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DECISION 

Dispute Codes MNDL MNRL MNDCLS FFL   

Introduction 

This hearing was convened as a result of the landlord’s Application for Dispute 
Resolution (application) seeking remedy under the Residential Tenancy Act (the Act) a 
monetary order for $4,600.00 for damages to the unit, site or property, for unpaid rent or 
utilities, for money owed or compensation for damage or loss under the Act, regulation 
or tenancy agreement, to retain the tenant’s security deposit and pet damage deposit 
towards any amount owing, and to recover the cost of the filing fee.  

The landlords attended the teleconference hearing and gave affirmed testimony. During 
the hearing the landlords were given the opportunity to provide their evidence orally. A 
summary of the evidence is provided below and includes only that which is relevant to 
the hearing.   

As the tenant did not attend the hearing, service of the Notice of a Dispute Resolution 
Proceeding dated June 5, 2020 (Notice of Hearing), application and documentary 
evidence were considered. The landlords testified that the Notice of Hearing, application 
and documentary evidence were served on the tenant by email on June 7, 2020, which 
is permitted under Director’s Order related to email service due to the COVID-19 
pandemic (Director’s Order). As per the Director’s Order, I find that the tenant was 
served 3 days after June 7, 2020, which was June 10, 2020. Given the above, I find this 
application to be unopposed by the tenant as I find the tenant was duly served as of 
June 10, 2020 and did not attend the hearing.  

Preliminary and Procedural Matters 

Firstly, at the outset of the hearing, the landlords required to reduce their monetary 
claim from $4,600.00 to $3,260.85, which I find does not prejudice the tenant. As a 
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Regarding item 5, the landlords have claimed $290.00 to repair damaged blinds, that 
the landlords stated were damaged by the tenant’s cat. The landlords presented a 
photo, which appears to show pet damage on the blinds.  
 
Regarding item 6, the landlords have claimed $40.00 to replace a broken showerhead 
that would not spray water at the end of the tenancy as it was broken. The landlords 
stated that they could not use the showerhead in the condition that the tenant left the 
showerhead in as it would no longer spray water.  
 
Regarding item 7, the landlords have claimed $40.00 for the cost to replace several 
electrical outlets that the tenant ruined by painting over them at least twice. The 
landlords testified that they are not charging for the labour to replace the electrical 
outlets, as an electrician friend assisting them to change the outlets; however, due to 
the sloppy paint job, the landlords are seeking the cost for the outlets themselves as 
there was paint inside the actual holes of the outlet.  
 
Regarding item 8, the landlords have claimed $35.00 to replace the interior cover of the 
outside water shut off valve. The landlords presented a photo of an obviously missing 
cover where a cover used to be, and testified that they have no idea why the tenant 
would remove such a panel, but that a new panel cover was needed to cover the water 
shut off value, which is designed to shut off water to the outside.  
 
Regarding item 9, the landlords are claiming for unpaid/loss of March 2020 rent in the 
amount of $1,300.00. The landlords testified that the tenant sent a text on February 20, 
2020 stating that they were moving out and vacated on March 1, 2020, causing the 
landlords to lose rent for March 2020. The landlords affirmed that the tenant failed to 
provide proper one month notice under the Act.  
 
The landlords are also seeking to retain the tenant’s security deposit, pet damage 
deposit and to recover the cost of the filing fee. 
 
Analysis 
 
Based on the undisputed documentary evidence and the undisputed testimony of the 
landlords provided during the hearing, and on the balance of probabilities, I find the 
following.   

As the tenant was served with the Notice of Hearing, application and documentary 
evidence and did not attend the hearing, and as noted above, I consider this matter to 
be unopposed by the tenant. As a result, I find the landlords’ reduced monetary claim is 
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fully successful in the amount of $3,260.85 as indicated above and includes the 
recovery of the cost of the filing fee pursuant to section 72 of the Act in the amount of 
$100.00 as the landlords’ application is successful. I have considered the undisputed 
testimony of the landlords and that the application was unopposed by the tenant.  

I find the tenant breached section 26 of the Act by failing to pay $1,300.00 for March 
2020 rent and that the tenant breached section 45(1) of the Act by failing to provide 
proper written one-month notice on the landlords no later than January 31, 2020, to be 
able to vacate at the end of February 2020. I also find the tenant remained in the rental 
unit on March 1, 2020, which is one day later than the end of February 2020.  

I also find the tenant breached section 37 of the Act that requires the tenant to leave the 
rental unit reasonably clean and undamaged, less reasonable wear and tear. I find the 
damage caused by the tenant was neglectful and exceeds reasonable wear and tear. 

As the landlords continue to hold the tenant’s combined deposits of $975.00, I authorize 
the landlords to retain the tenant’s full $975.00 in combined deposits to offset the 
$3,260.85 amount owed, and I grant the landlords a monetary order pursuant to section 
67 of the Act, for the balance owing by the tenant to the landlords of $2,285.85.  

I caution the tenant to comply with sections 26, 37 and 45(1) of the Act in the future. 

Conclusion 

The landlords’ reduced monetary claim is fully successful.  

The landlords have established a total monetary claim of $3,260.85 and have been 
authorized to retain the tenant’s full combined deposits of $975.00. The landlords have 
also been granted a monetary order pursuant to section 67 of the Act, in the balance 
owing by the tenant to the landlords of $2,285.85.  

Should the landlords require enforcement of the monetary order, the landlords must 
serve the tenant with the monetary order and may enforce the monetary order in the 
Provincial Court (Small Claims Division).  

This decision will be emailed to both parties.  

The monetary order will be emailed to the landlords only for service on the tenant. 

The tenant has been cautioned as noted above. 
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This decision is final and binding on the parties, unless otherwise provided under the 
Act, and is made on authority delegated to me by the Director of the Residential 
Tenancy Branch under Section 9.1(1) of the Residential Tenancy Act. 

Dated: July 14, 2020 




