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Preliminary and Procedural Matters 

The parties were informed at the start of the hearing that recording of the dispute 
resolution is prohibited under the Residential Tenancy Branch (RTB) Rules of 
Procedure (Rules) Rule 6.11. The parties were also informed that if any recording 
devices were being used, they were directed to immediately cease the recording of the 
hearing. In addition, the parties were informed that if any recording was surreptitiously 
made and used for any purpose, they will be referred to the RTB Compliance 
Enforcement Unit for the purpose of an investigation under the Act. Neither party had 
any questions about my direction pursuant to RTB Rule 6.11.  

Secondly, I have amended the tenant’s application to reflect the correct legal name of 
the landlord holding company pursuant to section 64(3)(c) of the Act.  

Thirdly, the parties confirmed their respective email addresses at the outset of the 
hearing and stated that they understood that the decision would be emailed to them. 

Issues to be Decided 

• Is the tenant entitled to the return of their security deposit under the Act?
• Is the tenant entitled to the recovery of the cost of the filing fee under the Act?

Background and Evidence 

A copy of the tenancy agreement was submitted in evidence. There was a flaw with the 
tenancy agreement which was the lack of a service address and phone number for the 
landlord, which I will address later in this decision. Although the tenancy began on 
January 1, 2020, the parties agreed that the tenancy ended by way of a Mutual 
Agreement to End Tenancy as of September 1, 2020.  

The tenant paid a security deposit of $425.00, which has accrued $0.00 in interest and 
which the landlord continues to hold. The tenant presented a copy of their written 
forwarding address dated November 9, 2020, which the landlord did not dispute having 
received as an email was presented by the landlord dated October 21, 2020 (email) 
which supports that the landlord was not returning the tenant’s security deposit until the 
rental unit keys were returned. In addition, the tenant provided a Proof of Service 
document, which states that the written forwarding address of the tenant was served on 
November 9, 2020 and was witness by MC. The landlord confirmed that they did not 
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have permission to keep any amount of the $425.00 security deposit in writing, and 
have not filed an application to claim against the tenant’s security deposit.  

The tenant also confirmed during the hearing that they were not waiving their right to 
double the security deposit under the Act if they were so entitled.  

Analysis 

Based on the documentary evidence presented and the testimony provided during the 
hearing, and on the balance of probabilities, I find the following.   

I will first deal with the flaws in the tenancy agreement. Section 13(2)(e) of the Act 
requires that a landlord provided their address for service and telephone number of the 
landlord or their agent, which I find the landlord failed to do. As a result, I caution the 
landlord to comply with section 13(2)(e) of the Act in the future.  

Having considered the documentary evidence and testimony, sections 38(1) and 38(6) 
of the Act apply and state: 

Return of security deposit and pet damage deposit 

38(1) Except as provided in subsection (3) or (4) (a), within 15 days 
after the later of 

(a) the date the tenancy ends, and
(b) the date the landlord receives the tenant's forwarding
address in writing,

the landlord must do one of the following: 
(c) repay, as provided in subsection (8), any security deposit or
pet damage deposit to the tenant with interest calculated in 
accordance with the regulations; 
(d) make an application for dispute resolution claiming against
the security deposit or pet damage deposit. 

(6) If a landlord does not comply with subsection (1), the landlord
(a) may not make a claim against the security deposit or
any pet damage deposit, and
(b) must pay the tenant double the amount of the security
deposit, pet damage deposit, or both, as applicable.

[emphasis added] 
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Given the above and considering the tenant’s written forwarding address provided in 
evidence that includes a Proof of Service document to support it was served, I find the  
landlord failed to obtain written permission to retain any portion of the tenant’s security 
deposit. In addition, I find the landlords failed to either claim against the tenant’s security 
deposit or return the full security deposit of $425.00 within 15 days of receiving the 
tenant’s written forwarding address, which I find was deemed served three days after 
November 9, 2020, pursuant to section 90 of the Act. Therefore, given my finding that 
the landlord was served with the tenant’s written forwarding address, I find the landlord 
breached section 38(1) of the Act and I find the tenant is entitled to the return of double 
the security deposit of $425.00 for a total of $850.00. I note that the security deposit has 
accrued $0.00 in interest since the start of the tenancy. Based on the above, I find the 
tenant has met the burden of proof. 

As the tenant paid a filing fee of $100.00 and their application was successful, I grant 
the tenant $100.00 pursuant to section 72 of the Act for the full recovery of the filing fee. 

Monetary Order – I find that the tenant has established a total monetary claim in the 
amount of $950.00, comprised of $850.00 for double the security deposit, plus the 
$100.00 filing fee. I grant the tenant a monetary order pursuant to section 67 of the Act 
in the amount of $950.00.  

I caution the landlord not to breach section 38(1) of Act in the future.  

Conclusion 

The tenant’s application is fully successful.  

The tenant has established a total monetary claim of $950.00 as indicated above. 

The landlord has been cautioned as noted above.  

This decision will be emailed to both parties. 

The monetary order will be emailed to the tenant only for service on the landlord. This 
order must be served on the landlord and may be filed in the Provincial Court (Small 
Claims) and enforced as an order of that court. The landlord is reminded that they may 
be liable for all costs associated with enforcement of the monetary order.  
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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: May 7, 2021 




