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In addition, 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.  

As the filing fee was waived, I will not address the filing fee further in this decision. 

UIssues to be Decided 

• Is the tenant entitled to more time to make an application to cancel a 1 Month
Notice?

• If yes, should the 1 Month Notice be cancelled?
• If no, did the landlord issue a notice that fully complies with section 52 of the Act?

UBackground and Evidence 

The tenant writes that they received the 1 Month Notice dated July 12, 2021 the next day 
on July 13, 2021. The tenant did not file to dispute the 1 Month Notice until August 13, 
2021, when the tenant filed their paperwork for a fee waiver and a fee waiver was 
granted. When the tenant was asked why they waited so long to dispute the 1 Month 
Notice, the tenant writes in their application that they forgot to drop off their fee waiver 
form and as a result, their application was cancelled and they tried again and it slipped 
their mind. The tenant also stated that they suffer a lot of trauma and needed some help. 
The advocate stated that they tenant contacted them on July 14, 2021 and advised the 
tenant to file their application, however, the tenant did not complete their application until 
August 13, 2021.  

The 1 Month Notice lists the following causes and details of the causes: 
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The agent stated that they claim any occupants over 1 would constitute an unreasonable 
number of occupants in the rental unit. The agent also stated that they did not have a 
police file number to provide or any copies of complaint letter from any of the residents of 
the building for my consideration.  

UAnalysis 



Page: 4 

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

Tenant’s request to allow more time to make an application to cancel the 1 Month 
Notice - Section 66(1) of the Act applies and states: 

Director's orders: changing time limits 

66(1) The director may extend a time limit established by this Act only in 
exceptional circumstances, other than as provided by section 59 (3) [starting 
proceedings] or 81 (4) [decision on application for review]. 

[emphasis added] 

In the matter before me, I find the tenant has failed to provide sufficient evidence to 
support that any exceptional circumstances existed to support why the tenant waited 
beyond the statutory deadline of 10 days from July 13, 2021 to dispute the 1 Month 
Notice. Section 47(4) of the Act applies and states: 

47(4) A tenant may dispute a notice under this section by making an application for 
dispute resolution within 10 days after the date the tenant receives the notice. 

[emphasis added] 

Pursuant to sections 47(4) of the Act, I find the tenant failed to dispute the 1 Month 
Notice within 10 days of July 13, 2021, which would have been no later than Friday, July 
23, 2021. Instead, the tenant waited until August 13, 2021 before filing their application.  

Section 55(1) of the Act applies and states: 

Order of possession for the landlord 
55(1) If a tenant makes an application for dispute resolution to dispute a 
landlord's notice to end a tenancy, the director must grant to the landlord an 
order of possession of the rental unit if 

U(a) U Uthe landlord's notice to end tenancy complies with section 
52 U U[form and content of notice to end tenancy]U U, and 
(b) the director, during the dispute resolution proceeding, dismisses 
the tenant's application or upholds the landlord's notice. 

[emphasis added] 
Given the above, I have considered the 1 Month Notice and find that it does not comply 
with section 52 of the Act as the details of dispute I find to be far too vague to constitute 
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the full content requires by lacking key details of the causes alleged in the 1 Month 
Notice. Such missing details are the date, time and details of the “intrusions” alleged. I 
also disagree with the agent’s assertion that any more than 1 person in the rental unit is 
an unreasonable number of occupants.   

I dismiss the tenant’s application in full, without leave to reapply, as I find the tenant 
failed to provide sufficient evidence to support an extension of time to make their 
application to cancel the 1 Month Notice. In addition, I find the 1 Month Notice does not 
comply with section 52 of the Act and therefore, I do not grant an order of possession 
to the landlord as I find the 1 Month Notice is missing critical details of the causes 
alleged/content of the 1 Month Notice.  

The landlord is at liberty to reissue a new 1 Month Notice that complies with section 52 
of the Act.  

UConclusion 

The tenant’s application fails and is dismissed in full due to insufficient evidence, without 
leave to reapply.  

I do not grant an order of possession as noted above. 

The landlord is at liberty to reissue a new 1 Month Notice that complies with section 52 
of the Act. This decision will be emailed to both parties.  

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: December 20, 2021 




