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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: 11/23/2024
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On February 12, 2024, the Respondent Officers attended a residence owned by the complainant -
to stand by and keep the peace while a tenant ended their tenancy, collected their belongings and
vacated the unit. The complainant, who is the landlord, was present and requested that Officers
remove two unwanted persons - on the basis that they were not lawful occupants. The unwanted
persons declined to vacate and asserted that they had rights as tenants.

The complainant alleged that the Respondent Officers declined to remove the unwanted persons
despite what they believed were lawful grounds under the Residential Tenancies Act (Ontario). The
complainant further alleged that the decision not to take enforcement action was attributable to a
lack of understanding of the applicable legislation or concerns regarding potential civil liability.

Following the February 12, 2024, incident the complainant (landlord) reported that they and other
tenants of the building experienced ongoing financial and emotional hardship. Multiple subsequent
calls for service were made to the police requesting assistance related to the continued occupancy
of unwanted persons.

The complainant alleged that the Respondent Officers failed to meet their duties during the
February 12, 2024 landlord/tenant call for service and conducted themselves in a manner that
could reasonably be perceived as undermining public confidence in policing.

The unwanted persons were removed from the property on September 1, 2024, by other Police
Officers. The complainant reported incurring financial losses, including lost rental income, legal
fees, and costs associated with proceedings before the Landlord and Tenant Tribunal. The
complainant maintained that these losses could have been mitigated had the matter been resolved
during the February 12, 2024 police attendance.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Conduct Undermines Public Trust — Section 10(1) - CSPA:

The Community Safety and Policing Act — Code of Conduct O. Reg 407/23 (2019) —

Section 10 “A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely
to undermine, public trust in policing.”

Neglects To Do Duty — Section 19(1) - CSPA:
The Community Safety and Policing Act — Code of Conduct O. Reg 407/23 (2019) —
Section 19 “A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties, appropriately

Decision and Reasons

Conduct Undermines Public Trust

A review of the available Body Worn Camera (BWC) footage showed that the Respondent
Officers originally sided with complainant and attempted to remove the unwanted persons from
the apartment, as “Unlawful Occupants.” The Respondent Officers remained calm and were
professional and listened to all evidence presented to them. This investigation revealed that the
Respondent Officers acted in the lawful performance of their duties and in accordance with the
relevant legislation and procedures. Based on the available information, the Professional
Standards Investigator concluded that there was insufficient evidence to establish reasonable
grounds that misconduct had occurred.

Neglects To Do Duty

The Professional Standards Investigator noted that on the February 12, 2024 incident date, the
Respondent Officers remained calm and professional and provided all parties with an opportunity
to present their perspectives and information. Initially, the Respondent Officer determined that the
unwanted persons did not have tenant rights under the Residential Tenancies Act (Ontario) and
repeatedly requested that they leave the residence under the authority of the Trespass to
Property Act (Ontario).

The Professional Standards Investigator further noted that, after receiving additional information
from the unwanted persons, the Respondent Officers reassessed the situation and determined
that a $900 payment and text message communications between the unwanted persons and the
complainant raised questions regarding the unwanted person's status as “tenants.”

The Respondent Officers determined that the unwanted persons may have had tenant rights and
were therefore not to be removed from the apartment. The complainant was advised that they
were required to proceed through the formal eviction process, including attending the Landlord
and Tenant Board hearing scheduled for May 2024.

Based.on_ a review of all availahle evidence. the Professional Standards_Investiaator determined
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