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Issues to be Decided 

1. Should the Notice be cancelled?

2. If the Notice is not cancelled, should the Landlord be issued an Order of Possession
based on the Notice?

Background and Evidence 

A written tenancy agreement was submitted as evidence and the parties agreed it is 
accurate.  It is between the Landlord, Representative and Tenant in relation to the rental 
unit.  The tenancy started December 01, 2014 and is a month-to-month tenancy.  Rent 
is $550.00 per month due on the first day of each month.   

The Notice states the Tenant failed to pay $202.90 in rent that was due January 01, 
2019.  It is addressed to the Tenant and refers to the rental unit address.  It is signed 
and dated by the Representative.  It has an effective date of January 21, 2019.  The 
Notice is on an old form.  The Legal Advocate took issue with this as well as the 
wording of the form which tells tenants they can pay or dispute the notice. 

There was no issue that the Tenant received both pages of the Notice January 11, 2019 
posted to the door of the rental unit. 

The Tenant did not dispute that he owed $202.90 in rent for January when the Notice 
was issued.   

The parties agreed on the following.  The full rent amount was usually paid by a third 
party directly to the Landlord.  As of January 01, 2019, the payor changed and did not 
pay the full rent amount.   

The Tenant testified that he spoke to the Representative on January 02, 2019 about the 
rent and the Representative did not know how much was outstanding.  He said the 
Representative was going to let him know but did not and instead served him with the 
Notice. 

The Representative agreed he did not know how much rent was outstanding when he 
spoke to the Tenant.  He agreed that he told the Tenant he would let him know the 
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amount outstanding and that he did not do this but instead served the Tenant with the 
Notice. 
 
The Tenant acknowledged that he did not pay the outstanding rent when he was issued 
the Notice.  He testified that he disputed the Notice on advice of others and that he did 
not read the Notice.   
 
The Representative sought an Order of Possession effective March 15, 2019. 
 
Analysis 
 
Section 26(1) of the Act requires tenants to pay rent when it is due under the tenancy 
agreement unless the tenant has a right to withhold rent under the Act. 
 
Section 46 of the Act allows a landlord to end a tenancy when a tenant fails to pay rent.  
The relevant portions of section 46 state: 
 

46 (1) A landlord may end a tenancy if rent is unpaid on any day after the day it is 
due, by giving notice to end the tenancy effective on a date that is not earlier than 
10 days after the date the tenant receives the notice. 
 
(2) A notice under this section must comply with section 52… 
 
(3) A notice under this section has no effect if the amount of rent that is unpaid is 
an amount the tenant is permitted under this Act to deduct from rent. 
 
(4) Within 5 days after receiving a notice under this section, the tenant may 
 

(a) pay the overdue rent, in which case the notice has no effect, or 
 
(b) dispute the notice by making an application for dispute resolution. 
 

… 
 

Section 55(1) of the Act requires me to issue an Order of Possession when a tenant has 
disputed a notice to end tenancy and the application is dismissed or the notice is 
upheld.  The notice must comply with section 52 of the Act.   
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There is no issue the Tenant owed $550.00 in rent by January 01, 2019.  There also is 
no issue the third party payor paid partial rent for January 01, 2019 and that a further 
$202.90 was outstanding as the Tenant agreed with this.  The Tenant did not take the 
position that he had authority under the Act to withhold rent.  I find the Tenant was 
required to pay rent under section 26(1) of the Act and that section 46(3) of the Act does 
not apply. 

Here, the issue is that the Tenant spoke to the Representative about the amount of rent 
outstanding and the Representative did not know.  I agree the Representative should 
have told the Tenant how much rent was outstanding prior to issuing the Notice. 
However, I also find that the Tenant had failed to pay rent as required and therefore the 
Landlord was entitled to serve him with the Notice pursuant to section 46(1) of the Act.  

There is no issue that the Tenant received the Notice January 11, 2019 posted on the 
door of the rental unit.  I find the Tenant was served with the Notice in accordance with 
section 88(g) of the Act.   

Upon a review of the Notice, I find it complies with section 52 of the Act in form and 
content as required by section 46(2) of the Act.  I acknowledge that the Landlord used 
an old form and agree the Landlord should not have done so.  However, I find the form 
used contains the necessary information such that it complies with section 52 of the Act.  
I have considered the submissions of the Legal Advocate in relation to the wording of 
the Notice and that it tells tenants they can pay or dispute the Notice.  However, tenants 
must have a valid basis for disputing the Notice.  I find this is implied on page 2 of the 
Notice where it outlines the reasons tenants can dispute the Notice.   

Here, the Tenant did not provide a valid basis for disputing the Notice.  The Tenant 
agreed he failed to pay rent in the amount of $202.90 by January 01, 2019.  He did not 
submit that he had authority to withhold rent.  The issue was that the Landlord had not 
told him how much rent was outstanding.  However, the Tenant was aware of how much 
was outstanding when he received the Notice.  I find the Tenant should have paid the 
outstanding rent when he received the Notice which would have cancelled the Notice.      

The Tenant had five days from receipt of the Notice on January 11, 2019 to pay or 
dispute it under section 46(4) of the Act.  The Tenant acknowledged he did not pay the 
outstanding rent.  The Tenant disputed the Notice January 16, 2019, within the five-day 
time limit set out in section 46(4) of the Act.  However, I do not find that the Tenant had 
a valid basis to dispute the Notice and therefore dismiss the Application. 
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Given I have dismissed the Application and have found the Notice complies with section 
52 of the Act, the Landlord is entitled to an Order of Possession pursuant to section 
55(1) of the Act.  The Landlord is issued an Order of Possession effective at 1:00 p.m. 
on March 15, 2019. 

Conclusion 

The Tenant’s dispute of the Notice is dismissed.  The Landlord is issued an Order of 
Possession effective at 1:00 p.m. on March 15, 2019.  This Order must be served on 
the Tenant.  If the Tenant does not comply with this Order, it may be filed in the 
Supreme Court and enforced as an order of that court.  

This decision is made on authority delegated to me by the Director of the Residential 
Tenancy Branch under Section 9.1(1) of the Act. 

Dated: March 07, 2019 




