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In the recent decision of Barrs v. Halton Regional Police Service, 2019 ONSC 4403, 
BLG was successful in having a plaintiff’s claim dismissed on a motion for summary 
judgment. The court concluded that the police defendants did not owe a duty of care to 
the plaintiff in relation to a shooting that injured the plaintiff on September 20, 2016. At 
the time of the shooting, the shooter was under surveillance by the police service for 
unrelated property crimes.

Background

On the afternoon of September 20, 2016, Grayson Delong shot the plaintiff, Randall 
Barrs, a criminal defence lawyer, in front of his office at Bedford Road and Bloor Street 
in Toronto. At the time of the shooting, Mr. Delong was under surveillance by a team of 
Halton Regional Police Service (HRPS) officers in connection with a nighttime 
commercial break and enter in Burlington, Ontario.

The object of the surveillance was to monitor Mr. Delong’s movements, identify any 
potential associates, and determine his current address. The surveillance officers 
assigned to the request had never dealt with or had contact with Mr. Delong prior to 
September 20, 2016.

The surveillance officers began monitoring Mr. Delong's movements in the morning of 
September 20, 2016. Mr. Delong drove to numerous locations in Toronto, ultimately 
arriving at Taddle Creek Park in the area of Bedford Road and Bloor Street. By the time 
Mr. Delong arrived at the park, he had donned a disguise, consisting of a construction 
vest, construction helmet, and a blonde wig.

The surveillance officers did not know what, if anything, Mr. Delong planned to do. The 
surveillance officers discussed the matter with each other and decided that while Mr. 
Delong’s actions were certainly suspicious, they did not have sufficient grounds to arrest
him in relation to any new offence.

Mr. Delong eventually parked his vehicle on Bedford Road, exited, ran across the street,
and unexpectedly shot Mr. Barrs. The surveillance officers did not know, or have any 
reason to know, that Mr. Delong intended to shoot Mr. Barrs, or anyone, at that time. In 
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fact, the surveillance officers did not even know of any connection between Mr. Delong 
and Mr. Barrs.

Mr. Delong attempted to flee the scene and fired additional shots from his vehicle. The 
surveillance officers promptly responded and one of them shot at Mr. Delong’s vehicle in
order to prevent him from causing further harm to anyone else. After Mr. Delong was 
neutralized, the surveillance officers quickly rushed to assist both Mr. Delong and Mr. 
Barrs and placed Mr. Delong under arrest.

Mr. Barrs commenced an action against the HRPS and the individual officers who were 
conducting the surveillance of Mr. Delong. Mr. Barrs alleged that the HRPS owed him a 
duty of care to protect him from being shot by Mr. Delong, and argued that police 
officers can owe a private law duty of care to some victims of crime. Indeed, he argued 
that he was part of a “narrow and distinct group” of Mr. Delong’s potential victims that 
day.

The HRPS disagreed, and argued that the police did not owe a duty of care to warn Mr. 
Barrs or otherwise protect him from being the victim of Mr. Delong.

Decision

The HRPS brought a summary judgment motion, and argued that there was no genuine 
issue for trial. The court agreed.

The court reviewed, at length, the legal principles in respect of the imposition of a 
private law duty of care on police officers. The court concluded that the authorities 
establish the general proposition that duties owed by police officers under the Police 
Services Act are to the public as a whole. However, in limited circumstances, where 
foreseeable harm and a special relationship of proximity exist, the police have a duty to 
take reasonable steps to protect citizens from the consequences of that foreseeable 
harm.

The court reiterated that this “relationship of proximity” must be sufficiently close and 
direct, in the sense that the actions of the alleged wrongdoer must have a “close and 
direct” effect on the victim, such that the alleged wrongdoer ought to have had the victim
in mind as a person potentially harmed. In conducting this proximity analysis, the court 
noted that factors are diverse, and depend on the circumstances of each case. Indeed, 
no single rule, factor or definitive list of factors can be applied in every case. 

In this case, the court concluded that no such duty existed. The surveillance officers did 
not know where Mr. Delong intended to go or what he intended to do on that day. More 
importantly, the surveillance officers did not know, and had no reason to know, that Mr. 
Delong intended to commit a violent crime on the afternoon of September 20, 2016 in 
the Bedford Road and Bloor Street area of Toronto, or anywhere else for that matter. Mr.
Delong was not being watched and followed by police officers to see who he would 
shoot next. Rather, he was being watched in connection with an entirely unrelated 
property crime investigation. Although there was no dispute that Mr. Delong’s behaviour 
was suspicious, his actions were truly unexpected.

Comment
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The court’s decision importantly reiterates that only in very limited circumstances will a 
private law duty of care to a victim of crime be imposed on police officers. Indeed, only 
when a plaintiff is able to establish a “close and direct” relationship with the police 
officers, will such a duty be imposed. The plaintiff was unable to do so in this case.

Par

Samantha  Bonanno, Douglas O. Smith

Services

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Vos avocats au Canada

Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. (BLG) est le plus grand cabinet d’avocats canadien véritablement 

multiservices. À ce titre, il offre des conseils juridiques pratiques à des clients d’ici et d’ailleurs dans plus de 

domaines et de secteurs que tout autre cabinet canadien. Comptant plus de 725 avocats, agents de propriété 

intellectuelle et autres professionnels, BLG répond aux besoins juridiques d’entreprises et d’institutions au pays 

comme à l’étranger pour ce qui touche les fusions et acquisitions, les marchés financiers, les différends et le 

financement ou encore l’enregistrement de brevets et de marques de commerce.

blg.com

Bureaux BLG

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000, rue De La Gauchetière Ouest
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

Les présents renseignements sont de nature générale et ne sauraient constituer un avis juridique, ni un énoncé complet de la législation 

pertinente, ni un avis sur un quelconque sujet. Personne ne devrait agir ou s’abstenir d’agir sur la foi de ceux-ci sans procéder à un examen 

approfondi du droit après avoir soupesé les faits d’une situation précise. Nous vous recommandons de consulter votre conseiller juridique si 

vous avez des questions ou des préoccupations particulières. BLG ne garantit aucunement que la teneur de cette publication est exacte, à 

jour ou complète. Aucune partie de cette publication ne peut être reproduite sans l’autorisation écrite de Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., 

S.R.L. Si BLG vous a envoyé cette publication et que vous ne souhaitez plus la recevoir, vous pouvez demander à faire supprimer vos 

coordonnées de nos listes d’envoi en communiquant avec nous par courriel à desabonnement@blg.com  ou en modifiant vos préférences 

d’abonnement dans blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe. Si vous pensez avoir reçu le présent message par erreur, veuillez nous écrire à 

communications@blg.com. Pour consulter la politique de confidentialité de BLG relativement aux publications, rendez-vous sur 

blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. Borden Ladner Gervais est une société à responsabilité limitée de l'Ontario.

https://www.blg.com/fr/people/b/bonanno-samantha
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/s/smith-douglas
http://www.blg.com/fr/
mailto:desabonnement@blg.com
https://www.blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels



