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INTRODUCTION

[1] This Application alleges discrimination with respect to housing because of disability
and receipt of public assistance, as well as reprisal, contrary to the Human Rights Code,
R.S.0. 1990, c. H.19, as amended (the “Code”).

[2] The Tribunal notified the applicant of its Intent to Dismiss the Application (the
“Notice”) because it appeared to be outside the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. The applicant
was directed to provide additional submissions specifically addressing how the
respondent’s actions were connected to their Code grounds, and how their allegations

amounted to reprisal so as to engage section 8 of the Code.

[3] Following receipt of the applicant’s response to the Notice, | have reviewed and
considered the entirety of the applicant’s submissions in coming to the decision that this
Application falls outside the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. An oral hearing is not required on
the issue of jurisdiction (see lyirhiaro v. Human Rights Tribunal of Ontario and TTC, 2012
ONSC 3015; and Wu v. City of Toronto and Toronto Ombudsman, 2023 ONSC 6192).

ANALYSIS

[4] To proceed in the Tribunal’s process, an application must fall within the Tribunal’s
jurisdiction. An adjudicative body either has jurisdiction, or it does not (see G.-L. v. OHIP
(General Manager), 2014 ONSC 5392).

[5] To come within the Tribunal’s jurisdiction, the narrative setting out the incidents of
alleged discrimination must provide some factual basis which links the respondent’s
conduct to the applicant’s Code grounds. A bald assertion that the adverse treatment the
applicant received was owing to their Code grounds is not enough to provide the required
factual basis. See, for example, Groblicki v. Watts Water, 2021 HRTO 461, Forde v.
Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2011 HRTO 1389, and Mehedi v. Mondalez
Bakery, 2023 ONSC 1737.
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[6] In this case, the applicant has detailed a litany of harassing, abusive, threatening
and violent acts that he alleges have been carried out by other tenants in his rooming
house. These acts are alleged to have been perpetrated both against the property
generally and against the applicant specifically. He alleges that after complaining about
the other tenants, the respondent - his landlord - has “secretly planned and encouraged”
those tenants to essentially escalate the harassment and intimidation they were allegedly

inflicting.

[7] In addition to the Application form itself, the applicant has filed numerous other
unsolicited and somewhat disconnected documents with the Tribunal, including text
exchanges or emails he has sent — including to other adjudicative and investigatory
bodies - research he has conducted, and logs of harassing acts he alleges have been
committed against him. In many of these documents, the applicant’s allegations expand
far beyond his complaints about his co-tenants and landlord to include all levels of

government, police and courts.

[8] The link the applicant would draw between the harassing and intimidating
behaviour and the Code is not clear. No facts at all appear to be pleaded connecting his
status of being in receipt of social assistance to the adverse treatment he alleges he
received. He does describe himself with various mental health diagnoses and a “private
addiction problem” and alleges that he has been targeted for these reasons. Beyond a
bald assertion, however, he pleads no facts that would suggest his mental health was a
factor in any of the harassing behaviour he alleges. Nor does he appear to have made
such allegations to his landlord. His allegations to his landlord — documented in emails he
has provided — would appear, essentially, to be complaints about the behaviour of his co-

tenants generally, unconnected to any Code grounds.

[9] With regard to the respondent landlord specifically, the applicant states that his
complaints about his co-tenants — whose behaviour, again, does not appear to be
connected to the applicant’s Code-protected characteristics — were disregarded. He
disagrees with the results of the landlord’s investigations into the events. He alleges that

the respondent failed to address his request for “peace” in the building, by failing to evict
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the other tenants. Unconnected to a Code ground, a tenant’s peaceable enjoyment of his
rental housing is not a matter for this Tribunal, but is properly brought before the Landlord

and Tenant Board.

[10] Indeed, the applicant has apparently brought proceedings over the same issues
before the Landlord and Tenant Board, as well as the Small Claims Court. The materials
| have before me would suggest these proceedings have been abandoned or dismissed,
not on the merits, but because the allegations were vague, illegible, unparticularized, or
incoherent (accordingly, | have not considered at this time whether this Application should
be dismissed pursuant to section 45.1 of the Code).

[11] In order for the Tribunal to be able to determine if it has jurisdiction, the onus is on
the applicant to give sufficient details of their allegations and articulate a link to the Code
ground(s) being claimed to enable the Tribunal to determine whether the Code is
engaged. In this case, the applicant’s allegations simply lack facts or particulars that
would allow the Tribunal to draw even an inference that his disability or receipt of social

assistance could have been a factor in the adverse treatment he alleges.

[12] | do acknowledge that the applicant is a self-represented party. Although the
Tribunal may direct a self-represented applicant on the requirements of a properly
pleaded claim under the Code, it is not the role of the Tribunal to absorb their evidence
and convert it into a properly pleaded claim on their behalf. That would cross the line and
place the Tribunal in the position of being their advocate. See Rivette v. Children’s Aid
Society of Windsor and Essex County, 2020 ONSC 4973 at para. 7.

[13] The applicant was advised of the deficiencies in his application by the Tribunal’s
Notice. Rather than clarifying the link to the Code that he was alleging, or addressing the
jurisdictional issues raised, the applicant’s submissions in response to the Notice
consisted of the results of his Google research or, it would appear, Al generated legal
advice, on how to prove his claim before the Tribunal. To be clear, the applicant has not

been asked to prove his claim at this stage, but merely to plead facts that could lead an
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adjudicator to conclude his Code-protected grounds could have been a factor in his

treatment. His submissions contained no additional information in that regard.

[14] The submissions also included the results of the applicant's research on a
“‘possible apprehension of bias” by an appointed adjudicator, including discussion of
reprisal by an adjudicator. It is unclear if these were intended as the applicant’s response
to the request for submissions on how his allegations of reprisal engaged the Code, or if
he was making new allegations against the Tribunal itself of bias and reprisal. Either way,
the submissions were completely unhelpful in assisting the Tribunal to assess the

allegations of reprisal made in the Application.

[15] After a careful review of the Application, the additional submissions in response to
the Notice, and all of the applicant’s various and disconnected correspondences sent to
the Tribunal, I am simply unable to find that the applicant has pleaded facts that would
engage the Code. In the circumstances, | find the allegations fall outside the jurisdiction
of the Tribunal.

ORDER

[16] The Application is dismissed.

Dated at Toronto, this 14" day of April, 2026.
“Signed by”

Sally Ashton
Member
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