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DMSDOC:8-4587 

Dispute Resolution Services 
Residential Tenancy Branch 

Ministry of Housing and Municipal Affairs 

DECISION 

Introduction 

This hearing dealt with cross applications including: 

The Tenant's January 28, 2025, Application for Dispute Resolution under the 
Residential Tenancy Act (the Act) for: 

• a Monetary Order for $10,000.00 in compensation for damage or loss under the
Act, regulation or tenancy agreement under section 67 of the Act

• authorization to recover the filing fee for this application from the Landlord under
section 72 of the Act

The Landlord's March 7, 2025, Application for Dispute Resolution under the Residential 
Tenancy Act (the Act) for: 

• a Monetary Order for $25,000.00 in unpaid rent under section 67 of the Act
• a Monetary Order for $759.10 in damage to the rental unit or common areas

under sections 32 and 67 of the Act
• authorization to retain all or a portion of the Tenant's security deposit in partial

satisfaction of the Monetary Order requested under section 38 of the Act

This hearing proceeded by written submissions only. No sworn testimony was received 
by either the named Tenant or the named Landlord in this dispute.  

The reasons for why the merits of this cross application is being determined based only 
written submissions, are provided in a March 31, 2025, Decision from the Assistant 
Director.  

My responsibility in this cross application is to consider the merits of the respective 
claims as required by RTB Rule of Procedure 6.1.  

In addition to the parties’ general rights and obligations to make claims and serve 
evidence on the other, I generated a specific list of questions for both parties that was 
distributed to them in writing on April 4, 2025. This was done in accordance with my 
discretion under RTB Rule of Procedure 6.19 to provide the parties with a facilitated 
opportunity to clearly identify the relevance of their documentary evidence to their 
individual claims.  
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Parties were provided with 5 days to generate their written response and return them to 
the RTB, which I can confirm where provided by the Tenant, on April 8, 2025, and the 
Landlord on April 9, 2025.  

Service of Notice of Dispute Resolution Proceeding (Proceeding 
Package) 

Both parties indicated in their written submissions that they received Notice of the 
other’s claims for compensation.  

Service of Evidence 

The Tenant writes that they served their evidence on the Landlord on March 23, 2025, 
by email, which the Landlord confirms they received.  

The Landlord writes that they served the Tenant by email which the Tenant indicates 
they received on March 10, 2025.  

Issues to be Decided 

• Is the Tenant entitled to a Monetary Order for $10,000.00 in compensation for
damage or loss under the Act, regulation or tenancy agreement under section 67
of the Act

• Is the Tenant authorized to recover the filing fee for this application from the
Landlord under section 72 of the Act

• Is the Landlord entitled to a Monetary Order for $25,000.00 in unpaid rent under
section 67 of the Act

• Is the Landlord entitled to a Monetary Order for $759.10 in damage to the rental
unit or common areas under sections 32 and 67 of the Act

• Is the Landlord authorized to retain all or a portion of the Tenant's security
deposit in partial satisfaction of the Monetary Order requested under section 38
of the Act

Background and Evidence 

I have reviewed all documentary evidence provided by the parties but will refer only to 
what I find relevant for my decision. 

Regarding the residential property, the parties agreed that: 
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• The residential property is single-detached house with three separate suites with
distinct civic addresses.

• The residential property has been owned by the named Landlord since 2010.

• The Landlord retained possession of the top rental unit during this tenancy.

• The Tenant occupied the middle unit.

• The bottom unit has been occupied by a separate tenant, who the Landlord
indicates has been there since 2019.

Regarding the tenancy agreement between the parties, both sides provided a copy of 
the custom written tenancy agreement dated May 13, 2024, that: 

• Was signed on May 12, 2024

• Also signed on May 15, 2024

• Confirms the tenant paid a $2,500.00 security deposit

• Confirms that rent was $5,000.00 a month, due on the first day of the month.

• Set the rental term as a fixed term from July 1, 2024, through to July 1, 2025

The parties agreed that there is no current agreement for return of the Tenant’s security 
deposit.  

The Landlord wrote in their submission, that they had previously advertised the unit at 
$5,200.00 monthly rent but agreed to this tenancy at the lower rate because the Tenant 
was friends with the Landlord’s wife.  

The Tenant agreed they were friends with the Landlord’s wife and wrote in their 
submission that they had “originally wanted to rent only for 6 months” but did not dispute 
that they signed a fixed term 12-month tenancy agreement.  

As shown in their written submissions, the parties agreed that the Tenant duly paid 
$5,000.00 each of the seven (7) months between July 2024 and January 2025. 

The Landlord also wrote that the Tenant paid an additional $2,500.00 for early 
occupancy in June 2024, with the Tenant agreeing that they first occupied the rental unit 
on June 16, 2024.  

The parties agreed that this fixed term tenancy ended early, but disagreed about how it 
ended, and the timeline by which it ended: 

• The Tenant claimed they notified the Landlord on September 30, 2024, that they
would be vacating early, and that they officially vacated November 30, 2024.

• The Landlord referred to an October 5, 2024, text they received from the Tenant
indicating that they would be moving, and the Landlord referred to other
documentary evidence to argue that the Tenant continued to retain possession of
the rental unit through January 31, 2025.
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The Tenant in their April 8, 2025, submission explained their claim for financial 
compensation by describing it as the return of $5,000.00 rent paid for December 2024 
and $5,000.00 rent paid for January 2025, arguing that their tenancy was constructively 
terminated and their rights to quite enjoyment under section 28 of the Act were violated 
by the Landlord: 

The Tenant also wrote this in their April 8, 2025, submission: 

In contrast, the Landlord is claiming compensation for unpaid rent of $25,000.00 for the 
five months between February 2025 and July 1, 2025, when this fixed term tenancy was 
to have ended as per the terms of the written tenancy agreement. The Landlord cited 
the following policy guideline as justification for their claim: 

The Landlord denies violating the Tenant’s right to quiet enjoyment in the rental unit and 
highlighted what the find to be the Tenant’s changing reasons for having ended this 
tenancy early, by writing on April 9, 2025: 
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The parties agreed that the Tenant was given specific permission to have a “puggle 
named Lucy” at the rental unit, and that no pet damage deposit was collected for this 
pet.  

The parties were asked to clarify their expectations regarding a pet in the rental unit: 

The Tenant did not respond to this question with a precise timeline, and only wrote that 
in August 2024, the Landlord “made it clear he was uncomfortable with the situation” 
and so the Tenant wrote that they took Lucy to doggy day care for a period before 
rehoming the dog with her ex-husband, who then seemed to return the dog back to the 
Tenant.  

In contrast, the Landlord specifically provided the following response: 

The parties were also asked to provide submissions regarding efforts to re-rent the unit 
occupied by the Tenant, once it became apparent that this tenancy would be ending 
early.  

The parties appear to agree that the Landlord sought compensation from the Tenant for 
the costs of using a professional rental agency to re-rent the unit. The Tenant denied 
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this request from the Landlord, and wrote in their submission of how the Landlord has 
not yet re-rented the unit.  

The Tenant appears to have denied responsibilities for any costs associated with the 
Landlord securing a new tenant, claiming that the Landlord keeps changing the listing 
price and availability for the rental unit.  

In contrast the Landlord provides the following regarding their efforts to re-rent the unit: 

The above noted addresses have been blanked out for privacy but should be read as, 
the Landlord successfully rented their upper-level unit from May 1, 2025, and the 
Landlord will be occupying the unit previously occupied by the Tenant.  

The Landlord subsequently updated their financial claim to reduce it from the original 
$25,000.00 because they mitigated their losses and secured replacement tenants: 

Regarding the Landlord’s $759.10 claim for compensation for damage as written in their 
application:  

The Tenant left nails, hooks and holes in walls in the unit. The nails and hooks 
will need to be removed, and the resulting holes need to be patched up and 
repainted. The Landlord received a repair quote in the amount of $359.10. There 
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is water damage on a bolster on a side window. The Landlord estimates it will 
cost $400 to repair. 

The Tenant denied responsibility for this claim and argued in their written submissions 
that the Landlord did not conduct a move-in condition inspection when this tenancy 
started.  

Analysis 

When two parties to a dispute provide equally possible accounts of events or 
circumstances related to a dispute, the party making the claim has responsibility to 
provide evidence over and above their testimony to prove their claim as required by 
RTB Rule of Procedure 6.6. 

I find that the parties’ claims for compensation in these cross applications are 
interrelated because they both appear to have resulted from the fixed term tenancy that 
is the subject of this dispute, ending early.  

Is the Tenant entitled to compensation for monetary loss or other money owed? 

The Tenant is asking for the refund of rent they paid for December 2024 and January 
2025, arguing that they ended their tenancy for justifiable reasons, and that they 
vacated the rental unit as of November 30, 2024. 

The Landlord disagreed and is requesting compensation for full losses associated with 
this tenancy because they signed a fixed term 12-month agreement with the Tenant but 
only received 7 months of rent for the term of this agreement. 

I do not include the portion of rent paid for early occupancy in the above statement. 

As seen in section 45(3) of the Act, tenants are required to identify a material breach in 
a tenancy agreement and provide specific Notice to the Landlord requiring that they fix 
the breach by a specific time, and if the breach is not addressed, then the tenant could 
be entitled to end a fixed term tenancy early with no financial penalty.  

More information about the legal framework for fixed term tenancies can be found in 
RTB Policy Guideline 30 and more information about what the RTB considers “material 
terms” under the Act can be found in RTB Policy Guideline 8.  

Specific to the dispute in front of me, the Tenant agrees that they did not provide written 
Notice to their Landlord that they would be ending this tenancy early, let alone provide 
written Notice to the Landlord as required by 45(3) of the Act, advising them of any 
documented breach of a material term.  
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I therefore find that the Tenant’s explanation as written in their April 3, 2024, submission 
in response to the Landlord’s RTB Application for compensation, does not excuse the 
Tenant from their own obligations under the Act: 

Regarding the Tenant’s alleged reasons for ending this tenancy early, I reviewed the 
Tenant’s evidence of text message conversations between them and the Landlord back 
on October 4, 2024, after the Tenant indicated they would be vacating. From doing so, I 
find that the Landlord documented their efforts to find solutions to maintain the tenancy, 
which would have included the Tenant’s dog remaining at the residential property.  

However, as seen in the Tenant’s evidence, they responded to these efforts by stating: 

I find that this acknowledgement from the Tenant, from their own evidence, in addition 
to the Landlord’s documentary evidence of written submissions from the tenant in the 
lower unit (exhibit I), confirm that the Tenant had their own reasons for ending this 
tenancy, unrelated to the their dog, and unrelated to any actions of the Landlord, or the 
tenant in the lower floor unit.  

Specifically in response to the Tenant’s allegations that the Landlord was opposed to 
the dog at the rental unit, and was hostile to the Tenant, I note the following responses 
from the Landlord to the Tenant, as seen in their Tenant’s own evidence, regarding the 
dog: 
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I find that these example communications do not depict rudeness or intimidation from 
the Landlord, only concern for the Tenant’s dog. The Landlord also submitted a written 
statement from the lower unit tenant, where this tenant writes: 

Lastly, as noted in the Tenant’s evidence of text message communication provided to 
the RTB, they documented on August 16, 2024, to the Landlord and other occupants of 
the residential property: 

And yet, the Tenant remained in the rental unit through to October 2024 before 
communicating to the Landlord that they would now be vacating.  

I therefore find that the Tenant failed to end their tenancy under 45(3) of the Act, 
because as seen above, their own evidence shows that: 

• The other occupants of the residential property (Landlord and lower unit tenant)
had compassion for the dog,

• The Tenant was not willing to work with the other occupants of the residential
property for a better solution for the dog,
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o This means that the Tenant did not attempt to mitigate their own losses as
required by 7(1) of the Act and 45(3) of the Act.

• The Tenant ended the tenancy early for their own reasons.

As seen in section 7(1) of the Act, this means that the Landlord is entitled to financial 
compensation due to the Tenant breaking the fixed term tenancy early, because: 

7   (1)If a landlord or tenant does not comply with this Act, the regulations or their 
tenancy agreement, the non-complying landlord or tenant must compensate the 
other for damage or loss that results. 

I also find it relevant to consider the parties’ conflicting evidence over when the Tenant 
in this dispute returned possession of the rental unit.  

The Tenant alleged that they vacated November 30, 2024, however, the Landlord 
provided their Exhibit 30 from the tenant in the lower unit of the residential property, who 
reported the presence of the Tenant at the rental unit in December 2024 and January 
2025.  

In addition to the above, the Landlord provided evidence of a January 31, 2025, email 
from the Tenant to the Landlord where they write: 

The Landlord also provided complete proof of text messages with the Tenant during 
December 2024, to confirm that the Tenant continued to receive packages to the rental 
unit during the time.  

I subsequently find that the Tenant’s payment of rent for these months could be 
considered payment made for possession, as is typically expected in exchange for 
payment of rent under the Act.  

I find for clarity that this tenancy ended on January 31, 2025, under 44(1)(d) of the Act, 
which reads:  

44   (1)A tenancy ends only if one or more of the following applies: 

--- 

(d)the tenant vacates or abandons the rental unit;
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I also note, from reviewing these text messages, that the Tenant previously applied to 
the RTB on January 16, 20225, requesting that the RTB declare this tenancy as 
“frustrated” under the Act.  

I refer both parties to RTB Policy Guideline 34 for more information on what a frustrated 
tenancy is under the Act.  

In sum, I therefore dismiss the Tenant’s claim for return of rent as submitted in this 
application, and do not give leave to reapply.  

Is the Landlord entitled to a Monetary Order for unpaid rent? 

Section 26 of the Act states that a tenant must pay rent to the landlord, regardless of 
whether the landlord complies with the Act, regulations or tenancy agreement, unless 
the tenant has a right to deduct all or a portion of rent under the Act. 

I have already documented my findings that it was appropriate for the Tenant to pay the 
Landlord rent for December 2024 and January 2025. The Landlord updated their claim 
for financial compensation and is now asking the Tenant to pay rent for the three 
months of February – April 2025 ($15,000), as well as the difference in rent between 
May and June $1,600.00). 

I find that the Tenant accurately pointed out that the Landlord’s entitlement to this 
portion of the claim is contingent on whether they appropriately mitigated losses as 
required by 7(2) of the Act, which reads: 

(2)A landlord or tenant who claims compensation for damage or loss that results
from the other's non-compliance with this Act, the regulations or their tenancy
agreement must do whatever is reasonable to minimize the damage or loss.

As seen in the Landlord’s April 9, 2025, submission, regarding efforts to re-rent the unit, 
they report the following, which I find generally corresponds with the Tenant’s own 
timeline submissions: 
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The Landlord provided comprehensive evidence exhibits (see exhibit 22 – 24) that 
document their specific efforts (as shown above) to list the rental unit, which include a 
multi-page email from their leasing agent which summarizes their professional efforts to 
relist the Tenant’s unit as available for rent.  

I therefore find that even though the Tenant violated the Act by communicating to the 
Landlord, without merit that they would be ending the fixed term tenancy early in 
October 2024, the Landlord promptly responded by listing the rental unit as available for 
rent at the same rate they originally listed it for when this Tenant signed the original 
fixed term tenancy agreement in May 2024. 

The Landlord also provided comprehensive evidence from prior to this tenancy starting 
to confirm that the rental unit had been originally listed at $5,250.00 a month, with them 
writing in their Exhibit B: 
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I therefore find that the Landlord satisfied their obligations under RTB Policy Guideline 5 
as well as section 7(2) of the Act as shared above.  

I also note that the parties agreed the Landlord offered to the Tenant on October 4, 
2024, by text that he would release the Tenant from the fixed term tenancy agreement, 
if they would pay the costs of securing a new tenant through a local luxury rental 
agency. However, as shown in the Landlord’s Exhibit C-1, the Tenant declined.  

I therefore confirm my previous finding, that the Tenant failed to mitigate their own 
losses related to this tenancy, contrary to the requirements of section 7(2) of the Act. 

I also note that the Tenant wrote in their April 8, 2025, submission, that they were: 

However, I find that the Tenant provided no documentary evidence to support this claim. 

I therefore find that the Tenant failed to establish on the balance of probabilities that the 
Landlord violated any section of the Act, Regulation, or Tenancy agreement, such as 
but not limited to, the example of subletting as claimed and illustrated in RTB Policy 
Guideline 19.  

This means that I find that the Landlord is entitled to compensation for losses 
associated with the premature end of fixed term tenancy agreement, and as noted 
above, I found that this tenancy ended on January 31, 2025, under 44(1)(d) of the Act. 

I refer back to the Landlord’s specified legal justification for their claim as I consider an 
appropriate financial award for rental losses and that they are requesting both: 

• Liquidated damages and

• Lost rent

As seen in RTB Policy Guideline 4: 

I find that this part of the Landlord’s request is consistent with their documented request 
that the Tenant pay the Landlord’s costs for retaining the services of a professional 
agency for securing a replacement tenant. And as noted, the Tenant rejected this 
request.  
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The Landlord also cited RTB Policy Guideline 30 as justification for their $16,600.00 
claim for rent they wrote, that they could have otherwise expected to receive under the 
terms of this tenancy agreement.   

However, the proper reference is RTB Policy Guideline 3, which I refer to now for 
guidance related to the Landlord’s claim for loss of rent.  

Specific to the dispute in front of me, I find that the Landlord did not include a liquidated 
damages clause in their custom tenancy agreement and so I find that the Tenant’s 
documented action in breaking this fixed-term tenancy agreement early, did not activate 
any automatic clause for compensation.  

I also find that the Landlord’s clauses 28 and 53 of their written tenancy agreement 
could be read as efforts to contract out of the Act, which is contrary to section 5 of the 
Act.  

Additionally, I find that reasonable prospective tenants in the surrounding urban 
municipality where this rental unit is located, were likely confused and made doubtful of 
the availability of Tenant’s rental unit, first advertised in October 2024, due to how 
frequently the price and other specifics of this advertisement were changed and relisted 
before the Landlord made the decision to advertise the upper level unit and occupy the 
Tenant’s unit instead.  

I therefore find it appropriate to award the Landlord with additional compensation, above 
the monies already paid by the Tenant, for the partial month of February 2025 in the 
amount of $2,500.00 because I find that a landlord in an urban environment should 
otherwise expect to find a replacement tenant within a 4-month period. 

I calculate 4 months between October 16, 2024, to February 15, 2025.  

The Landlord is entitled a $2,500.00 monetary order for rent under section 67 of the Act. 

Is the Landlord entitled to a Monetary Order for damage to the rental unit or 
common areas? 
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Section 35 of the Act states that, at the end of the tenancy, a landlord must inspect the 
condition of the rental unit with the tenant, the landlord must complete a condition 
inspection report with both the landlord and the tenant signing the condition report. 

Section 32(3) of the Act states that a tenant must repair damage to the rental unit or 
common areas that is caused by the actions or neglect of the tenant or a person 
permitted on the residential property by the tenant. 

To be awarded compensation for a breach of the Act, the landlord must prove: 

• the tenant has failed to comply with the Act, regulation or tenancy agreement
• loss or damage has resulted from this failure to comply
• the amount of or value of the damage or loss
• the landlord acted reasonably to minimize that damage or loss

These requirements are outlined in RTB-Policy Guideline 16. 

I reviewed the Landlord’s Bulk Evidence document that was submitted when this 
application was filed and find that they submitted a professional estimate in the amount 
of $359.10 for painting and patching services because the Tenant appears to have hung 
various items on the walls of the rental unit during this tenancy.  

I note that clause 21(a) from the signed tenancy agreement, appears to be the 
Landlord’s justification for this claim, as it is written: 

However, based on the Landlord’s photos provided, I find that they failed to document 
on the balance of probabilities, that the Tenant’s actions in hanging items within the 
rental unit, represented more than regular wear and tear as permitted by 32(4) of the 
Act.  

I therefore dismiss this portion of the Landlord’s claim and do not give leave to reapply. 

The Landlord also submitted photographic evidence of a cushion before the tenancy, 
and after the tenancy to allege that the cushion became waterlogged during this 
tenancy.  
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However, I note that the Tenant claimed in their written submission that the Landlord 
allegedly failed to conduct either a move-in or a move-out condition inspection, as 
required by the Act, when this tenancy started or ended.  

I therefore find that the Landlord failed to establish on the balance of probabilities that 
the Tenant caused the water damage and also failed to demonstrate that the water 
damage was caused contrary to the Act, regulations or tenancy agreement.  

I find that the Landlord failed to satisfy the 4-part test for damages and so I dismiss their 
application for compensation for losses for damage to the rental unit or common areas 
under sections 32 and 67 of the Act, without leave to reapply.   

Is the Landlord entitled to retain all or a portion of the Tenant's security deposit in 
partial satisfaction of the monetary award requested? 

Section 38 of the Act states that within 15 days of either the tenancy ending or the date 
that the landlord receives the tenant's forwarding address in writing, whichever is later, a 
landlord must repay a security deposit to the tenant or make an application for dispute 
resolution to claim against it.  

I previously found that this tenancy ended on January 31, 2025. 

I find that the Tenant wrote in their April 8, 2025, Decision, that they have not yet served 
their Landlord with Notice of their forwarding address because they wrote: 

The Landlord appears to have become aware of the Tenant’s forwarding address 
indirectly through this dispute resolution, and so I use my discretion under 71(2)(c) of 
the Act to deem the Landlord served with Notice of the Tenant’s forwarding address in 
my writing of this decision.  

I find that the Landlord is entitled to retain the full value of this $2,500.00 security 
deposit as compensation for money owed at the end of the tenancy under 38(3)(b) and 
38(4)(b) of the Act because I have found in this decision, that the Landlord is entitled to 
a $2,500.00 monetary Order for rent. 

I therefore order under section 72 of the Act that the Landlord is entitled to retain the full 
value of the Tenant’s security deposit as full and final compensation for losses 
associated with this tenancy.  

Is the Tenant entitled to recover the filing fee for this application from the 
Landlord? 
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The Tenant was unsuccessful in this application and so I dismiss their request for 
authorization to recover the filing fee for this application from the Landlord under section 
72 of the Act, without leave to reapply. 

Conclusion 

The Landlord is entitled to retain the full value of the Tenant’s security deposit as full 
and final compensation for rental losses associated with this tenancy.  

The Landlord’s application for compensation for losses for damage to the rental unit or 
common areas under sections 32 and 67 of the Act is dismissed, without leave to 
reapply.   

The Tenant's application for a Monetary Order for compensation for damage or loss 
under the Act, regulation or tenancy agreement under section 67 of the Act, is 
dismissed, without leave to reapply. 

The Tenant’s application for authorization to recover the filing fee for this application 
from the Landlord under section 72 of the Act is dismissed, without leave to reapply. 

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: April 22, 2025 


