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Order under Section 69 
Residential Tenancies Act, 2006 

Citation: 177 Jameson Avenue Limited c/o Minto Management Limited v Humphrey, 2026 
ONLTB 36294 

Date: 2026-05-11  

File Number: LTB-L-095061-24 

In the matter of: 503, 177 JAMESON AVE 
TORONTO ON M6K2Y7 

  

  
 
Between: 

 
177 Jameson Avenue Limited c/o Minto 
Management Limited 

 
Landlord 

  
   

And 
  

  
   

Jason Humphrey 
Massiel de Diego 

 
Tenants 

177 Jameson Avenue Limited c/o Minto Management Limited (the 'Landlord') applied for an order 
to terminate the tenancy and evict Jason Humphrey and Massiel de Diego (the 'Tenants') 
because: 

•      the Tenants, another occupant of the rental unit or someone the Tenants permitted in the 
residential complex has substantially interfered with the reasonable enjoyment or lawful 
right, privilege or interest of the Landlord or another tenant; 

•      the Tenants or another occupant of the rental unit has committed an illegal act or has 
carried out, or permitted someone to carry out an illegal trade, business or occupation in 
the rental unit or the residential complex; 

•      the Tenants, another occupant of the rental unit or a person the Tenants permitted in the 
residential complex has seriously impaired the safety of any person and the act or omission 
occurred in the residential complex. 

 
The Landlord also claimed compensation for each day the Tenants remained in the unit after the 
termination date. 

This application was heard by videoconference on April 8, 2026. 

The Landlord, the Landlord’s representative, Martin Zarnett, 3 witnesses for the Landlord, the 
second named Tenant, and the Tenant’s representative Esra Akasha attended the hearing. 
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Determinations: 

Preliminary Matters 

1. This is the resumption of a hearing which started August 20, 2025. 

2. Since that date, The Board determined in another matter concerning this rental property 
that Massiel de Diego is a Tenant of this property, having been found to be a spouse 
pursuant to section 3 (2) of O. reg 516.  The order, dated March 12, 2026, is filed in the 
portal. 

3. Based on that ruling, the Landlord asked that Massiel de Diego be added as a Tenant to 
his application.  The Tenant agreed to this.  Therefore, this Tenant has been added to the 
Application.  For all intents and purposes, she is the only Tenant in the premises and when 
the Tenant is referred to throughout this order, reference is being made to the Tenant 
Massiel de Diego. 

4. The Landlord questioned the Tenant on whether there was any issue regarding the Tenant 
not being named on any of the notices leading to this hearing, or regarding the service of 
the notices.  The Tenant confirmed there was no dispute regarding the notices or service 
of them. 

5. Based on the above, the hearing continued.  

Termination of Tenancy 

6. As explained below, the Landlord has proven on a balance of probabilities the grounds for 
termination of the tenancy and the claim for compensation in the application. Therefore, 
termination of tenancy, delayed eviction, and daily compensation are ordered.   

7. The Tenant was in possession of the rental unit on the date the application was filed. 

8. The Landlord’s application is based on three notices of termination: an N5 (substantial 
interference), an N6 (illegal act), and an N7 (serious impairment of safety).  All notices 
were served on October 2, 2024, and deemed served on October 7, 2024.   

9. The 3 notices are based on substantially the same set of circumstances.  The allegations 
in the notices can be summarized as follows:  the Tenant screamed, yelled, and 
threatened another tenant in the residential complex on a number of occasions, sprayed 
the other tenant’s door with pepper spray, kicked her groceries, and called the other tenant 
a racist word.  Further, the Tenant changed the locks of the front door of the rental unit, 
preventing entry by the Landlord into the unit.  Having been notified of the issue with the 
lock, the Tenant failed to change the locks back to the Landlord’s original master key 
system or alternatively provide the key to the secondary lock.  

10.  Based on the above-noted circumstances, the Landlord alleges that the Tenant committed 
illegal acts contrary to Section 35 of the Residential Tenancies Act, 2006 (Act) which 
prohibits the Tenant from altering the locking system on the front door of the rental unit, (s. 
31 of the Act) and, the Tenant committed the criminal offense of uttering threats contrary to 
section 264 of the Criminal Code of Canada by threatening to cause death or bodily harm 
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to another person in the residential complex. It is further alleged that these acts seriously 
impaired the safety of another person in the residential complex. 

Testimony – Illegal Act and Serious Impairment of Safety   

11. The Landlord’s first witness was the person directly impacted by the Tenant’s behaviour, 
Nicci Iaizzo (NI).  NI testified that she was familiar with the Tenant and on October 31, 
2023, started documenting negative interactions she had with the Tenant. She noted that 
both the Tenant and NI reside in different apartments in the complex on the same floor. On 
October 31, 2023, NI stated the Tenant told her she should “take her medication”, yelled at 
her, used racial slurs, causing her to remain in her apartment because she was afraid of 
encountering the Tenant if she left.  NI testified that the Tenant told her she was going to 
beat her up, or that she would have the Tenant’s boyfriend beat her up.  NI testified that 
the Tenant had put a sign being put up on NI’s door stating that she was a pill popper and 
giving information about NI’s personal life. 

12. NI testified to another incident with the Tenant which occurred on June 2, 2024.  NI 
recorded the interaction on her phone.  The incident occurred in the 5th floor hallway in the 
residential complex.  NI testified that the Tenant aggressively screamed and swore at her 
and threatened to spray her with pepper spray.  The Tenant kicked over NI’s grocery bags 
and repeatedly kicked the groceries, scattering the contents all over the hallway floor.  The 
Tenant then sprayed NI’s door with pepper spray and sprayed the pepper spray in NI’s 
direction.  

13. NI testified that she did nothing to provoke this incident.  She said she had been doing her 
laundry and was loading money on her laundry card, when the Tenant pressed the button 
to the elevator repeatedly to go up to her floor. In response to the action of repeatedly 
pressing the button, NI said she expressed astonishment because the action (repeatedly 
pressing the button) was not necessary to summons the elevator.  

14. NI reviewed the video of the June 2, 2024, incident, filed as DOC-5316880 in the portal, at 
the hearing.  The video captured the incident and provides details of NI’s interactions with 
the Tenant throughout the incident. The video at details the following: 

• the Tenant saying that NI is harassing her and stalking her; 

• the Tenant calling NI a psychotic troll, ugly, repeatedly calling her a bitch, and 
accusing NI of verbally harassing her; 

• the Tenant walking towards NI with an object in her hand, telling her she was going 
to pepper spray her (NI) “right now”; 

• the Tenant kicking NI’s groceries and spilling the contents throughout the hallway; 

• NI telling the Tenant that she owes her $30.00 for the groceries the Tenant just 
destroyed; 

• the Tenant stating “if you talk to me I’ll f… you up”; repeatedly saying “f… you” to NI;  

• the Tenant threatening to pepper spray NI;  

• the Tenant repeatedly saying “don’t talk to me”;   

• the Tenant saying “come at me bitch”; don’t talk to me ever again. 
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15. NI testified that the June 2, 2024, incident made her feel unsafe in the rental complex.  She 
testified that she tries to avoid the Tenant, but noted it is impossible because they live on 
the same floor.   

16.  She stated that if the Tenant is not evicted, she believes that her behaviour will continue.  
She based this on the fact that there have been other negative interactions with the Tenant 
including approximately one month ago, again on the fifth floor, the Tenant saw NI and 
started saying” mean and threatening things”.  When asked by the Tenant’s representative 
if things had quieted down between her and the Tenant, she stated that if the Tenant 
“didn’t yell at her when she is going in and out of No Frills – that is a good day”.   

17. The Tenant, Massiel de Diego, testified regarding the June 2, 2024, incident.  Her 
testimony was that she saw NI outside of the building.  She indicated that she thought NI 
was intoxicated and was saying things to her, although she could not specify what was 
said.  She testified that on that date she took her shopping bags up to her floor, attempted 
to put everything down, tried to enter her unit, and then saw that NI followed her, “stalking” 
her all the way up to their mutual floor.  She testified that NI exited the elevator, said “a 
bunch of stuff to her”. The Tenant told NI to stop talking to her, feeling that NI was 
harassing her.  The Tenant testified that she was angry and scared. She acknowledged 
that she “may have” threatened NI.  The Tenant says that NI has stalked her ever since 
she moved into the rental complex and has “violated her personal space” and as a result, 
she avoids NI. 

18. Under cross-examination regarding the June 2, 2024, incident, which included reviewing 
the video, the Tenant acknowledged that she said a lot of bad things, that she kicked NI’s 
items, swore at her, used bear mace (she clarified it was not pepper spray) in the hallway 
and on NI’s door, and made threats against NI.  She denied that she approached NI in an 
aggressive manner, although she later acknowledged that she was the aggressor in the 
video and offered to reimburse NI for the $30.00 for the cat food.  She further 
acknowledged that there was no justification for her behaviour. 

19. The Tenant says she is sorry and remorseful and has overcome her anger. The Tenant 
admitted to making mistakes and did not agree with her own behaviour – referencing the 
June 2, 2024, incident 

20. Karla Pons (KP), property manager of the residential premises for the Landlord, 
acknowledged that she had received complaints about the Tenant from NI.  She testified 
that she had concerns about continuing the Tenant’s tenancy as she also had received 
complaints from other tenants about the Tenant.  The most recent one she recalled was 
February 17, 2026, by another resident of the complex who complained about a camera 
installed on the Tenant’s door, and the Tenant coming out to address her.  She stated that 
an incident report was submitted for this issue, but she did not have a copy of it for the 
hearing.  She further noted that other residents of the complex were upset because of 
abusive language being used by the Tenant.  

Testimony: Altering the Rental Unit Lock 

21. KP testified regarding the Tenant changing the lock to her unit.   
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22. KP testified that a notice of entry was provided October 7, 2024, and that further to that 
notice, the Landlord tried to access the Tenant’s unit and was not able to because the 
Landlord’s key to the unit did not work.  Another notice of entry was provided October 11, 
2024, and when the Landlord attended the unit, once again, their key would not unlock the 
Tenant’s door.  After the 7-day notice period, another notice of entry was given for October 
15, 2024, and upon attending at the unit, the Landlord again could not obtain access 
because their key would not work. 

23. The Tenant’s lock was not changed within 7 days after the notice was given.  KP testified 
that the lock has not been changed as of the date of the hearing, and the Landlord is still 
unable to get access to the rental unit.  KP testified that the Tenant had not requested 
permission to change the lock from her, although she acknowledged that another member 
of the organization could have authorized the change of locks. 

24. KP stated that she was unaware of the Tenant giving the Landlord keys to her rental unit.   

25. The Tenant testified that on January 20, 2021, her rental unit was broken into and she was 
attacked.  She testified that after this attack she spoke to a representative of the Landlord 
and informed the representative that she would be changing the lock to her door to ensure 
her safety.  She testified that she was given permission at that time to do so by a 
representative of the Landlord.  

26. Since that time, the Tenant acknowledged that the Landlord requested a key to her unit. 
The Tenant testified that she hand-delivered a key to her unit to the Landlord by putting it 
into the mailbox located in the office.  She submitted proof of this at DOC-5356145 filed in 
the portal.  This document shows an envelope addressed to the Landlord, stating the 
Tenant’s unit, with a key attached to it. She stated that this was provided on March 30, 
2025.   

27. The Landlord called a superintendent for the Landlord, AJ as a witness. AJ testified that he 
is responsible for checking the mail which comes into the mail slot referred to by the 
Tenant.  He testified that he had never received a key for the Tenant’s rental unit, nor had 
he ever received an envelope that noted the unit number on the front with a key attached 
as testified to by the Tenant.   He stated that he is responsible for opening all of the 
envelopes deposited in the mail slot and would have seen this if it had been provided by 
the Tenant.   

28. In cross examination, the Tenant said that she “just dropped the key into the slot” and that 
at no time provided a letter indicating that the key was to her unit.  She confirmed that she 
provided this on March 30, 2025.  She was asked about whether she reached out to the 
Landlord after receiving the notices about making the unit available so the lock could be 
changed.  She says she was not aware of the notice to change the locks, so she never 
reached out to the Landlord to do so.   

Submissions 

29. The Tenant asks that this application be dismissed, or in the alternative, that a conditional 
order be made allowing the Tenant to remain in her unit while abiding by conditions set out 
by the Board.  She submits that the Landlord has not met the burden of proof regarding the 
allegations made.  Specifically, she indicated that the Landlord did not provide a witness 
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for the October 31, 2023, racial slur and there was no notice of termination issued for that 
incident. 

30. The Tenant submits that she was granted permission to change the locks by a prior 
representative of the Landlord, and that there was a breakdown in communication 
regarding the lock and that once requested to provide the key, that she complied with this 
request.   

31. With respect to the June 2, 2024, incident, the Tenant submits that this was not a one-
sided confrontation and that the evidence shows that the Tenant’s actions in the video 
were in self-defence.  The Tenant submitted that she had expressed remorse and further 
submitted that the situation “got ugly”, but that “no one has to lose their home over it”.  She 
says she felt triggered, and eviction would not solve the problem.  She said she had been 
stable and incident free for 2 years. She indicated she would comply if a conditional order 
is issued.  

32. The Landlord asks the Board to assess the testimony provided and where there is a 
conflict in the testimony to find the Landlord’s witnesses more credible than the Tenant.  
He submits that NI was calm, consistent, and self-effacing when giving her testimony, and 
did not display aggression in her interactions.  He submits that the Tenant’s testimony did 
not survive cross-examination, and it was clear that the Tenant was the aggressor in the 
June 2, 2024, altercation.  Had the Tenant wanted to avoid NI, she could have entered her 
unit.  She chose instead to initiate and sustain a confrontation with NI. The Landlord 
submits that the video evidence supports the Landlord’s testimony and asks the Board to 
consider it when assessing credibility.   

33. The Landlord submitted that the acts on June 2, 2024, took place in the residential 
complex, that they have impaired the safety of at least one other tenant, and that this 
single act is sufficient to terminate the tenancy. 

Analysis  

34. The testimony provided to the Board provided different versions of the incidents forming 
the foundation of the three notices, requiring the Board to make findings of credibility.  

35. With respect to the June 2, 2024, incident, the Board is assisted by the evidence of the 
incident filed in the form of a video recording of the event, referred to above. The Board 
finds that the video recording unequivocally supports NI’s testimony that the Tenant was 
the aggressor in the incident, that the Tenant swore at NI, threatened NI, kicked NI’s 
groceries, sprayed NI’s door with bear mace (originally identified as pepper spray), and 
sprayed it in NI’s direction.  The video establishes that the Tenant’s language was 
despicable, disparaging, and threatening.  The Tenant, when faced with the video 
recording, admitted that she said a lot of bad things, that she kicked NI’s items, swore at 
her, used bear mace in the hallway and on NI’s door, and made threats on June 2, 2024.  
The Board did not see any evidence in the video that NI was drunk and speaking 
drunkenly as was alleged by the Tenant.   

36. The Tenant’s position that the June 2, 2024, incident was not one-sided and that her 
actions were in self-defence is not supported by the evidence.  If the Tenant had felt 
threatened, she could have entered into her unit and not engaged with NI at all.  Instead, 
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she initiated a confrontation.  In her testimony, the Tenant admitted to feeling triggered and 
behaving inappropriately, and at the hearing expressed remorse. 

37. The Tenant submitted that there was no witness to the October 31, 2023, incident and 
there was no notice of termination issued for that incident.  The Board finds NI’s testimony 
is credible and reliable regarding other issues which was corroborated with a video.  There 
is no reason to suggest that NI’s testimony regarding that incident was not credible, and I 
find her evidence regarding that incident credible.  I also note that even if the incident is 
reported to the Landlord, there is no obligation on them to issue a notice.    

38. Regarding the allegation of the Tenant changing her unit door lock and not providing a key 
to the Landlord, the Board finds that the Tenant did not provide the key to her rental unit or 
remedy the situation by allowing the Landlord to change her lock back to their locking 
system within 7 days of the notice.  Even if the Tenant had permission to change the lock 
back in 2021, once requested by the Landlord to address this situation by providing a key 
or changing the locking system back, the Tenant was obligated to do so.  The Tenant at 
one point in the hearing denied receiving notice to do so.  This testimony is simply not 
credible, based on the notices provided and entered as exhibits in the portal and the 
Tenant’s own testimony.  Further, at one point the Tenant testified that she did provide a 
key to the Landlord on March 30, 2025.  It is unlikely she would have provided this key if 
she had not been given notice to do so.  Further, the manner in which she allegedly gave a 
key to the unit to the Landlord did not guarantee that the Landlord would receive it, and I 
accept the testimony of the superintendent, AJ, that he did not receive the key.  Lastly, 
even if the key was provided as testified to by the Tenant, it was approximately 5 months 
after the notice, well beyond the 7 days after the notice was given. I accept the evidence of 
the Landlord that they still do not have a key to the rental premises. 

39.  Based on the evidence before me, I prefer the credible and reliable testimony of the 
Landlord’s witnesses to that of the Tenant, which was inconsistent, unsupported, 
inaccurate, and at times self-serving.  I find that the Landlord has met its burden of proof 
with respect to the N5, N6, and N7 notices of termination and make the following findings. 

N5 Notice of Termination - Substantial interference 

40. The Notice was served pursuant to section 64(1) of the Act which states: 

64 (1) A landlord may give a tenant notice of termination of the tenancy if the 
conduct of the tenant, another occupant of the rental unit or a person permitted in 
the residential complex by the tenant is such that it substantially interferes with the 
reasonable enjoyment of the residential complex for all usual purposes by the 
landlord or another tenant or substantially interferes with another lawful right, 
privilege or interest of the landlord or another tenant.  

41. The allegation with respect to changing the locks is pursuant to section 35 of the Act, 
which reads: 

35 (1) A tenant shall not alter the locking system on a door giving entry to a rental unit 

or residential complex or cause the locking system to be altered during the tenant’s 
occupancy of the rental unit without the consent of the landlord.  2006, c. 17, s. 35 (1). 
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(2) If a tenant alters a locking system, contrary to subsection (1), the landlord may 
apply to the Board for an order determining that the tenant has altered the locking 
system on a door giving entry to the rental unit or the residential complex or caused 
the locking system to be altered during the tenant’s occupancy of the rental unit 
without the consent of the landlord.  

42. Based on the evidence, the Tenant did not stop the conduct or activity correct the omission 
within seven days after receiving the N5 notice of termination. The Tenant did not provide 
the Landlord with a key to her unit or permit the Landlord to change the lock on her door 
within 7 days after receiving the notice.  It is acknowledged that with respect to the other 
allegations of the Tenant’s behaviour, there were no documented incidents within the 7 
days after receiving the notice, so that activity is not addressed in this order. However, 
based on the Tenant having altered the locking mechanism and not changing it back or 
providing the Landlord with a key, the Tenant did not void the N5 notice of termination in 
accordance with s.64(3) of the Residential Tenancies Act, 2006 (Act).  

43. By not providing a key to the Landlord, the Tenant interfered with the lawful right, privilege 
and interest of the Landlord contrary to the Act.  If there was an emergency of some type, 
the Landlord would not be able to access the unit, thereby affecting their right as Landlord. 

N6 Notice of Termination - Illegal Act  

44. The N6 notice was served pursuant to section 61(1) of the Act, which allows a landlord to 
give a notice of termination if the tenant commits an illegal act.   

45. While there are no criminal charges against the Tenant arising from the actions described 
above in the testimony, namely threats against NI and having possession of and using a 
prohibited weapon (bear mace/pepper spray) the Act enables an eviction based on a 
notice alleging an illegal act.   

46. Guideline 9, “Eviction for an illegal act or business” informs the interpretation of an “illegal 
act” for purposes of the ct.  Specifically, it reads: 

The term illegal is not defined in the RTA but would indicate a serious violation of a 
federal, provincial or municipal law.  If the illegality is trivial or technical, the act or 
business or occupation might not be considered serious enough to warrant eviction. 

An illegal act would be serious if it has the potential to affect the character of the 
premises or to disturb the reasonable enjoyment of the landlord or other tenants.  
The seriousness of the ground can be seen in the fact there is no opportunity in s. 
61 for the tenant to avoid termination by rectifying the illegal act.  

47. Based on the evidence before me, I find on a balance of probabilities that the Tenant 
committed the illegal act of spraying pepper spray (clarified by the Tenant in her testimony 
as bear spray) and threatening another tenant at the residential complex on October 31, 
2023, and on June 2, 2024.    

N7 Notice of Termination - Serious Impairment of Safety  
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48. The N7 notice was served pursuant to section 66 of the Act which allows a landlord to 
bring this notice if a tenant “seriously impairs or has seriously impaired the safety of any 
person; and the act or omission occurs in the residential complex". 

49. Based on the evidence before me, I find on a balance of probabilities that the Tenant 
seriously impaired the safety of NI, another tenant of the residential complex, by spraying 
pepper spray and threatening NI at the residential complex on October 31, 2023, and on 
June 2, 2024.  

50. The Landlord referenced the Furr case, which at paragraph 17, quoted from 2276761 
Ontario Inc. v. Overall, 2018 ONSC 3264, where it noted that the Divisional Court made it 
clear that the serious impairment of safety includes both the actual impairment and a real 
risk of impairments.   It also notes that in other cases, the Board has held that it is not 
necessary that anyone has actually been hurt or injured and that a serious impairment of 
safety may include: 

(i) The potential for an outcome that has the risk of a substantial negative effect on 
a person‘s well-being; 

(ii) A foreseeable act or omission that could result in or may result in a serious 
impairment to safety; and 

(iii) Extremely loud and intense arguments could easily result in violence and would 
be a safety hazard. 

51. In this case, the spraying of the tenant with pepper spray and the threats levelled at NI by 
the Tenant seriously impaired NI’s safety.  The Tenant threatened NI on more than one 
occasion that she would harm her and pepper spray her, and she backed up this threat by 
actually spraying in the hallway of the residential complex. The Tenant threatened to beat 
up, or have NI beaten up by her boyfriend.  The threats and aggression demonstrated in 
the Tenant’s behaviour on the video referred to above, establish that the Tenant has 
seriously impaired the safety of another tenant in the residential premises.    

52. I further find that this illegal act impacted the character of the residential complex by 
making the environment unsafe for other tenants by the Tenant using profane language 
and threats in the common areas of the rental complex (hallway).  

Daily compensation, NSF charges, rent deposit 
 

53. At the date of the hearing the Tenant owed the Landlord $831.14.  This amount was 
documented in the ledger filed by the Landlord in the portal as DOC- 7726206 based on 
past rent shortfalls, and is owing to the Landlord.   

54. Based on the monthly rent, the daily compensation is $33.89. This amount is calculated as 
follows: $1,030.78 x 12, divided by 365 days. 

55. The Landlord incurred costs of $202.15 for filing the application and is entitled to 
reimbursement of those costs. 
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56. The Landlord collected a rent deposit of $976.85 from the Tenant and this deposit is still 
being held by the Landlord. Interest on the rent deposit, in the amount of $0.45 is owing to 
the Tenant for the period from April 1, 2026, to April 8, 2026. 

57. The amount of the rent deposit and interest on the rent deposit is applied to the amount 
the Tenant is required to pay.  

Relief from eviction 

58.  I have considered all of the disclosed circumstances in accordance with subsection 83(2) 
of the Residential Tenancies Act, 2006 (the 'Act'), and find that it would not be unfair to 
postpone the eviction until June 15, 2026, pursuant to subsection 83(1)(b) of the Act.  I 
base this on the longstanding nature of the tenancy, and the Landlord stating they would 
not be opposed to a brief extension. 

59. In ordering eviction, I note that the Tenant acknowledged that she had made mistakes, 
does not agree with her own behaviour clearly demonstrated in the video evidence, 
acknowledged that her behaviour during the June 2 incident was not justified, said she was 
sorry and remorseful, and indicated that she wanted everyone to be able to move on from 
the incident.   While acknowledging the Tenant’s position at the hearing, the difficulty with 
this is that the Tenant has had a lot of time to apologize to the other tenant – either directly 
or through her counsel – and has not done so.  She has tried to justify and minimize her 
behaviour, and only when faced with the videotaped evidence and closely questioned on it 
did she admit to her egregious behaviour.  It is apparent from NI’s testimony that she has 
been significantly impacted by the Tenant’s behaviour, and the threats and spraying of the 
bear spray are serious illegal acts.  While the Tenant said she would comply with any 
conditions the Board decided upon in the event it granted a conditional order, the Board is 
not confident that conditions would be complied with.  There is evidence before the Board 
that the Tenant has still not provided the Landlord with a key to her unit Landlord despite 
the notices given, and her non-compliance does not inspire confidence that conditions 
imposed by the Board would be complied with.  

60. The Tenant, in seeking relief from forfeiture, noted that she has a modest income, which 
would in reality present difficulties in obtaining other accommodation. However, the 
Tenant’s actions placed other residents of this rental complex at risk, placing at least one 
other tenant in an unsafe position based on her use of profane language, threats and 
possession of bear spray. In looking at all of the circumstances, the well-being of the 
community as a whole and the tenants in that community must take precedence over the 
individual’s rights to ask for relief from forfeiture.   

61. This order contains all of the reasons within it.  No further reasons will be issued.  

It is ordered that: 

1. The tenancy between the Landlord and the Tenants is terminated. The Tenants must 
move out of the rental unit on or before June 15, 2026. 
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2. If the unit is not vacated on or before June 15, 2026, then starting June 16, 2026, the 
Landlord may file this order with the Court Enforcement Office (Sheriff) so that the eviction 
may be enforced. 

3. Upon receipt of this order, the Court Enforcement Office (Sheriff) is directed to give vacant 
possession of the unit to the Landlord on or after June 16, 2026.  

4. The Tenants shall pay to the Landlord $831.14, which represents compensation for the 
arrears of rent accumulated to April 8, 2026. 

5. The Tenant shall also pay the Landlord compensation of $33.89 per day for the use of the 
unit starting April 9, 2026, until the date the Tenant moves out of the unit. 

6. The Tenant shall pay to the Landlord $202.15 for the cost of filing the application. 

7. The Landlord owes $977.30 which is the amount of the rent deposit and interest on the 
rent deposit, and this is deducted from the amount owing by the Tenant.  

8. The total amount the Tenant must pay the Landlord is $55.99. 

9. If the Tenant does not pay the Landlord the full amount owing on or before June 15, 2026, 
the Tenant will start to owe interest. This will be simple interest calculated from June 16, 
2026 at 4.00% annually on the balance outstanding. 

May 11, 2026   ____________________________ 
Date Issued   Stephanie Ball 
    Member, Landlord and Tenant Board 

15 Grosvenor Street, Ground Floor 
Toronto ON M7A 2G6 

If you have any questions about this order, call 416-645-8080 or toll free at 1-888-332-3234. 

In accordance with section 81 of the Act, the part of this order relating to the eviction of the 
Tenant expires on October 26, 2026 if the order has not been filed on or before this date with the 
Court Enforcement Office (Sheriff) that has territorial jurisdiction where the rental unit is located. 
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