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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: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
   

02/23/2025

 
The Complainant outlines she is the daughter of the directly affected (her mother) who suffers from 
mental illness and is on ODSP. The Complainant advises that the actions which transpired did not 
occur while the RO was on duty but appear to violate the Code of Conduct. The Complainant 
alleges that the RO deliberately withheld necessary services required by a landlord to try and force 
her mother to end her tenancy. The Complainant provides a number of examples that show the 
discreditable and improper manner in which the RO is treating her mother and possibly others in 
the building.
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   

1. Human Rights and The Charter, 5. (1) A police officer shall not, in the course of their duties, treat any person in a 
manner that the officer, at the time, knows or reasonably ought to know would contravene the Human Rights Code. 
 
2. Human Rights and The Charter, 6.(1) A police officer shall not, by act or omission, do anything that the officer, at 
the time, knows or reasonably ought to know would infringe or deny a person’s rights or freedoms under the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
 
3. Interaction with the Public, 10. (1) A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is 
likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

1. This investigation has revealed that RO1’s actions were not discriminatory in nature, rather 
evidence based. RO1 is a landlord of this address and CW2 is a tenant; RO1 is legally attempting to 
evict CW2 for her behaviour and actions at this address. Most importantly RO1’s actions were not “in 
the course of their duties.” Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that 
there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. 
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated. 
 
2. This investigation has revealed that RO1 has provided equal treatment to all of her tenants, 
including CW2. RO1 has used evidence coupled with CW2’s behaviours to lawfully evict CW2 via 
the Landlord Tenant Board. The second allegation of denying or infringing Life, Liberty and Security 
deals with government overreach and as such does not apply in this allegation. Based on the 
available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish 
reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated. 
 
3.  This investigation has revealed RO1 was off duty for all of these allegations and was acting in the 
capacity of a landlord of a multiplex. The allegations of treating CW2 differently based on disability 
are not accurate. RO1 provided plenty of evidence to show that she followed evidence not 
bias-based on disability in her dealings with CW2 and her attempts to lawfully evict CW2. Lastly, 
RO1 was able to show evidence of communication with all tenants on action plans to deal with major 
repairs, either planned or unplanned, show evidence of building improvements, and timely 
replacement of damaged items within this multiplex. RO1’s actions are evidence based not 
discriminatory in nature. RO1 exercised her lawful rights as a landlord which she was entitled to. 
RO1 is not required to forfeit these rights just because she is a police officer, as long as she does 
not use her position to benefit her in the process. There was no nexus between RO1’s actions as a 
landlord and her role as a police officer. Based on the available information, the Investigator has 
concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has 
occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated. 
 




