office is to receive and resolve complaints against the provision of 
government services in Ontario.  The office can also conduct systemic investigations.  
The office can also make recommendations, but cannot order the government to do 
anything.  They can only use moral suasion to convince the government to act.  In order 
to persuade the government to act, the ombudsman can ensure that the investigations are 
of good quality, can garner public support by putting the spotlight on various issues, 
holding press conferences and generally by putting the government on notice that this 
issue is pressing. 
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Kwame noted that this public approach is different than the approaches of past 
ombudsmen. 
 
In Ontario, the ombudsman gets its authority from the Ombudsman Act, which is strong 
legislation.  It receives complaints via the telephone, e-mail, writing and in person.  All 
complaints must be reduced to writing.  In addition, there are also time limits.  Generally 
the ombudsman’s office will intervene in incidents that took place within the last twelve 
months.  One of the reasons for this time limit is that it is more difficult to investigate 
older complaints, as people forget evidence, people pass away or move away etc. 
 
Kwame explained that the Ontario Ombudsman is an office last resort and that an 
individual would have to avail him/herself of any appeal process through the institution 
prior to coming to the ombudsman.  The Ontario Ombudsman process is a confidential 
one, through legislation.  In addition, the office has strong powers to summons witnesses 
and have them testify under oath and has the power of entry into any government office 
to look at documents.  After the end of an investigation, a report is issued with 
recommendations, or if the complaint cannot be supported, reasons for the decision will 
be provided. 
 
Kwame stated that the Ontario Ombudsman had approximately 20,000 complaints last 
year.  The top five complaint categories were: 
 
1. Ontario Disability Support Plan 
2. Family Support Office 
3. Municipal Property Assessment Corporation 
4. Correctional Services 
5. Workplace Safety Insurance Board 
 
He explained that a large majority of the complaints are resolved informally and very few 
reach the investigation stage.  The office has about 80 employees, including corporate 
employees, lawyers, communications workers, operations personnel (who deal with early 
resolutions and investigations) and the special ombudsman response team. 
 
Kwame then explained some of the challenges that the office facts.  As the ombudsman is 
an office of last resort, the evidence is rarely fresh, which makes investigation more 
difficult.  Due to the passage of time the parties are often entrenched in their positions. 
Unlike in criminal and regulatory matters, most of the complaints that the office deals 
with are within “grey area”, where it is difficult to determine whether one party is right or 
wrong.  This makes resolving complaints more problematic.  In addition, there is often a 
temptation to become an advocate for one of the parties, but this is strictly forbidden.  
Ombudsman personnel cannot let troubling stories cloud their approach to an 
investigation; they need to remain neutral. 
 
Kwame is currently part of the Special Ombudsman Response Team, which was created 
in 2005 to deal with systemic issues that are in the public eye.  The team is made up of 
six investigators who rotate in and out of the unit.  The team issues public reports after 
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investigations into systemic issues are complete.  The goal of the unit is to conduct six 
investigations per year. Recent investigations include the provision of mental health 
services at an army base, legal aid in Ontario, and the Special Investigations Unit. 
 
The office selects cases for systemic review based on the egregiousness of the alleged 
injustice.  It also considers whether other institutions are investigating, as they do not 
want to duplicate work already being completed.  In addition, the potential for lasting 
impact with the recommendations will be considered, as well as the size of the 
investigation (whether there are many witnesses, documents to deal with).  Finally, the 
cost of the investigation is considered.  These kinds of special investigations are 
expensive. 
 
Kwame then explained that when an investigation is conducted, that investigators work in 
teams of two.  Interviews are recorded for the purposes of accuracy.  Such tape 
recordings also allow the Ombudsman to use verbatim quotes in his reports, which 
increases their impact on the public. These systemic reviews are generally seen as 
advantageous as they deal with an issue all at once, rather than dealing with similar 
individual complaints over and over again. 
 
Generally, the Ontario Ombudsman’s systemic reviews have been well received, both by 
the public and by the government.  Kwame told the audience that since the inception, 
twelve systemic reviews have been completed, and the government has implemented 
every one of the recommendations.  Some of the recent successes have been with respect 
to the Ontario Lottery Corporation and newborn screening.  Ontario used to only screen 
newborns for two disorders, but after the Ombudsman’s report, Ontario now screens for 
27 disorders. 
 
Mike thanked Kwame for his excellent and very informative presentation. 
 
 
Steve Sullivan 
 
Mike then introduced Steve Sullivan, the Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime. 
 
Steve Sullivan, a long-time advocate for victims of crime, has been named by Order in 
Council to the position of the first Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime. 
 
Mr. Sullivan began working in the victims' rights movement in 1993 as director of 
research with Victims of Violence, a national nonprofit organization dedicated to the 
prevention of crimes against children. In 1995, he became the Executive Director of the 
Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, and was appointed President in 1998. 
Most recently, he has served as President and Chief Executive Officer of this 
organization devoted to advocacy for victims and survivors of violent crime in Canada. 
 
Mr. Sullivan has advocated on behalf of individual victims at various stages of the 
criminal justice system including the corrections system, and has worked with various 

 8



levels of government for increased victims' rights and services. He has appeared before 
various government committees examining issues such as parole reform, legislation 
regarding the protection of children, sentencing reform, DNA evidence and victims' 
rights. 
 
Mr. Sullivan has done extensive research on victim-related issues including access to 
information, families of unsolved homicide and victims of terrorism. He has delivered 
training to staff of the National Parole Board and Correctional Service of Canada on 
victims and taught a course on victims and the criminal justice system at Algonquin 
College in Ottawa. 
 
Mr. Sullivan holds a B.A. Honours in Law with a concentration in Criminal Justice from 
Carleton University. 
 
Steve thanked Mike for the introduction and thanked the Inquiry for the invitation to 
speak about the mandate of his office.  In addition, Steve said he would also talk about 
some of the unique aspects of his office and some of the cases where his office has been 
able to assist clients. 
 
Steve explained that the Ombudsman for Victims of Crime is a federal office; therefore 
its jurisdiction is over federal government offices only, not provincial agencies.  He 
stated that this is limiting, as many of the complaints that come from victims of crime 
come from provincial agencies.  Examples of the agencies that the Ombudsman for 
Victims of Crime has jurisdiction are the Correctional Service of Canada, which deals 
with offenders who have been sentenced to periods of incarceration of two or more years, 
the National Parole Board, the military police, the RCMP and Canadian Border Services. 
 
As a new office, just one year old, the Ombudsman for Victims of Crime is not yet well 
known.  Steve stated that once the office is better known, it will likely get a wider range 
of complaints.  In addition, it is a small office, with only 8 staff members.  It is one of the 
growing number of specialized ombudsman offices within the federal government, such 
as the passport ombudsman, the postal ombudsman and the tax ombudsman. 
 
The Ombudsman for Victims of Crime, unlike the Ontario Ombudsman, is not a creation 
of legislation.  Therefore, it must rely on the powers of moral suasion.  However, Steve 
explained that so far, moral suasion has been quite successful and he has not had to rely 
on other tactics, such as the media, to get things done. 
 
The mandate of the Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime has four elements: 
 
1. To facilitate access of victims to existing services; 
2. To investigate complaints; 
3. To promote/enhance the profile of victims of crime (Steve noted that Canada has had a 
Statement of Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime for 20 years, but that it is not well 
known and not often relied upon.  Part of his mandate is to promote the Statement.); 
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4. To initiate investigations into systemic issues, negative issues that have an impact on 
victims of crime; 
 
Steve then provided a brief overview of some of the cases that his office has dealt with. 
 
The first actual complaint received by his office was from a person who was the victim of 
an armed robbery.  The victim provided a victim impact statement to the court.  The 
victim impact statement follows the offender through the correctional system, so that it 
may be used in parole hearings.  The statement is also shared with the offender, however 
the personal information of the victim, such as their address and telephone number, are to 
be blacked out before being given to the offender.  In this case, the personal contact 
information of the victim was provided to the offender.  The victim received a letter from 
Corrections Canada citing a breach of privacy and stating that the victim should take any 
complaint to the Privacy Commissioner.  The victim was not satisfied with this response 
and was afraid for his safety and ended up having to move.  The victim contacted Steve’s 
office.  When he began to investigate, Steve found that that corrections had already 
investigated the matter to make sure that this hadn’t happened before or wouldn’t happen 
again.  But the victim in this case incurred a lot of expense due to this breach of privacy.  
Steve’s office ended up mediating with Corrections Canada and the victim received some 
financial assistance for his relocation expenses.  Steve noted that this was not a large-
scale investigation, but a couple of phone calls to bring people together.  The victim was 
very pleased with the assistance of Steve’s office. 
 
The second case Steve talked about dealt with a victim who was brutally assaulted and 
left in a wheelchair.  He was unable to work after the attack.  His offender was 
transferred to a jail across the country to serve his sentence.  Victims have the right to 
attend the parole hearings of their offenders and there is even a federal fund to assist with 
the expenses of traveling.  However in this case, the victim was given only two weeks 
notice before the parole hearing and was having trouble making his way to the hearing. 
He called Steve’s office to see if they could assist in changing the parole hearing date.  
While Steve’s office could not get the hearing date changed, they did develop a protocol 
with the Parole Board so that victims are consulted in the process of setting parole 
hearings and to also use videoconferencing technology where travel is not possible. 
 
The third case Steve discussed was that of a family in BC, one of whose members had 
been murdered.  They were notified that one of the offenders was being given a day pass 
for Christmas and was going to be attending a house close to the victims.  The victims 
were concerned that they would see the offender, as the houses were in very close 
proximity.  While Steve’s office did not have jurisdiction with corrections in dealing with 
the day pass, they still made the office aware of the victim’s concerns.  After a phone call 
to corrections, the offender agreed not to go to the house close to the victim’s for 
Christmas. 
 
Steve noted that he has worked previously outside of government where things tend to 
move a lot faster.  One of the ways his office can assist victims of crime is in dealing with 
the slowness of bureaucracy and the complexity of bureaucracy. 
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He then illustrated by using the example of a client who had complained that a Passport 
Canada employee had harassed him.  Passport Canada investigated the complaint, but 
would not let the victim know the result of the investigation.  Steve’s office was able to 
help this victim navigate the process and to point him in the right direction to get results. 
 
Steve also noted that his office is also starting to deal with systemic issues.  One of the 
complaints his office routinely receives is from victims who would like to know what 
kind of programming their offender has engaged in while incarcerated.  Currently the 
legislation does not allow for this disclosure.  While his office cannot investigate this, it 
is going to make suggestions to Parliament for reform of the legislation to allow victims 
to get this kind of information. 
 
Another systemic issue is in dealing with offenders who may be deported.  Under the 
current system, victims whose offenders may be deported upon release are not able to 
find out if the offender is actually deported.  Many victims, especially victims of 
domestic violence, end up going into hiding out of fear.  Steve’s office is currently 
making recommendations that would allow victims to get this kind of information about 
their offenders. 
 
Phil thanked Steve for his presentation.  He noted that Steve’s website 
www.victimsfirst.ca speaks volumes as to his commitment to the protection of victims of 
crime in Canada. 
 
 
Questions and Answers 
 
Phil then opened the floor to questions from the audience. 
 
1.  The first question was for David Bennett.  What kind of ombudsman are you 
proposing for victims of sexual abuse?  Since the Ontario Ombudsman has very specific 
jurisdiction, are you thinking of limiting your proposal to certain jurisdictions that the 
Ontario Ombudsman currently lacks? 
 
Answer: 
 
The difficulty is that Ontario Ombudsman doesn’t have jurisdiction over many of the 
institutions in question in sexual abuse cases, even though they have been asking for this 
jurisdiction.  André Marin has suggested instituting a special unit for sexual abuse in their 
office.  Any program would need legislative protection for confidentiality, however, 
which would be more difficult to implement.  Therefore, David is proposing a more 
legislated model to include this confidentiality.  He noted that it does not have to be fancy 
legislation, and that although investigation and subpoena powers would be nice, but not 
necessary.  David’s view is that most people would be willing to try and resolve the issue 
informally.  His impression that is 99% of institutions do not want to fail people, they are 
not setting out to hurt people but that bureaucracy sometimes gets in the way of doing the 
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right thing.  He feels that the right person needs the ability to make a call as a neutral 
party. 
 
2. Why can’t the Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime deal with complaints from 
those who are victims of sexual abuse?  Why do we need a special ombudsman to deal 
with this issue? 
 
Answer– Steve stated that this is a bit confusing.  While the federal government makes 
the criminal laws, the provinces have the power to administer these laws, and the 
prosecution is provincial.  To determine jurisdiction, we have to look at whether the 
victim is receiving services from the federal government, if so, then the victim comes 
within the jurisdiction of the Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime.  Steve explained 
that this reality is frustrating for him, but that the jurisdictional issue is well entrenched.  
He did note, however, that his office can assist victims in finding the right services to 
meet their needs. help victims find the right service for them 
 
3. Why are we looking at getting an ombudsman for victims of sexual abuse? Isn’t this 
just introducing a new complicated process for victims? 
  
Answer – It was noted that ombudsman’s offices are offices of last resort.  People are 
expected to have already taken their issue to the agency in question and be dissatisfied 
with the response.  However, it is not expected that victims go through the whole 
bureaucratic maze before coming to an ombudsman for relief. 
 
4. A concern was raised on behalf of the Ontario Chiefs of Police about instituting an 
ombudsman for survivors of sexual abuse that would have oversight over police services.  
Bill 103 was promulgated on May 17, 2007 and it establishes a new public complaints 
process for police.  Some of the suggestions tonight are intended to give redress to people 
who complain about police are specifically included in this new legislation.  It deals with 
confidentiality, investigations, gives the power of search, subpoena, review of systemic 
issues and allows for recommendations to be made.  In addition, s. 97 of this legislation 
specifically excludes the Ontario Ombudsman from jurisdiction over police complaints. 
 
Answer – Kwame stated that the Ontario Ombudsman has commented on the lack of 
jurisdiction of ombudsman office over the police, however those comments were not 
taken into account in the legislation 
 
5.  The audience member stated in an ombudsman she is looking for something where 
someone will speak up for her, someone who is going to take my word seriously and 
someone with some special knowledge about victims. 
  
Answer – David stated that he is suggesting exactly this, that those who work in this kind 
of office have special training to deal with survivors of sexual abuse, whether it’s in a 
standalone office, or part of an existing ombudsman’s office. He noted that one of the 
current problems is that existing offices may not have the proper training. 
 

 12



 13

 
6.  Is a specialty ombudsman better? 
 
Answer – Steve noted that in his office people experienced in dealing with victims of 
crime and that this is a definite advantage of dealing with a specialty office, there is an 
expertise in this area.  On the other hand, he noted that it can be confusing if there are too 
many ombudsman offices, as people won’t know where to go. 
 
7.  Before I call the ombudsman, I would have to call all the different agencies first?  
 
Answer – You would call an ombudsman if you are having a problem with one of the 
agencies within its jurisdiction.  An ombudsman would help you to get in touch with the 
correct agency if necessary. 
 
8. Would it be possible to amend the provincial legislation so that an ombudsman for 
sexual abuse survivors could be located within the Ontario Ombudsman office? 
  
Answer – Kwame stated that this could be possible, and it could reside in our office and 
that the Ontario Ombudsman has discussed this. 
 
9.  What can we do to make an ombudsman for victims of sexual abuse feasible? 
 
Answer – David stated that in order to make this happen people should advocate for a 
recommendation from the Commissioner of the Cornwall Public Inquiry to the 
government on this issue.  In order to do this, the parties of the Inquiry will need to be 
convinced that an ombudsman is a good thing. 
 
Phil thanked everyone for their thoughtful questions. 
 
Mike then concluded the workshop.  He thanked all of the presenters for their informative 
talks and thanked the audience for their excellent comments and questions.  He then 
thanked everyone for coming out to the event, as it shows that people are indeed 
interested in these issues. 
 
The Men’s Project - www.themensproject.ca 
 
Ontario Ombudsman - www.ombudsman.on.ca 
 
Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime – www.victimsfirst.gc.ca 
 

http://www.themensproject.ca/
http://www.ombudsman.on.ca/
http://www.victimsfirst.gc.ca/

