
Dear Councilor, 

TO: MAYOR & EACH 
COUNCILLOR 

:FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 

My name is Andy, and I am writing this letter on behalf of my mother Jing Cong, the owner 

of 11780 Kingfisher Dr, Richmond. We have attended the hearing happened on 28th Oct 

2019 regarding the illegal grow-op activities found at the address mentioned above. 

The reason that I am writing this letter is during the hearing on that day, my mother and I 

were not given any chance to speak for ourselves. Our lawyer Cameron did not read or 

produce the supporting documents that we have given her. And she didn't even express 

the reasons that we wanted to hold this hearing. 

My Family have made our best effort to cooperate with all departments from City or 

Richmond from both financial aspect and spiritual aspect. We have taken the responsibility 

since the day we acknowledged the incident. The purpose of the hearing held on 28th Oct 

2019 is not for us to challenge the City's Bylaw. We have made it very clear to our lawyer 

that we are seeking help from our City of Richmond. The sum of the invoices that we . 

received including the unpaid ones have now come around $150,000.00. This is a very 

high expense to any family, insurance refuse to pay us, the leasing manager have no 

money to pay us and the tenant declared bankruptcy 2 years ago, my family as the direct 

victim of this incident, is taking all the blame and paying all the bills. 

Therefore, I sincerely ask you if you can read the statement prepared for the hearing, 

understand the true situation before you make your critical decision that will affect my 

family's fate. I have attached the statement with this letter for you. 

Thank you for your time. 

Yours Sincerely 

" Andy Hu & Jing co~a. 

~rJ~'~, ~ fS 
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City of 
Richmond 

Notice and Agenda 
Special Council Meeting 

Public Notice is hereby given of a Special Council meeting duly called in accordance with 
Section 126 of the Community Charter, to be held on: 

Date: 

Time: 

Place: 

Monday, October 28,2019 

4:00p.m. 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Public Notice is also hereby given that this meeting may be conducted by electronic means and 
that the public may hear the proceedings of this meeting at the time, date and place specified 
above. 

The purpose of the meeting is to consider the following: 

CNCL-3 

6309109 

CALL TO ORDER 

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION 

1. PROPERTY MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BYLAW NO. 7897 11780 
KINGFISHER DRIVE FEE APPEAL 
(File Ref. No.: 12-8060-20-007897) (REDMS No. 6262777 v. 6) 

See Page CNCL-3 for full report 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

That the appeal by Jing Gong of fees imposed pursuant to the Property 
Maintenance and Repair Bylaw No. 7897 in respect to the drug lab located 
at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, B.C., be heard by Council. 

D 
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Special Council Agenda 
Monday, October 28, 2019 

ADJOURNMENT 

Claudia J esso · 
Corporate Officer 

D 
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(Translation) 1/2 
Statement: 

Honorable members, how is every one of you doing? From what my lawyer has stated, I 
believe that you all have had an understanding of the basic facts regarding my case. As a stakeholder 
and a victim of this incident, I have a few additional points to submit: 

1. Since my family and I immigrated to Vancouver in 2014, despite being new-comers, having low 
English proficiency, and being without jobs and income, we have tried our best to integrate into the 
local society. Due to various limitations, however, we had limited understanding of local rules and 
regulations, so much so that we could only draw on our common sense in dealing with a lot of things. 
(The property at) 11780 Kingfisher Dr is the only owner-occupied property belonging to my husband 
and me. The motive of renting out this property in 2018 was not profit-oriented; it was rather due to 
our tragic experience of having had our property broken into before. 

2. My family and I have already paid a price- way beyond our means - for this incident. Since the 
moment I was informed that a case had occurred, I have tried my best to cooperate fully with the 
government, police, and other concerned departments in their work. Hoping to minimize the impact of 
the incident, I paid over CAD $80,000 for various bills. In addition, this incident has directly caused 
me to lose $25,000 in ten months of rental income; $75,500 in property depreciation (refer to 2017 
government assessment); $292,000 in repair cost to restore the property to make it livable, or $786,300 
(builder's quote) to demolish and rebuild it. Now the Fire-Rescue Department has designated the 
property as a dangerous property detrimental to public safety, and Fire-Rescue Department Officer 
Forrest Weissler has repeatedly notified us to demolish the property as soon as possible, or the 
property's current state could generate more problems and more bills. Consequently, we have already 
applied to the government for a permit to demolish the property. However, I do not know where I can 
get the money to rebuild this property. To date, this incident has resulted in a loss of $981,777.67. 
Besides, I will need to bear the annual property tax of $5273.77 and the monthly mortgage payment of 
CAD$ 5,441.87. However, as a result of this incident, this property has depreciated greatly, and the 
property's sale will cause greater losses incrementally. Since the incident, we have not been able to 
obtain any assistance; we have merely been repeatedly receiving these bills and the Fire-Rescue 
Department's notifications and warnings. In this case, I am not the offender, but I feel like being 
penalized as a criminal. 

3. The property rental realtor who should have been held responsible for this case did not have the 
means to pay. As the first-hand tenant who sublet the prope1iy to the criminal has no assets in his name 
due to bankruptcy, even if I bring him to court and win, I will not be able to receive a penny in 
compensation. The person who should have been directly held responsible for this incident, the 
second-hand tenant who manufactured narcotics in my property, managed to escape after the police 
arrived on the scene; and the police have not provided me with any updates on the progress of the 
investigation. As the direct victim in this case, I have borne full responsibility for something that I 
should not have been held responsible for. 
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(Translation) 2/2 

4. As a result of this incident, the owner-occupied property belonging to me and my husband is now in 
an unlivable state. The cleaning company has demolished the property to the extent that only an empty 
frame remains. My husband and I can only ask to be put up at my son's home, and this has severely 
affected our respective lives, with no end in sight. Our life is in a terrible mess. After I paid over 
$80,000 for bills from the government and third-party companies at the end of2018, meeting family 
expenses has become extremely difficult. Then on 7 June 2019, I received consecutive bills totaling 
$76,051.39. Receiving these bills again made me feel devastated; and confronted with these unpayable 
bills and the colossal losses caused by the incident, I have again found myself in dire straits. Sustained 
heavy pressure has caused me to suffer everyday from insomnia, tension, depression and down
heartedness. To cut down on household expenses, I have only bought soon-to-expire and discounted 
items from the supermarket, and sometimes, I have continued to consume foods that have expired. The 
income that my son receives from work is used partly on his mortgage payments, but mainly to 
subsidize family expenses. We have weighed him down in his normal life, which is very devastating to 
us as parents. However, I have no choice, and nor do I have the power to change the situation. 

I implore every one of you sitting here to trust and understand me. In the name of a mother and 
a wife, I implore you to consider my current situation from a humanitarian and compassionate 
perspective: these bills and colossal losses will destroy my family. It is because everyone around me 
has been telling me that Richmond is a harmonious city of warmth, faimess, forgiveness, and humanity; 
and this was also why my family and I had chosen to live in this kind community. However, the 
experiences that I have personally gone through have brought unmatched misery. The devastating blow 
brought about by the whole incident has deprived me of confidence and courage in life, and made me 
lose the sense of direction. I implore the community, government and relevant departments to provide 
me with assistance and waive the unpaid amounts totaling $76,051.39 so as to tide me and my family 
over at this most difficult time. I also hope that the police will be able to expeditiously find the 
criminal responsible for this case so as to prevent more innocent people and families from suffering the 
same fate. I am very grateful to all of you for taking up your precious time to hear my requests! I am 
very grateful to all of you! 

CONG, Jing 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Council 

To: Richmond City Council 

Cecil ia Achiam 

Date: August 19, 2019 

From: File: 12-8060-20-007897 
General Manager, Community Safety 
Anthony Capuccinello lraci 
City Solicitor 

Re: Property Maintenance and Repair Bylaw No. 7897 
11780 Kingfisher Drive Fee Appeal 

Staff Recommendation 

That the appeal by Jing Cong of fees imposed pursuant to the Property Maintenance and Repair 
Bylaw No. 7897 in respect to the drug lab located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, B.C., 
be heard by Council. 

General Manager, Community Safety 
(604-276-4122) 

Att. 14 

04:~ 
Anthony Capuccinello Iraci 
City Solicitor 
(604-247-4636) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONCU~ GENERAL MANAGER 

Fire Rescue ~ . ..,) 

RCMP \ Bui lding Approvals ~ Finance 

REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT I INITIALS: 

tt~ AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE ~ 
~ 

~ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The City of Richmond's Property Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897 ("Bylaw 7897") 
(Attachment 1) establishes fees associated with inspections of buildings that have been used for 
the production of controlled substances, and the dismantling and removal of grow operations. 

On August 24, 2018, Richmond Fire Rescue responded to a report of smoke coming from a 
residence located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, B.C. (the "Propetiy"). Attached as 
Attachment 2 is a map showing the location of the Property. 

The first members of Richmond Fire Rescue to arrive at the Property identified items consistent 
with a synthetic drug lab, and requested assistance from the Richmond RCMP. The RCMP and 
Richmond Fire Rescue created an isolation zone on surrounding streets to ensure neighbouring 
properties and occupants were not contaminated or endangered by the suspected synthetic drug 
lab. 

Between August 24 and 27,2018, the Richmond RCMP maintained scene security, collected 
samples of chemicals, dismantled the drug lab, and supervised the removal of dangerous 
chemicals at the Property. Richmond Fire Rescue attended the Property between August 24 and 
26, 2018, to manage decontamination and to act as a rapid intervention team should a RCMP 
officer be injured inside the residence. 

In accordance with Bylaw 7897, the City issued the following invoices to Jing Cong, as the 
registered owner of the Property (the "Owner"): 

a) Invoice No: FIR-02808, dated September 12,2018, for $4,200.00, with respect to the 
special safety inspection ("Invoice 1 ") (copy attached as Attachment 3); 

b) Invoice No: MIS-01739, dated September 28,2018, for $3,277.67 for board up services 
("Invoice 2") (copy attached as Attachment 4); 

c) Invoice No: MIS-02579, dated May 16,2019, for $67,524.44, with respect to service fees 
associated with attendance by members of the Richmond RCMP at the Propetiy and costs 
paid to Tervita Corporation for the collection and disposal of chemicals from the Property 
("Invoice 3") (copy attached as Attachment 5); and 

d) Invoice No: FIR-03489, dated July 25,2019, for $8,526.95, with respect to service fees 
associated with attendance by members of Richmond Fire Rescue at the Property 
("Invoice 4") (copy attached as Attachment 6). 

In total the Owner has been invoiced $83,529.06. 

Section 3 .1.2 of Bylaw 7897 states: 

6262777 

Every person required to pay any fee or service fee under this bylaw may 
within 30 days of receipt of an invoice demanding payment, appeal the 
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amount ofthe invoice by notifying the Director, City Clerk's Office in 
writing. The person shall be afforded the opportunity to be heard by Council 
to determine if the fee or service fee should be paid. 

The Owner paid Invoice 1 and Invoice 2 on November 19,2018. 

By letter dated June 11,2019 (Attachment 7), Mr. Alfonso Chen, a lawyer retained by the 
Owner, advised the City that the Owner wished to appeal the amount of Invoice 3. As Invoice 4 
was issued after the date the Owner notified the City of their wish to appeal Invoice 3, it has been 
included in this appeal to Council. The outstanding balance owing to the City is $76,051.39. 

Findings of Facts 

August 24, 2018 - Richmond Fire Rescue responded to a report of smoke coming from a 
residence located at the Property. The first Richmond Fire Rescue responders to anive at the 
Prope1iy identified items consistent with a synthetic drug lab, and requested assistance from the 
Richmond RCMP. Richmond Fire Rescue attended the Property on August 24,2018 with a first 
alarm assignment with an additional unit added, which was comprised of twenty-four (24) staff 
on seven (7) responding units. 

In response to Richmond Fire Rescue's call for assistance, Richmond RCMP general duty 
officers attended the scene on August 24,2018. The RCMP shut down the sunounding streets to 
ensure a safe area for Richmond Fire Rescue to operate in and to ensure neighbouring properties 
and occupants were not contaminated or endangered by what was suspected at the time to be a 
drug lab. The RCMP also went door to door to evacuate a number of properties in the area. 

On August 24, 2018, twelve (12) general duty police officers from the RCMP were required at 
varying times to maintain scene security, conduct traffic control, and deal with the safety of the 
neighbourhood. In addition, five (5) specialized clandestine drug lab officers were required to 
attend the scene to begin investigating the drug lab, and gather evidence for a search warrant to 
go in and deal with the drug lab inside the house. Due to safety concerns of chemicals inside the 
residence, 24 hour security of the residence was required to be maintained by the RCMP, with 
two (2) RCMP officers present. 

August 25, 2018 -The RCMP obtained a search wanant to enter the house and continued their 
investigation and began to dismantle the drug lab. Due to the sheer size of the drug lab found at 
the Property, local specialized officers had to call in four additional drug lab investigators to 
attend with further equipment. Two (2) Health Canada chemists were required to help take 
samples of chemicals and deal with the dangerous chemicals, and a forensic identification officer 
was required to take fingerprints and scene photos. Six (6) general duty RCMP officers were 
required at varying times to maintain traffic control and scene security. 

For safety reasons, the Richmond Fire Rescue Hazmat team was required to be at the Property to 
manage decontamination and act as a rapid intervention team should a RCMP officer be injured 
inside the drug lab. Richmond Fire Rescue members were required throughout the day at varying 
times on this date with eight (8) staff and two (2) units. In addition, a two (2) person BC 
ambulance team was required to be at the scene while police and fire were present dealing with 
chemicals. 

6262777 
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Due to the need to use special protective equipment such as chemical suits and air purifying 
respirators, officers could only work limited hours in the drug lab. As a result scene security was 
once again established by two (2) general duty RCMP officers over night until the next morning 
when specialized officers could return. 

August 26, 2018 Eight (8) RCMP drug investigators were required to return to the Property as 
well as three (3) general duty RCMP officers, and two (2) Health Canada chemists. Four (4) 
members of the Richmond Fire Rescue Hazmat team with one (1) unit and the BC ambulance 
service also attended the Propetiy to allow officers to continue to dismantle the drug lab inside 
the house. At the end of this day, all the chemicals and contaminated equipment had been 
catalogued and moved outside to where a waste contractor would be able to safely evaluate and 
access the items. Due to the time of day, and the length of time required to deal with the 
materials, the RCMP were once again required to establish security by two (2) officers over night 
until the next morning. 

August 27, 2018- Two (2) RCMP drug investigators were required to return to the Property to 
meet a third pmiy waste contractor, Tervita Corporation, and supervise the removal of the 
chemicals. 

Attached as Attachment 8 is a summary ofRCMP activities at the Property between August 24 
and 27,2018, prepared by RCMP Sgt. Gene Hsieh, at the request ofthe Owner's legal counsel. 
A copy ofthis report was provided to the Owner's legal counsel on July 18, 2019. Attached as 
Attachment 9 are photos taken by the RCMP of the Property. 

Analysis 

City Bylaws 

Property Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897 

Bylaw 7897 sets out restrictions on using a building for the production of controlled substances, 
and requires an owner whose property is used for the production of controlled substances to pay 
the City all service costs incurred by or on behalf of the City in respect to the Property. The 
relevant provisions and definitions in Bylaw 7897 are as follows: 

1.1.2 A person must not: 

6262777 

(a) divert or install exhaust vents of hot water tanks or furnaces so that they 
exhaust into or within a building, instead of by way of an exhaust vent 
constructed or installed in compliance with applicable safety enactments; 

(b) construct or install any obstruction of an exit or an access to an exit 
required under the Building Regulation Bylaw or other safety 
enactment; 

(c) remove fire stopping that is provided or required under a safety 
enactment to contain the spread of fire within a building; or 
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(d) undertake an alteration to a building for the purpose of establishing or 
operating a grow operation. 

1.3.1 Every owner of residential premises or other building that is subject to a tenancy 
agreement must inspect such residential premises or other building at least once every three 
months to ascertain whether this bylaw has been contravened. 

3.1 The following fees apply under this bylaw: 

(a) each time an Inspector enters on a parcel to carry out an inspection in the 
exercise of authority by the City to regulate, prohibit or impose 
requirements under this bylaw, or another safety enactment, the owner 
must pay the administration and inspection fee specified in Schedule A, and 
such fee must be paid before confirmation is provided under clause (d) of 
subsection 2.4.1. 

(b) for each inspection prior to the issuance of a re-occupancy permit, the 
owner or occupier must pay the re-occupancy permit fee specified in 
Schedule A; 

(c) to obtain a re-occupancy permit, the owner must pay the fees specified in 
Schedule A; 

( c.1) for a special safety inspection, the owner or occupier must pay the fee 
specified in Schedule A; and 

(d) in addition, every owner whose parcel is used for a grow operation or 
controlled substance property must pay to the City all service costs 
incurred by or on behalf of the City, calculated in accordance with 
Schedule D and which are deemed to be service fees as identified in 
ScheduleD, unless that owner has delivered to the City notice pursuant to 
subsection 1.3, prior to any entry by the City onto the parcel. 

3 .1.2 Every person required to pay any fee or service fee under this bylaw may within 30 days of 
receipt of an invoice demanding payment, appeal the amount of the invoice by notifying the 
Director, City Clerk's Office in writing. The person shall be afforded the opportunity to be heard 
by Council to determine if the fee or service fee should be paid. 

"Grow Operation" means the cultivation of marijuana plants or the production of 
amphetamines, or the production of other controlled substances. 

"Controlled Substance" means a "controlled substance" as defined and described in Schedules 
I, II, or III of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act (R.S.C. 1996, c. 19), but does not include 
a controlled substance that is permitted under that Act or otherwise lawfully permitted under the 
Business License Bylaw. 

"Service Costs" means all direct and indirect costs incurred: 

6262777 
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(a) by the Richmond Fire Rescue Department; 

(b) by the Richmond detachment of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police; 

(c) by the City's Business Licensing Department and Building Approvals 
Department; 

(d) under a contract for services by an independent contractor, service 
provider, consultant or agent, including without limitation, a qualified 
electrical inspector, a hazardous materials professional, a professional 
engineer, a health professional, a person retained to carry out construction 
or demolition; 

(e) for associated administration and overhead expenses in relation to an 
inspection of a parcel that has apparently been used for a grow operation 
or controlled substance property; 

(f) or the lawful dismantling, disassembly, demolition, removal, clean-up, 
transportation, storage and disposal of structures, equipment, substances, 
materials and other paraphernalia associated with a grow operation or 
with the use, trade, business or manufacture of any controlled substance; 

(g) for the replacement of consumables used, or the replacement of equipment 
following exposure to contaminants; and 

(h) as a result of the analysis of the materials found at the property and the 
health and safety conditions at the parcel, 

all of which are determined in accordance with Schedule D of this bylaw. 

Fire Protection and Life Safety Bylaw No. 8306 

The relevant provisions and definitions in the Fire Protection and Life Safety Bylaw No. 8306 
("Bylaw 8306") are as follows: 

15.4.2 Every owner, carrier, agency, organization or other person having responsibility for the 
transport, storage or use of dangerous goods, shall be responsible, at that person's own cost and 
expense, for the clean up and safe disposal of all such dangerous goods arising from any 
incident, and a person who fails to do so shall be liable to pay the actual costs and expenses 
incurred by Richmond Fire-Rescue; 

6262777 

(a) the costs and expenses incurred by the City or its contractors or agents 
for the clean up and safe transpmi and disposal of the dangerous 
goods; and 

(b) the costs incurred by Richmond Fire-Rescue in mitigating the 
dangerous goods incident, including without limitation, equipment 
replacement and decontamination costs. 
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15.8.2 Where under this Bylaw the City is authorized or required to provide work or services to 
lands or improvements, and the costs incurred by the City in carrying out such work or services 
are not paid when due and payable, the City may recover those costs from the owner of the 
lands or improvements in the same manner and with the same remedies as ordinary taxes and, if 
the costs remain unpaid on December 31, they shall be deemed to be taxes in arrears. 

"dangerous goods" means those products or substances that are regulated under the Canada 
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act and its Regulation, as amended from time to time; 

"incident" means an event or situation to which Richmond Fire-Rescue has responded or 
would normally respond; 

"owner" means a person who has ownership or control of real or personal prope1iy, and 
includes, without limitation, 

(a) the registered owner of an estate in fee simple, 
(b) the tenant for life under a registered life estate, 
(c) the registered holder of the last registered agreement for sale, and 
(d) in relation to common property and common facilities in a strata plan, the strata 

corporation. 

Basis for Fees Invoiced 

In accordance with section 3.1 (d) of Bylaw 7897, every owner whose parcel is used for a grow 
operation or controlled substance property must pay to the City all service costs incurred by or on 
behalf of the City, calculated in accordance with Schedule D. 

Invoice 3 and Invoice 4 have been issued in accordance with Bylaw 7897, to recover the direct 
and indirect costs incurred by the City to inspect the Property, and dismantle and remove the 
drug lab at the Property. 

a) Invoice 3 

Invoice 3, for $67,524.44, was calculated as follows: 
RCMP's costs: $24,243.27 
Tervita Corporation (which was retained to dispose of chemicals): $32,027.10 
20% Administrative Fee: $11,254.07 

A copy of the Richmond RCMP's Operation Labour/Equipment Cost Back Report for the 
Property is attached as Attachment 10. This report provides details on the calculation of the 
RCMP's costs, including the number of hours recorded by RCMP Officers in relation to the 
Property between August 24, 2018 and August 27, 2018. A copy of this report was provided to 
the Owner's legal counsel upon request on June 18,2019. 

A copy ofTervita Corporation's Invoice to the RCMP for the removal and disposal of chemicals 
from the drug lab at the Property is attached as Attachment 11. A copy ofTervita's invoice was 
initially provided to the Owner's legal counsel upon request on June 18,2019, with additional 
missing pages being provided on August 12, 2019. 

6262777 
CNCL - 16 
(Special)



August 19, 2019 - 8 -

In accordance with the City's Consolidated Fees Bylaw 8636, Schedule- Billing and 
Receivables, the City may charge 20% of the actual costs incurred by the City, as administrative 
charges for receivable projects undertaken from arm's length third parties. Both the RCMP and 
Tervita Corporation are arm's length third parties that provide services to the City. 

The RCMP's response at the Property between August 24 and 27,2018, involved 24 officers, 
and a total of 322 hours of officer time. Although the City is entitled to charge the Owner for all 
these costs, the RCMP only invoiced the Owner for overtime hours. The 38 hours of regular 
time indicated in Attachment 8 were not charged to the Owner, as well as 1 0 hours of ovetiime 
for Corporal Yugai. Collectively this amounted to a discount of $2,885.62, calculated as follows 

i. 38 hours of regular time= $1,575.48 
ii. 10 hours of double time= $829.20 
iii. 20% Administrative Fee= $480.94 

$1944.16 of the RCMP' s invoice also accounts for supplies used by the RCMP in the course of 
their activities at the Property. 

In accordance with Schedule D of Bylaw 7897, the RCMP were also entitled to charge the 
Owner an amount of $15.00 per hour per RCMP officer on account of additional personnel and 
equipment costs incurred by the City for each hour of service provided (i.e. CPP, EI, Health 
Benefits, etc). By not charging this additional fee of $15 per hour per person for 322 hours, the 
Owner received an additional discount of $5,796.00 ($4,830 plus 20% administrative fee of 
$966). 

In addition, although the RCMP invoiced the Owner for 38.5 hours of a Sergeant's time, and 27 
hours of a Corporal's time, all RCMP hours invoiced to the Owner were billed at the lower 
Constables rate of $41.46 per hour. The hourly rate for a Sergeant is $49.24 (an increase of 
$7.98/hr) and the hourly rate for a Corporal is $45.18 (an increase of$3.92/hr). By not billing out 
the RCMP officers at their applicable rates (for all time set out in Attachment 1 0), the Owner 
received a further discount of$1,127.82, calculated as follows: 

i. 33 hours of Sergeant time at double time = $526.68 
ii. 5.5 hours of Sergeant time at time and a half $65.83 
iii. 3 hours of Sergeant time at regular time= $23.94 
iv. 37 hours of Corporal time at double time= $290.08 
v. 8.5 hours of Corporal time at regular time= $33.32 
vi. 20% Administrative Fee $187.97 

The RCMP's invoice was prepared using time sheet entries recorded on this file by the 
individual officers involved. Attached as Attachment 12 is a summary of Sergeant Hsieh's 
hours that were charged to the Owner in Invoice 3. This summary was prepared at the request of 
the Owner's legal counsel and provided to them on August 12, 2019. 

6262777 
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Tervita Corporation is an arm's length third party contractor retained by the RCMP. Tervita 
Corporation's invoice reflects the costs of materials to safely package the chemicals found at the 
Property and the costs for safely disposing such chemicals. 

While the investigation into the drug lab at the Property continued for several months and 
occupied time of six ( 6) RCMP drug investigators, those costs have not been charged to Owner. 

b) Invoice 4 

Invoice 4, for $8,526.95, was calculated as follows: 
Fire Department: $7,105.79 
20% Administrative Fee: $1,421.16 

This invoice was rendered pursuant to Bylaw 8306 and Bylaw 7897. Attached as Attachment 
13 is a copy of Richmond Fire Rescue's breakdown of how its fees were calculated for Invoice 4. 
A copy of this breakdown was delivered to the Owner at the same time as Invoice 4. 

Richmond Fire Rescue's response at the Property from August 24 to 26,2018 involved a total of 
156 hours of staff time and 61 hours of fire truck unit time. Although Richmond Fire Rescue 
was entitled to charge the Owner for Richmond Fire Rescue's costs in respect to its response to 
the Property on each day from August 24 to 26, 2018, it did not charge for any services provided 
on the initial day of its response. In total, seven (7) responding units and twenty-four (24) 
members of Richmond Fire Rescue attended the Property on August 24, 2018, for a total of 
twenty-one (21) hours of fire truck unit time and sixty-eight ( 68) hours of staff time. Had 
Richmond Fire Rescue invoiced the Owner for sixty-eight (68) hours ofstafftime at a Four year 
Firefighter's rate of $46.73 per hour, then the Owner would have been billed an additional 
$3,813.17 ($3,177.64 plus 20% administrative fee of$635.53). 

In accordance with ScheduleD of Bylaw 7897, Richmond Fire Rescue was also entitled to 
charge the Owner an amount of$15.00 per hour per Richmond Fire Rescue member on account 
of additional personnel and equipment costs incurred by the City for each hour of service 
provided at the Property. By not charging this additional fee of $15 per hour for 156 hours, the 
Owner received an additional discount of $2,808.00 ($2,340 plus 20% administrative fee of 
$468). 

In addition, Richmond Fire Rescue only invoiced the Owner for the costs of Richmond Fire 
Rescue members present at the Property on August 25 and 26, 2018, and did not invoice the 
Owner for two (2) fire truck units that attended the Property on those dates for 10 hours each for 
each date, or the twenty-one (21) hours that fire truck units attended the Property on August 24, 
2018. Richmond Fire Rescue only created billing for the property for overtime costs inculTed for 
the entire incident duration. 

Pursuant to ScheduleD of Bylaw 7897, Richmond Fire Rescue could have charged the Owner 
$300 per hour for each fire truck unit that attended at the Property. Had Richmond Fire Rescue 
invoiced the Owner for each hour each fire truck unit attended the Property between August 24 
and 26, 2018, the Owner would have been invoiced an additional $22,020, calculated at follows: 

6262777 
CNCL - 18 
(Special)



August 19, 2019 - 10-

1. 21 hours on August 24th $6,300; 
11. 20 hours on August 25th= $6,000; 

111. 20 hours on August 26th= $6,000; 
IV. Administrative fee of20% = $3,720. 

Underlying Intent of Bylaw 7897 

Bylaw 7897 was originally enacted to provide the City with additional means to eliminate illegal 
drug operations on properties within the City. In accordance with section 194 of the Community 
Charter, the Bylaw allows the City to recover specified actual costs associated with this unlawful 
activity. The Bylaw also serves to make landlords accountable, by requiring them to periodically 
check their properties to ensure they are not being used for an illegal grow operation or 
clandestine drug lab. 

In accordance with Bylaw 7897, Council may confirm, cancel or reduce the fee to be paid under 
Invoice 3 and Invoice 4 as it deems appropriate. 

Reasons that may be considered in support of both invoices being confirmed, without any 
reduction, include: 

• given the size of the drug lab found at the Property, and the risks this drug lab posed to 
sunounding properties and residents, the scale of response by the RCMP and Richmond 
Fire Rescue between August 24 to August 27, 2018 was reasonable; 

• the invoices have been rendered on a cost recovery basis, to recover the costs incuned by 
the City for Richmond Fire Rescue and Richmond RCMP's initial response at the 
Property, as well as the dismantling ofthe clandestine drug lab at the Property; 

• the invoices reinforce that landlords have responsibilities to ensure their properties are 
not being used for illegal activities; 

• the invoices reinforce the City's strong position against illegal drug operations in the 
City, and make the City less attractive as a location for illegal grow operations and 
clandestine drug labs; 

• the Owner has already received a discount of $38,451.41, as the Owner was not charged 
the following amounts: 
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o $3,813.17 for non-overtime hours worked by Richmond Fire Rescue at the 
Property; 

o $2,885.62 for non-overtime hours worked by RCMP at the Property (all 
calculated at a Constables rate); 

o $2,808.00 for the additional $15 per hour per person Richmond Fire Rescue was 
entitled to charge; 

o $5,796.80 for the additional $15 per hour per person the RCMP was entitled to 
charge; 

o $1,127.82 for the increased hourly rate for Sergeants and Corporals that the 
RCMP was entitled to charge; and 

o $22,020.00 for fire truck units that attended the Property. 
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Owner's Position 

The Owner's legal counsel have indicated that the Owner has no income in Canada except the 
rental income originally generated from the Property, and that the Owner has already used up her 
personal savings to pay for the clean-up ofthe Propetiy. By the end of2018, the Owner claims 
to have spent approximately $72,500 for remediating the Property. Attached as Attachment 14 
is a copy of a letter from the Owner's legal counsel requesting a reduction in the amounts owing 
to the City under Invoice 3 and Invoice 4. 

Current Status of Property 

The Owner applied for a demolition permit for the Propetiy on August 22, 2019. This 
application is still being reviewed by City staff. Subject to the demolition permit application 
complying with the City' s requirements, review of a Hazardous Materials Remediation Rep01i 
provided by the Owner, and the Owner paying all applicable permit fees and deposits, the City' s 
Manager, Building Approvals, will issue a demolition permit to the Owner for the Property. 

In accordance with the City' s standard practices, a building pe1mit for a new building on the 
Property will not be issued to the Owner until all outstanding amounts owing to the City, 
including those under Invoice 3 and Invoice 4, have been paid. 

Pursuant to Bylaw 7897, if the Owner fails to pay the City' s costs that have been invoiced to the 
Owner by December 31 , 2019, the amounts of these invoices will be added to and form part of 
the taxes payable on the Property as taxes in arrears. 

Financial Impact 

The amounts charged to the Owner in Invoice 3 and Invoice 4 are service costs/fees incurred by 
or on behalf of the City in response to the drug lab at the Owner' s Property. These amounts are 
calculated on a cost-recovery basis, and are not punitive in nature. If Council reduces or waives 
any of these fees, then the amount of such reduction in the amounts charged under Invoice 3 and 
Invoice 4 will be borne by the City and general taxpayers. 

Conclusion 

That the appeal by Jing Cong of fees imposed pursuant to the Propetiy Maintenance and Repair 
Bylaw No. 7897 in respect to the drug lab located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, B.C., 

bSZciL~-
Brendan Bums 
Staff Solicitor 
(604-204-8624) 

BB:bb 

Att. 1: Propetiy Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897 
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2: Map of Property 
3: Invoice 1, dated September 12, 2018 
4: Invoice 2, dated September 28,2018 
5: Invoice 3, dated May 16,2019 
6: Invoice 4, dated July 25,2019 
7: Letter from Henderson & Lee Law Corporation dated June 11,2019 
8: Summary ofRCMP activities on the Property 
9: Photos of Property 
10: Richmond RCMP Cost Back Report 
11: Tervita Corporation Invoice 
12: Sgt. Hsieh Hour Summary 
13: Richmond Fire Rescue Billing Summary 
14: Letter from Henderson & Lee Law Corporation dated August 14, 2019 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
CITY OF RICHMOND 

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE & REP AIR 

BYLAW NO. 7897 

EFFECTIVE DATE JUNE 27,2005 

CONSOLIDATED FOR CONVENIENCE ONLY 

This is a consolidation of the bylaws listed below. The amendment bylaws have been combined 
with the original bylaw for convenience only. This consolidation is not a legal document. 
Certified copies of the original bylaws should be consulted for all interpretations and 
applications ofthe bylaws on this subject. 
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AMENDMENT BYLAW 

Bylaw 8231 
Bylaw 8485 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

May 14,2007 
September 14, 2009 
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City of Richmond Bylaw 7897 

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE & REPAIR 
BYLAW NO. 7897 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

PART ONE: BUILDING AND SAFETY STANDARDS 

1.1 General Prohibitions 
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1.1.1 A person must not, other than when authorized by the owner or operator of an 
electrical or water distribution system, disconnect from such electrical or water 
distribution system, a meter installed for the purpose of ascertaining the 
consumption of electricity or water. 

1.1.2 A person must not: 

(a) divert or install exhaust vents of hot water tanks or furnaces so that they 
exhaust into or within a building, instead of by way of an exhaust vent 
constructed or installed in compliance with applicable safety enactments; 

(b) construct or install any obstruction of an exit or an access to an exit 
required under the Building Regulation Bylaw or other safety 
enactment; 

(c) remove fire stopping that is provided or required under a safety 
enactment to contain the spread of fire within a building; or 

(d) undertake an alteration to a building for the purpose of establishing or 
operating a grow operation. 

1.1. 3 If, as a result of the use of a parcel as a grow operation or controlled substance 
property, 

(a) the supply of electricity, water, or natural gas to the parcel has been 
disconnected by the City or any other lawful authority; or 

(b) unauthorized alterations have been made to structural, electrical, water 
or gas systems, equipment, appliances, or other accessories of any kind 
on the parcel; or 

(c) a hazardous condition exists on the parcel, 
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a person must not permanently reconnect the supply of electricity, water, or 
natural gas and, subject to the Residential Tenancy Act, a person must not use or 
occupy the parcel until: 

(i) the parcel has been inspected by the building official and all 
other lawful authorities having jurisdiction over the supply of 
electricity, water, or natural gas, for compliance with all health 
and safety requirements in the bylaws of the City, and any 
provincial statute or regulation relating to building, electrical, 
water, health, gas, or fire safety; 

(ii) the owner has obtained all permits, approvals or authorizations 
required to carry out the work necessary to bring the parcel into 
compliance with the bylaws of the City, and all provincial statutes 
and regulations; 

(iii) all of the work referred to in this section has been completed and 
inspected by the building official and all other lawful authorities 
having jurisdiction, and the parcel is in compliance with the 
bylaws of the City, and all applicable provincial statutes and 
regulations; and 

(iv) the owner has paid all service fees and other fees imposed by 
Schedule A of this bylaw and other relevant City bylaws in 
relation to the inspection of the parcel, and the issuance of 
permits, and the Manager, Building Approvals has issued a 
re-occupancy permit for the parcel (Schedule F). 

1.1.4 The building official or fire inspector may post a notice containing the words 
"Unsafe - Do Not Enter or Occupy" in a conspicuous place at the entrances to a 
controlled substance property in respect of which: 

(a) the fire inspector or the Manager, Building Approvals has made an order to 
vacate, or 

(b) Council has made an order to vacate under the Community Charter. 

1.1.5 A person must not: 

(a) interfere or obstruct the building official or fire inspector from posting a 
notice referred to in subsection 1.1.4; or 

(b) remove, alter, cover, or mutilate a notice posted under subsection 1.1.4, 
except with the permission of the building official or fire inspector, 
whichever is applicable. 
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1.1.6 No Person may cause or allow a building to become subject to the growth of 
mould or fungus arising from, or in relation to, the cultivation of marijuana 
plants, or the production of amphetamines or other controlled substances in 
such building. 

1.2 Fire Protection 

1.2.1 An owner or occupier of real property must: 

(a) undertake any action directed by a fire inspector for the purpose of 
removing or reducing any thing or condition that the fire inspector 
considers is a fire hazard or increases the danger of fire; and 

(b) pe1mit entry by an inspector, who attends the real property at any 
reasonable time, to determine whether there is compliance with this bylaw. 

1.3 Tenancies 

1.3.1 Every owner of residential premises or other building that is subject to a 
tenancy agreement must inspect such residential premises or other building at 
least once every three months to ascertain whether this bylaw has been 
contravened. 

1.3.2 Every owner of residential premises or other building that is subject to a 
tenancy agreement who has knowledge of a contravention of this bylaw, in 
relation to the residential premises or other building, must: 

(a) within 48 hours of the discovery of the contravention, deliver written 
notice to the City of the particulars of the contravention, and 

(b) within two months of the delivery of the notice, subject to the Residential 
Tenancy Act, take any action necessary to bring the residential premises 
or other building into compliance with this bylaw. 

PART TWO: REMEDIATION REQUIREMENTS 

2.1 Owner Obligations 
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2.1.1 If a building has been used for a grow operation, and the City has delivered to the 
owner of such building, at the address shown on the Assessment Roll, a Letter to 
Property Owner (Schedule B), the owner of the building must, within fourteen 
days after the grow operation has been removed, subject to the Residential 
Tenancy Act: 

(a) either remove and dispose of all carpets and curtains in the building, or 
have all carpets and curtains in the building cleaned by a professional 
cleaner; 
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(b) have all air ducts cleaned by a professional cleaner or by a duct cleaning 
company, if the building is heated by forced air heating; and 

(c) either remove all mould or water-damaged materials such as, but not 
limited to, drywall or gyproc, or have all walls and ceilings in the building 
cleaned and disinfected by a professional cleaner. 

2.2 Inspection and Certification Requirements 

2.2.1 After a professional cleaner has been engaged by the owner and has complied 
with the requirements of section 2.1, an individual or corporation certified by the 
Canadian Registration Board of Occupational Hygienists or the American Board of 
Industrial Hygiene must inspect the building and provide a written Certification 
Form (Schedule E) to the Manager, Building Approvals, confirming that the 
requirements of section 2.1 have been satisfied, and that the building is 
substantially free of any pesticides, fertilizers, toxic substances, moulds, or fungi, 
prior to the occupancy or re-occupancy of the building. 

2.3 Occupancy 

2.3.1 After a grow operation has been removed from a building and until the remedial 
measures prescribed by section 2.1 have been completed and written certification 
has been provided in accordance with section 2.2, the building must not be 
occupied by any person. 

2.3.2 Before a building is re-occupied after removal of a grow operation, the owner 
must notify the prospective occupants in writing that a grow operation has been 
removed and that the requirements of this bylaw have been met. 

2.4 Alterations 
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2.4.1 A building must not be re-occupied after the removal of a grow operation until: 

(a) a building permit has been obtained for any proposed or remediation work, 
including an alteration, which requires a permit under the Building 
Regulation Bylaw; 

(b) the building complies with the requirements of British Columbia 
Building Code, the British Columbia Fire Code, the Safety Standards Act 
of British Columbia, the City's Building Regulation Bylaw, this bylaw, 
all as amended from time to time, and all other health and safety 
requirements established by law; 

(c) the owner has paid all service fees and other fees due and owing under this 
or any other bylaw of the City; 
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(d) the Manager, Building Approvals has confirmed that a satisfactory 
occupancy inspection of the residential premises by the City's Building 
Approvals Department has been completed; and 

(e) a re-occupancy permit (Schedule F) has been issued. 

PART THREE: FEES 

3.1 Establishment of Fees 
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3 .1.1 The following fees apply under this bylaw: 

(a) each time an Inspector enters on a parcel to carry out an inspection in the 
exercise of authority by the City to regulate, prohibit or impose 
requirements under this bylaw, or another safety enactment, the owner 
must pay the administration and inspection fee specified in Schedule A, and 
such fee must be paid before confirmation is provided under clause (d) of 
subsection 2.4.1. 

(b) for each inspection prior to the issuance of a re-occupancy permit, the 
owner or occupier must pay the re-occupancy permit fee specified in 
Schedule A; 

(c) to obtain a re-occupancy permit, the owner must pay the fees specified in 
Schedule A; 

( c.1) for a special safety inspection, the owner or occupier must pay the fee 
specified in Schedule A; and 

(d) in addition, every owner whose parcel is used for a grow operation or 
controlled substance property must pay to the City all service costs 
incurred by or on behalf of the City, calculated in accordance with 
Schedule D and which are deemed to be service fees as identified in 
ScheduleD, unless that owner has delivered to the City notice pursuant to 
subsection 1.3, prior to any entry by the City onto the parcel. 

3 .1.2 Every person required to pay any fee or service fee under this bylaw may within 30 
days of receipt of an invoice demanding payment, appeal the amount of the invoice 
by notifYing the Director, City Clerk's Office in writing. The person shall be 
afforded the opportunity to be heard by Council to determine if the fee or service 
fee should be paid. 
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PART FOUR: NOTICES AND INSPECTIONS 

4.1 Role of the Inspector 

4.1.1 Subject to the provisions of the Community Charter, an Inspector may attend or 
request the attendance of one or more other Inspectors to enter onto and inspect a 
parcel, if the Inspector: 

(a) believes the real property is not in compliance with this bylaw; 

(b) is concerned for the health, safety, or possible injury to a tenant, an 
occupant, or the public; or 

(c) believes there is property damage to a building which may affect the health 
or safety of a tenant, an occupant, or the public. 

4.1.2 Subject to the provisions of the Community Charter, an inspector may: 

(a) inspect and determine whether all regulations, prohibitions and 
requirements under this bylaw or other safety enactments are being met 
in relation to any matter for which the Council, a municipal officer or 
employee or a person authorized by the Council has exercised authority 
under this or another enactment to regulate, prohibit or impose 
requirements; 

(b) coordinate a special safety inspection of a parcel or parcels; 

(c) carry out a special safety inspection of a parcel or parcels pursuant to 
paragraph (b) of this subsection; 

(d) take action authorized under Part Seven; and 

(e) inspect, disconnect or remove a water service pursuant to subsection 4.2. 

4.1.3 The Manager, Building Approvals or a person acting under the direction of the 
Manager, Building Approvals may post a Notice (Schedule C) on any building 
which has been used for a grow operation, advising of the provisions of this 
bylaw. 

4.1.4 A person must not interfere with an inspection or proposed inspection under 
subsection 4.1.2, or remove or deface any notice posted under subsection 4.1.3. 

4.2 Discontinuance of Service 
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4.2.1 The City may discontinue providing water service to a parcel if the water is being 
used for, or in relation to, a grow operation on the parcel, provided the City: 
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(a) gives the owner and occupier of the parcel seven days written notice of an 
opportunity to make representation to Council with respect to the proposed 
discontinuance ofthe water service; and 

(b) after the persons affected have had an opportunity to make representation to 
Council, the City must give the owner and occupier seven days written 
notice of any proposed discontinuance of the water service. 

PART FIVE: VIOLATIONS AND PENALTIES 

5.1 Any person who: 

(a) violates or who causes or allows any of the provisions of this bylaw to be 
violated; or 

(b) fails to comply with any of the provisions of this, or any other applicable bylaw 
or statute; or 

(c) neglects or refrains from doing anything required by this bylaw; or 

(d) makes any false or misleading statement, 

is deemed to have committed an infraction of, or an offence against this bylaw, and is 
liable on summary conviction, to the penalties provided for in the Offence Act, and each 
day that such violation is caused or allowed to continue constitutes a separate offence. 

PART SIX: INTERPRETATION 

6.1 In this bylaw, unless the context requires otherwise: 

ALTERATION 

AMPHETAMINES 

BUILDING 
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means any change made to the structural, gas, 
plumbing, ventilation mechanical or electrical 
components of a building. 

include dextroamphetamines and 
methamphetamines. 

means a structure or portion of a structure, 
including foundations and supporting structures 
for equipment or machinery or both, which is 
used or intended to be used for supporting or 
sheltering a use, occupancy, persons, animals, or 
property. 
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BUILDING REGULATION 
BYLAW 

BUILDING OFFICIAL 

means the current Building Regulation Bylaw of 
the City. 

means the General Manager, Urban Development 
for the City, and every employee or agent 
appointed by the City to inspect buildings in 
respect of building, plumbing or gas safety 
standards. 

CONSTRUCT/CONSTRUCTION means to build, erect, install, repmr, alter, add, 
enlarge, move, locate, relocate, reconstruct, 
demolish, remove, excavate or shore. 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 
PROPERTY 

COUNCIL 

CITY 

FIRE CHIEF 

means a "controlled substance" as defined and 
described in Schedules I, II, or III of the 
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act (R.S.C. 
1996, c. 19), but does not include a controlled 
substance that is permitted under that Act or 
otherwise lawfully permitted under the Business 
License Bylaw. 

means: 
(a) a parcel contaminated by chemical or 

biological materials used in, or produced by, 
the trade or manufacture of a controlled 
substance; or 

(b) a building altered to trade or manufacture a 
controlled substance; or 

(c) a parcel which has been used for the 
manufacture, growing, sale, trade or barter of 
a controlled substance therein or thereon; 
and 

which does not meet applicable safety standards 
under the British Columbia Building Codes, Gas 
Code and Electrical Code per B.C. Safety 
Standards Act, British Columbia Fire Code, 
Health Act, or other applicable safety regulations 
including any bylaw requirements of the City all 
as amended from time to time. 

means Council ofthe City. 

means City of Richmond. 

means the person who is appointed to be head of 
the Richmond Fire Rescue Department and every 

CNCL - 31 
(Special)



FIRE INSPECTOR 

GROW OPERATION 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS 

INSPECTOR 

MANAGER 

OCCUPIER 

6262777 

person designated by Council under the 
Community Charter by name of office or 
otherwise to act in the place of the Fire Chief. 

means the Fire Chief and every member of the 
Richmond Fire Department or any other person 
designated by the Fire Chief by name or office or 
otherwise. 

means the cultivation of marijuana plants or the 
production of amphetamines, or the production 
of other controlled substances. 

means: 
(a) any real or potential risk of fire; 
(b) any real or potential risk to the health or 

safety of persons or property; 
(c) any unapproved or unauthorized building 

alteration; or 
(d) repairs needed to a building, 

arising or resulting from the use or contamination 
of a parcel as a controlled substance property. 

means: 
(a) a fire inspector; 
(b) the City's Manager of Building Approvals 

and every employee or agent authorized by 
the City to inspect buildings in respect of 
building, plumbing, electrical or gas 
standards; 

(c) the Chief Licensing Inspector and licensing 
inspectors 

(d) a bylaw enforcement officer; 
(e) other persons designated by Council by 

name of office or otherwise to act in the 
place of persons, officers, or employees 
referred to in clauses (a) through (d). 

means the Manager, Community Bylaws, the 
Chief Licensing Inspector, or the Manager, 
Building Approvals. 

means a ·person occupying a property within the 
City and includes the registered owner of the 
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OWNER 

PARCEL 

PESTICIDES 

PROFESSIONAL CLEANER 

RE-OCCUPANCY PERMIT 

RESIDENTIAL PREMISES 

SERVICE COSTS 
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property where the owner is the person 
occupying or if the property is unoccupied. 

includes the registered owner in fee simple of real 
property located in the City and those persons 
defined as "owner" in the Community Charter. 

means includes land and any improvement 
comprised in a parcel. 

means a substance or mixture, including a 
chemical, used to destroy, prevent, repel or 
mitigate fungi or animal pests or microorganisms 
such as bacteria or viruses, and includes 
herbicides, fungicides, or other substances used to 
control pests, plant regulators, defoliants or 
desiccants. 

means an individual or corporation that is 
experienced and qualified in removing 
contaminants from buildings and is licensed to 
carry on business in the City. 

means permission or authorization through the 
issuance of Schedule F by the Manager, Building 
Approvals to re-occupy any building, in respect 
of which the Manager, Building Approvals has 
issued an order to cease occupancy because of a 
hazardous condition. 

means any building that may lawfully be 
occupied as a dwelling unit by one or more 
persons. 

means all direct and indirect costs incurred: 
(i) by the Richmond Fire Rescue Department; 
G) by the Richmond detachment of the Royal 

Canadian Mounted Police; 
(k) by the City's Business Licensing Department 

and Building Approvals Department; 
(1) under a contract for services by an 

independent contractor, service provider, 
consultant or agent, including without 
limitation, a qualified electrical inspector, a 
hazardous materials professional, a 
professional engineer, a health professional, a 
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SPECIAL SAFETY 
INSPECTION 

STRUCTURE 

person retained to carry out construction or 
demolition; 

(m) for associated administration and overhead 
expenses in relation to an inspection of a 
parcel that has apparently been used for a 
grow operation or controlled substance 
property; 

(n) or the lawful dismantling, disassembly, 
demolition, removal, clean-up, 
transportation, storage and disposal of 
structures, equipment, substances, materials 
and other paraphernalia associated with a 
grow operation or with the use, trade, 
business or manufacture of any controlled 
substance; 

( o) for the replacement of consumables used, or 
the replacement of equipment following 
exposure to contaminants; and 

(p) as a result of the analysis of the materials 
found at the property and the health and 
safety conditions at the parcel, 

all of which are determined in accordance with 
Schedule D of this bylaw; 

means an inspection coordinated with any 
municipal departments, provincial or federal 
authorities, and independent professionals or 
contractors as may be necessary to ascertain 
hazardous conditions or contraventions that may 
exist under the British Columbia Building Code, 
the British Columbia Fire Code, the Safety 
Standards Act, the Health Act, bylaws of the City 
or other applicable enactments, but does not 
include an inspection pursuant to an emergency 
call for police, fire or ambulance services or an 
inspection carried out under a warrant as part of a 
criminal investigation. 

means all or part of a construction, whether fixed 
to, supported by, sunk into, or located in, land, 
water or airspace, and includes freestanding sign 
structures over 3. 0 m in height and supporting 
structures for such signs, and includes a sewage 
holding tank, but excludes landscaping, paving, a 
fence, or a retaining wall under 1.0 min height. 
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TENANCY AGREEMENT means an agreement, whether written or oral, 
express or implied, having a predetermined 
expiry date or not, between a landlord and tenant 
respecting possession of residential premises. 

PART SEVEN: FAILURE TO COMPLY 

7.1 If an owner or occupier of a parcel fails to comply with a requirement of the City under 
this bylaw or another safety enactment, the City, within the time specified in the order or 
notice, may enter on the parcel and take such action as may be required to correct the 
default, including to remediate the parcel or to have the parcel attain a standard specified 
in any safety enactment, at the expense of the owner or occupier who has failed to 
comply, and may recover the costs incurred as debt. 

7.2 If the owner has failed to pay the cost to the City incurred under section 7.1 before the 
31st day of December in the year that the corrective action was taken, the service costs 
must be added to and form part of the taxes payable on the property as taxes in arrears. 

PART EIGHT: SEVERABILITY AND CITATION 

8.1 If any part, section, subsection, clause, or subclause of this bylaw is, for any reason, held to 
be invalid by the decision of a Court of competent jurisdiction, such decision does not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this bylaw. 

8.2 This bylaw is cited as "Property Maintenance & Repair (Grow-Op) Bylaw No. 7897", 
and comes into force and effect on July 18

\ 2005. 

6262777 
CNCL - 35 
(Special)



SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 7897 

INSPECTION, CONFIRMATION & RE-OCCUPANCY FEES 

The following fees apply to all inspections and related administrative actions carried out under 
this Bylaw: 

1. Other than an inspection for the purpose of a re-occupancy permit, each time an 
inspector enters on a parcel to inspect pursuant to section 4.1.2(a), the owner or 
occupier must pay to the City: 

(a) $300.00; and 
(b) an additional $300.00 for each subsequent inspection undertaken if the owner or 

occupier has failed to undertake any action ordered by a fire inspector, the City, 
or a person authorized under this bylaw to order the action. 

2. Each time a special safety inspection is carried out pursuant to section 4.1.2( c), the 
owner or occupier must pay to the City $4,200.00. 

3. Before confirmation is provided under section 2.4.l(d), the owner or occupier must pay 
all applicable fees under the City's Building Regulation Bylaw and any amendments 
thereto; and 

4. To obtain are-occupancy permit, the owner or occupier must pay to the City $500.00 
for up to two inspections by a building official and, if necessary, $120.00 for each 
subsequent inspection. 

6262777 
CNCL - 36 
(Special)



SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 7897 

LETTER TO PROPERTY OWNER 

Re: Property Maintenance & Repair (Grow-Op) Bylaw 7897 

This letter is to notify you that Richmond's "Property Maintenance & Repair (Grow-Op) Bylaw 
No. 7897" establishes regulations concerning the cleaning and remediation of buildings that have 
been used for marijuana grow operations or amphetamine production. 

The City has been advised by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police that the building at (insert 
address) was in use as a marijuana grow operation (or amphetamine production operation) which 
has been removed by the police. 

The bylaw requires that within 14 days, all carpets and curtains in the premises must be removed 
or cleaned, any forced air heating ducts in the premises must be cleaned, and all walls and 
ceilings must be cleaned and disinfected. That work must be carried out by a Professional 
Cleaner with experience in removing contaminants from buildings. The Professional Cleaner 
must hold a license to carry on business in Richmond. 

After the cleaning is completed, an individual or corporation certified by the Canadian 
Registration Board of Occupational Hygienists or the American Board of Industrial Hygiene 
must certify that the premises are safe for human occupancy. 

Until the cleaning and certification have been completed, subsection 2.3 .1 of the bylaw prohibits 
occupancy by any person. Before occupancy, you are required to notify prospective occupants 
that the requirements of the bylaw have been satisfied. 

We enclose a copy of the bylaw for your reference. If you have any questions concerning the 
regulations in the bylaw, please call the City's Business Licensing, Permits and Bylaws 
Department at (insert telephone number). 
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SCHEDULEC 

NOTICE 

TAKE NOTICE THAT these Premises have been used as a marijuana grow operation (or an 
amphetamine production operation). 

Pursuant to Richmond's "Property Maintenance & Repair (Grow-Op) Bylaw No. 7897", no 
person may occupy these premises until cleaning and remediation have been completed in 
accordance with that bylaw and the Manager, Building Approvals or his designate has confirmed 
that a satisfactory occupancy inspection has been completed. 

It is an offence to remove or deface this notice. 

Any inquiries should be directed to Manager, Building Approvals (insert name and telephone 
number of appropriate City official). 

6262777 
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SCHEDULED 

SERVICE FEES 

A. Staff Costs (2 hour minimum charge) All fees charge shall be the hourly wage paid for 
the individual attending as determined by the applicable working/collective agreement or 
pay grid for nonunion staff plus an amount of $15.00 per hour per person which equates 
to the additional personnel and equipment costs incurred by the City for each hour of 
service provided. 

B. 

Constable R.C.M.P 

Bylaw Enforcement Officer 

Bylaw Enforcement Supervisor 

Senior Building Official 

Building Official 

Fire Fighter 

Equipment 

Fire Truck 

Replacement of Equipment by 
Exposure to contaminants 

Replacement of Consumable Equipment 

Analysis and Tests of materials or 
Conditions found at the property 

C. Administration 

Costs 

$300.00 /hr or part thereof 

Cost to City 

Cost to City 

Cost to City 

Administration and Overhead costs of 15% shall be charged on all of the above fees. 
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SCHEDULEE 

CERTIFICATION FORM 

TO: City of Richmond 

FROM: (insert name of professional cleaner) 

RE: Premises at (insert address) 

This is to certify that in accordance with sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the "Propetiy Maintenance & 
Repair (Grow-Op) Bylaw No. 7897", the professional identified in this certification: 

(a) meets the requirements for a professional inspector under section 2.2 of the bylaw; 

(b) has completed an inspection of the Premises on ______ ( date); and 

(c) the Premises are remediated in accordance with section 2.3 and as such, are 
substantially free from any pesticides, toxic chemicals, moulds, or fungi normally 
associated with and found in a "Grow Operation" premises, and that the Premises are 
fit for human use and occupancy. 

The undersigned professional may be contacted at: (insert business telephone number). 

CERTIFIED AS OF _______ (insert date) 

(insert name of professional inspector) 

Authorized Representative 
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SCHEDULEF 

RE-OCCUPANCY PERMIT 

Address of Building: 

Legal Description: 

Approved Occupancy (use): 

The Building remediated under the authority of Building Permit Number: 
is approved for Re-occupancy. 

This Permit confirms that inspections pursuant to Property Maintenance and Repair (Grow-Op) 
Bylaw No. 7897 have been completed and remediation requirements have been satisfied. This 
Permit is not a warranty that the subject Building complies with all Municipal and Provincial 
Regulations governing Building Construction nor that it is without defect. It is only a formal 
comment on the remediated condition of the Building at the date of issue only. 

This certificate must be affixed to a conspicuous and permanent place in the said building and 
must not be removed. 

Manager, Building Approvals 

Date: ____________________________ _ 
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* City of 
Ill Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 2 
MAP OF PROPERTY 

~-

11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Orig inal Date: 09/04/1 9 

Revision Date: 

Nole : Dime nsions are in METRES 

CNCL - 42 
(Special)



6262777 

ATTACHMENT 3 
INVOICE 1 

INVOICE 
Invoice No: FIR-02808 
Invoice Date: 09/12/2018 

Customer Number: C0013850 
Payment Tem1s: Upon Receipt 

Bill To: Cong, Jing 
11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Richmond BC V7E 3N7 
Canada 

AMOUNT DUE: $4,200.00 

Amount Remitted 
Please detach stub and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 
6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, BC , V6Y 2C1 1111111 1111111 111 11111111111 111111111111111111 

Invoice No: FIR-02808 

City of 
Invoice Date: 09/12/2018 

Richmond GST Number: R 121454003 
PST Number: PST-1000-3200 

Pursuant to Property Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897, unpaid fees 
outstanding as of December 31 , 201 B will be transferred to the property owner's 
tax account. 

For further infom1ation, please contact the Richmond Fire Department at 
604-278-5131 . 

Safety Inspection Fee 
Address: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Plan Review Date: August 28, 2018 
Description of Review: Special Safety Inspection -Do not occupy 

SUBTOTAL: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE : 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 4,200.00 

$ 4,200.00 

$ 4,200.00 

For billing inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, ca ll : 604-276-4253 or fax: 604-276-4162 

~hmond 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
INVOICE 2 

INVOICE 

City of 
Richmond 

Bill To: Cong, Jing 
7520 Glacier Crescent 
Richmond BC V7A 1L5 
Canada 

Please detach stub and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

ffJ 
· 

1 
City of 
Richmond 

Invoice No: MIS-01739 
Invoice Date: 09/28/2018 

Customer Number: C0013850 
Payment TemHl: Upon Receipt 

AMOUNT DUE: $3,277.67 

Amount Remitted 

Ill l l ll lll lllliiiiiii iii i iiiiiiii~II IIIIII IJ I 

Invoice No: MIS-01739 
Invoice Date: 09/28/2018 

GST Number: R 121454003 
PST Number: PST-1 000-3200 

Pursuant to Bylaw No. 7897, any unpaid board-up charges as of December 31, 2018 
will be transferred to the property owner's tax account. 

Emergency Board Up Services 
Address: 11760 Kingfisher Drive 
Date: August 26, 2018 

Labour 

SUBTOTAL: 

GST 5 % 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE: 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 3,121.59 

$ 3,121.59 

$ 156.06 

$ 3,277.67 

For billing inquiries, please email : receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604-276-4253 or fax: 604-276-416k.._ 

~c:hrnond 
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City of 
~~ Richmond 

Bill To: Cong, Jlng 
7520 Glacier Crescent 
Richmond BC V7 A 1 L5 
Canada 

ATTACHMENT 5 
INVOICE 3 

INVOICE 
Invoice No: 
Invoice Date: 

Customer Number: 
Payment Tem1s: 

AMOUNT DUE: 

MIS-02579 
05/16/2019 

C0013850 
Upon Receipt 

$67,524.44 

Amount Remitted 
Please detach stub and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 IIIII IIIIIIIIII IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIJIIIIIIIIIIII III 

Invoice No: 

""~~"oft '"'" City of 
Invoice Date: 

Richmond GSTNumber: 
PST Number: 

MIS-02579 
05/16/2019 

R 121454003 
PST-1 000-3200 

Pursuant to Bylaw No. 7897, any unpaid recovery costs as of December 31 , 2019 
wi ll be transferred to the property owner's tax account 

Location: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Incident Dates: August 24-27, 2018 
RCMP Rle: 18--27045 

Grow-Op Cost Recovery 
Cost Breakdown for Grow-Op Cleanup: 
- RCMP: $24,243.27 
- Tervita: $32,027.10 
- 20% Administration Fee: $11 ,254.07 

SUBTOTAL: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE: 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 67,524.44 

$ 67,524.44 

$ 67,524.44 

For billing inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604-276-4334 or fax: 604-276-4162 

~chmond 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 6 
INVOICE4 

INVOICE 
Invoice No: FIR-03489 
Invoice Date: 07/25/2019 

Cu~tomer Number: C0013850 
Payment Tem1~ : Upon Receipt 

Bill To: Cong, Jing 
7520 Glocier Crescent 
Richmond BC V7A 1L5 
Conada 

AMOUNT DUE: $8,526.95 

Amount Remitted 
Please detach stu I> and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 

II IIIII IIIIIIIIIIII IIIIIIIIIII IIIJIIIIIIIH Ill 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

.;j), Invoice No: FIR-03489 • ~ 
1 

City of 
Invoice Date: 07/25/2019 

GST Number: R 12·1454003 . _. Richmond 
PST Number: PST-1000-3200 

Cost recovery charges based on Bylaw No. 8306, Part 9 Regulations of Fire 
Hazords and Part 15 Fees and Cost Recovery 

Pursuant to Bylaw No. 7897, any unpaid recovery costs as of December 31 , 201 9 
will be transferred to the property owner's t.1x account. 

Location: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Incident Dates: August 24-27, 2018 

Grow-Op Cost Recovery 
Cost Breakdown for Grow-Op Cleanup: 
- Fire Deportment: $7,105.79 
- 20%Administration Fee: $1 ,421.16 

SUBTOTAL: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE: 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 

$ 

$ 

8,526.95 

8,526.95 

8,526.95 

For billing inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604-276-4334 or fax: 604-276-4162 

~~mond 
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ATTACHMENT 7 

oc 
Henderson & Lee 

June II, 2019 

HENDERSON & LEE 
Law Corporation 
Barristers & Solicitors 

Director, City Clerk's Office 
City of Richmond 
City Clerk's Olllcc 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 

Attention: Mr. David Weber 

Dear Sir: 

#310- 4885 Kingsway 
Burnaby, BC VSH 4T2 

T: {604)558-2258 
F: (604)558-4023 

Our file no. 2386 
Please reply to Alfonso Chen 

Email: alfonso@hemlcrsonleclaw .com 

Via email: cityclerk~@richmond.cu 
and via fa.x: 604-278-5139 

Re: Appeal of fee for the Invoice with Invoice No.: MIS-02579 (the "Invoice") 
We have been retained by Ms. Jing Congfor~the abOv-;-e-noted matter. 

We write to notify you in writing that Ms. Cong oOiciully appeals the amount of the Invoice. I 
also enclose a letter from Ms. Cong personally appealing the amount of the Invoice. 

We are in the midst of reviewing document> associated v.~th the circumstances surrounding the 
Invoice and will be following up with you on this matter shortly after we have done so. 

We represent Ms. Cong's interests only and urge you to seek independent legal representation. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Yours truly, 
Hend~_rson & ~9 Law Cm·poration 

//;;?·-?' 
Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 
EncL 

W: \\f1N'W,hendt:r~onleelav{.corn E: alfonso(rilhEmdersonleelaw.com 
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June 10, 2:019 

TO: Mr. David Weber 

City of Richmond 

City Clerk's Office 

6911 No.3 Road 

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl 

Dear Mr. Weber, 

Re: Invoice No.: MIS-02579 

Invoice Date: 05/16/2019 

Relevant location: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 

I herl!!by appeal the amount of the invoice with invoice no. MIS-02579, which I received on or about May 

17, 2019. Ill ave retained Henderson & Lee law Corporation to represent me in this appeal and in 

handling this matter generally. 

If you have any questions, please contact my legal team at the following email: 

alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 

I also ask that you reference my file number at Henderson & lee law Corporation, 2386, in any 

correspondence with my legal team. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Yours truly, 

Jlng Cong 
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ATTACHMENT 8 

. . . 
A ~ ~ __ .,____ ----------

llJW h H 1\lJ\INLIINI..' UI5 1H!l. l l<~ l. IIJNJ\l ~IJLI~h ~ k KVI I.h - CONNECTED TO OUR COMMUNITIES 

MEMO 

TO: Reinaldo Cheng, City of Richmond 

RCMP Finance Manager 

FM: Sgt. Gene Hsieh 

July 17, 2019 

Richmond Detachment 

RE: Request for further details on police response to Richmond File 18-27045, 11780 Kingfisher drive 
Richmond 

I am the officer in charge of the team that conducted the Kingfisher road investigation and was 
one of the original attending officers and was present for all 4 days of the response to the drug lab. 
Based on my personal involvement and my review of the investigation I have summarized the initial 
police response as followed: 

1. On August 24, 20·19 Richmond RCMP General Duty section responded to a request from 
Richmond Fire rescue for assistance related to a house fire at 11780 Kingfisher drive 
Richmond. 

2. General duty officers attended the scene which required them to shut down the streets to 
ensure a safe area for Fire Rescue to operate in and to ensure neighbouring properties and 
occupants were not contaminated or endangered by what was suspected at the time to be a 
drug lab. Due to this concern some properties were evacuated which required officers to go to 
door to door. 

3. On the first day of the response, 12 general duty police officers were required at varying times 
to maintain scene security, conduct traffic control, and deal with the safety of the 
neighbourhood. In addition, 5 specialized clandestine drug lab officers were required to attend 
the scene to begin investigating the drug lab, and gather evidence for a search warrant to go in 
and deal with the drug lab inside the house. Due to the safety concerns of chemicals inside 
the house, 24 hour security of the house was required to be maintained by the police by at 
least 2 officers while police sought a search warrant. 

4. On the second day of the response with a search warrant to enter the house on August 25, 
2018, Richmond RCMP continued their investigation and dismantle of the drug lab. Due to the 

Canadfl 
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lOWER MAI>JLA'JD DISTRICT R[GIONAL POliC( SE~VlC( COIVNI:CTI:D TO OUR COMIVIUNITII:S I 

sheer size of the drug lab found inside, local specialized officers had to call in 4 additional drug 
lab investigators to attend with further equipment. Two Health Canada chemists were required 
to help take samples of chemicals and deal with the dangerous chemicals and a forensic 
identification officer to take fingerprints and scene photos. For safety reasons, the Richmond 
Fire Rescue Hazmat team was required to be a scene to manage decontamination and act as 
a rapid intervention team should a police officer be injured inside the drug lab. 6 General duty 
police officers were required at varying times to maintain traffic control and scene security. 
Finally a 2 person BC ambulance team was required to be at scene while police and fire were 
present dealing with chemicals. Due to the need to use special protective equipment such as 
chemical suits and air purifying respirators officers could only work limited hours in the drug 
lab. As a result scene security was once again established by 2 general duty officers over night 
until the next morning when specialized officers could return. 

5. On the third day of the response, August 26, 2018, 8 drug investigators were required to return 
as well as 3 general duty officers. 2 Health Canada chemists, as well as the Fire Rescue 
Hazmat team and the BC ambulance service to allow officers to continue to dismantle the drug 
lab inside the house. At the end of this day, all the chemicals and contaminated equipment 
had been catalogued and moved outside to where a waste contractor would be able to safely 
evaluate and access the items. Due to the time of day, and the length of time required to deal 
with the materials police were once again required to establish security by 2 officers over night 
until the next morning. 

6. On the final day of the response, August 27, 20·18, 2 drug investigators were required to return 
to meet the waste contractor and supervise the removal of the chemicals. 

7. The investigation continued on for several months which occupied the time of 6 drug 
investigators however those costs are not included in the cost back submitted here. This 
summary document is intended to provide context to the number of officers and hours bi lled 
back as a result of this drug lab. As one can see the response is very technical and labour 
intensive. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sgt. Gene Hsieh 

Officer in Charge Organized Crime and Drug unit 

Richmond RCMP 

i 

CNCL - 50 
(Special)



ATTACHMENT 9 
PHOTOS 

Image 1: various chemical drums found with unknown liquids in the downstairs living room. 
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Image 2: upstairs bedroom used to produce methamphetamine. 

Image 3: another upstairs bedroom found full of chemicals, methamphetamine, and various 
unknown chemical waste. 
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Image 4: various unknown chemicals and waste found in upstairs bed room closet 

Image 5: chemicals in upstairs bathroom, chemical staining on cabinets and colour of toilet water 
suggest dumping of waste into sewer system 

6262777 
CNCL - 53 
(Special)



Image 6: production apparatus located in downstairs room. Heavy chemical staining on walls 

Image 7: tubes used as venting of chemical vapours into attic 
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Image 8: various chemicals found in room, note heavy staining on carpet. Chemicals would have 
soaked and into floor studs . 

.....,.!"e""'......,,...._~.,....,.,,.,...,.,.,. 

Image 9: Image of make shift vessel to store an unknown chemical. Note heavy staining on walls 
due to chemical residue 
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Image 10: living room (first room you see when you walk in the door and up the small steps). 
Chemicals and lab apparatus are visible. 
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ATTACHMENT 10 

RICHMOND RCMP MARIHUANA GROW/CLAN LAB 
OPERATION LABOUR/EQUIPMENT REPORT 

DATEOISMANTL.ED: l~o":W2k- {'l.o'JZ'1- RCMPFILE#: 18 ~2.'f.blts" 
DATe COST I!IACK l!U6MmEO; . {8 0 j Cff: 
INVESTIGATING MEMBER: C';?r. :Jg j ,._\ewj~ REG#: S" llt:f~ 
~EARCH WARRANT 
[{!OTHER: J?,.FD l?.e ~..-.l)ro -rv t 'f2R /S.N.C¥-~ 
DID PROPERTY OWNER REPORT THE GROW OPERA liON I CLAN LAB 

~~s ~N1 ~s<io -to- &JS: -~o'Z.O-oooo 

Total 
Regular Hours Hours@ Billable 

Hours @1 .5 2.0 Hours RATE TOTAL 
Equipment/Supplies 

)_ fu)(. k\l"lil.. L &:.leN eJ 
~ ~lVNI? P.6f. /i.J }l.J h -~ R~.l/. 
OD.o.l."T~ ,.,, ••• .ADt .- v Other 

Tervlta(Hazcol lve~ or no 

SRG lves orfnO\ 

Membe-rs • Name Rank 

l~tf.J~ ('!'\~~ ~tt=='t} f-c...., !; s.:s- 32, til ' -t f, ~o rn. ~ ~ 
~PL ~en -c..o~..- ~ Jl5 ?_~ t:il-\ ,00 r;;:J3~ 3. r4 Ool.~"i ~..rll.-. .... ) ~-"':>?-

-~ '¢ ?:} 11"\'0iJ ~d3' ~ -

-~ ~"'llW~J c.~. ¢ a> 20 A-0. \lo~_4( 
D M~c., ~S'I. 7.< -

\)...,e:, ....l C..C,.7 2. :~ - -
H 5'1'0 ,..Y,.,.:: J) c..-,? ,,j' - -

PICIU'I>&.....I6. c_ ....... ~ - -
OO~tl\.'JI LP>.) C..~7 J.i . - -
/r.A~ehuL-"1' ~ ~..5 . . . 
~~a,LI~C.. C..~1 v I - . 
"l":!o~\.\orv! C.C:.l · ?.CJ I . 

'(~(,A I C-\)v /0 I -
C...~.Ju-. c..,..,, 5 r ·ro• AL COlT; $11 lffi 

I 

Submitted By; Geoel:ISIEI:!, Sgt Signature: 
Re~46190 6 HR IS# 086352 
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. ' 

RICHMOND RCMP MARIHUANA GROW/CLAN LAB 
OPERATION LABOUR/EQUIPMENT REPORT 

DATE DISMANTLED: 1~0~2.4 ' I i' 0 lZ1-" 
DATE COST BACK SUBMITIEO: t R 01; d1::: 
INVESTIGATING MEMBER: c,r;-f,. 5'r,.,/ M_ll'iaJ 
~ARCH WARRANT 

(Llf>THER: ---- --------

DID PROPERTY OWNER REPORT THE GROW OPERATION I CLAN LAB 

8?o 
Regular Hours Hours@ 

Hours @1.5 2.0 
EqulomentJSuoolles 

Other 

Tervila IHazcol lves or no 

SRG lve.s or no 

Members -Name - Rank 

r . ~-~ cs.-; 1 ~1.< 
Ma. "T' JPPJ\ c.c,- L~ .o 

s. ~-:! C<;."l -::J...o 
C1., -c.. . t>U~ c..c,1 lZ.o 
M• Ll 077 70.0 

'"F;h...\ I" l tw"iPD..A C'>7• 12- ~l.l - Rouo.~o 

- MC.~D• I 
- ,.\nL-.. \ .... v 
- D.:trtc:o 

Submitted By: 
~ene f'ISIER, Sgt 

:Signaiure: 

Re~48190 
HR IS# 086352 

RCMP FILE#: t(-2;/pq$" 

REG#: ~~U 

Total 
Billable 

Hours RATE TOTAL 

,;~:.r- L{ l~b sill I{ ,0, -f.-
;;.ro - 14 1 /)(-.> ro::r:::r. 
f/.. . 4-r.ao 5=t-::}-1 1 (Jt. ;1 ( ~10 Uf10."' 

.110. .t-( I ,OTIC j(-Fi6,40 
llllb- tt r. aco [-:!-0~. : ' 

. . 

-
- -

i . 
. . 

. 
. -
Tf,ii'iAL CnST: $13 ~ft. 

v ~ 
1 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-26 1-56 12 

Invoice Date: October 10. 201 8 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 
MAILSTOP 108 
SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Acct # 135728-14 1 

Wori< Order #'s included in this invoice: 
123 13\1 

PO t : TA~174 

Comments: 11 there are any discrepancies Vlith reg;.uds to this invoice. please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 
your local sales representative. __ ,. 

woa: IZIUO '-: CUNLAII: 1f71D- AIIIEIIDIUIIE -
.._.., 

Qty unl SVC COdl lhlmootaoo OOCUlnlnll unlt Pn .. 

5.00 CONTAINER LP11 LP NON-REGULATED (S) 426042 $350.00 

BAG 1.DM3 MINIMUM CHARGE 

7_00 CONTAINER LP11 LP NON-REGULATED (S) 42804• $350.00 

BAG 1.0M3 MINIMUM CHARGE 

3.00 CONTAINER NU01 CORR LIQUID INORG ACID BM83632-2 $340.00 

ORUM20SL 

2-00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLMIMABLE (L) BM83632-2 $265.00 

DRUM20SL 

1.00 CONTAfll f R LP04 LP FLAMMABLE CORR (L) BM63632-2 $5P5.00 

DRUM205L 

L OO CONTAINER LP08 LP TOXIC {l ) ORGANIC BM83632-2 5415.00 

ORUM20SL 

1.00 CONTAINER NU01 CORR LIQUID INORG ACID BM83632-2A $340.00 

DRUM 20SL 

3_00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANICACID BM83632-2A 5340.00 

DRUM20SL 

1.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC BASIC BM83632-2A $340.00 

ORUM20SL 

LDO CONTAINER LPOI LP SODIUM HYDROXIDE BM63632-2A 5340_00 

ORUM 20SL 

Page 1 ~rnte-:1 : 8.'S~D I 9 !IIV01t~Y:!:. 33 

Ext. Pnce 

$1,750.00 

S2,ASO.OO 

$1,020.00 

~570.00 

5595.00 

:'A 15.00 

~40.00 

$1,020.00 

N<IO.OO 

~40.00 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
cJo C3025 
PO Box 25n Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-26 1·5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAil STOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Aitn: MI KE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

Invoice Date : Oc1ober 1 o. 2018 

Acct # 135728-14 1 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 

123 13<1 

PO t : TA!'174 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies Vlith regards to this invoice. please emJil HMMinvoicehelp@te-rvita.com or alternately contact 
yo ur loCJI s.ales representative. 

Qly una SVCCOdt Item Det.auo Document I u nfi Pnce EXL Pnco l 

1.00 CONTAINER LP07 lP TOXIC (~) ORGAN IC BM8J6J2·2A 5415.00 $.4 15.00 

OI\UM2i15L 

4.00 CONTArNER l P02 lP COR (L) INORGAN IC AC ID BM8JEJ2· 2A 570.00 ~280.00 

PAIL20L 

LOO CONTArNER LP04 lP FLAMMABl E (L) BM8J6J2·2A ~ 65.00 565.00 

PAIL 20l 

1.00 CONTAfNER LP06 lPTODINE BP47 169·7 54 15.00 ~1 5.00 

ORUM205L 

7.00 CONTAliiER LP04 lP FI..MIMABl E (L) BP47 t69·7 S65.00 ~ASS.CO 

PAIL20l 

J .OO CONTAINER LP04 lPMETHANOl 5P47 169·7 S6S.OO $255.00 

PAIL20L 

LOO CO NTArNER LP02 lP COR (L) JNORGAN IC BAmC BP47 169-7A 5340.00 ~40.00 

ORUM205l 

2.00 CONTAIN'ER l P04 LP FLAMMAB LE (L) BP47169· 7A 5265.00 $570.00 

DRUM205L 

1.00 CONTArtl ER LP04 lP FLAMMABLE CORR (L) BP47169·7A S59S.OO 5595.00 

DRUM20SL 

2.00 CO NT AlliER LPOS l P OX ID IZER (~ ) BP47169·7A 5100.00 ~200.00 

PAJL20L 

Page 2 ~r'nt~ :i-' !1 ~0 1 9 rnvo!:e•1:!.J! 
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TERVJTA CORPORATION 
clo C3025 
PO Box 25n Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 40l-26 1-56 12 

To: RCMP 

1.4200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAJLSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

At1n: MIKE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

Invoice Date : Oc1ober 1 o. 2018 

Acc1 # 135728-14 1 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 

123 1::.0 

PO 1: TA~ 1 74 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with reg3rds to this invoice. please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 
your local s.ales representative. 

Qly Und Svc COdt lllm o.f.allo ooe .... nll Uni! Pnc:. EXL Pnc•j 

L OO CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC BASIC BP47169-7B 5340.00 $340.00 

DRUM <D5L 

1.00 CONTAINER LPDI LPAMMONlA !iO LUTION~ BP47169·7B $70.00 $70.00 

PAIL 2DL 

1.00 CONTAlNER LPD I l P SODIUM HYOROX.IOE BP47169·7B $70.00 $70.00 

PAIL 2DL 

ILOO EACH C002 BAG I MJ (SINGLE UNED) UN RATED $83.00 $913.00 

1.00 EACH f053 DOCUMENTATION MANIFESTING CHARGE 5<0.00 $20.00 

6,00 EACH COJS DRUM 205L POLY CT RECON $75.00 ~50.00 

7.00 EACH Cl!40 DRUM 205L POLY OT RECON $75.00 $525.00 

3.00 EACH Cl!42 DRUM 205L !:TEEL CT RECON SEO.OO $ 180.00 

6.00 EACH C044 DRUM 205L !:TEEL OT RECON S70.00 $420.00 

2.00 HOUR LOI S fiELD CHEMJ,(;T DT $220.00 ~440.00 

4.00 HOUR L014 FIELD CHEMI.CT OT $165.00 ~6D.OO 

8.00 HOUR LD13 FIELD CHEMIST $110.00 $580.00 

1.00 FLAT RATE TOOJ HAZMAT RESPONSE TRAILER $650.00 $050.00 

DAILY RATE 

2.00 HOUR l021 IR PROJECT MANAGER DT $240.00 S-460.00 

Page 3 J:r'r: t~d . 3.'!r.D r9 lnvol:e ... ~ .H 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
elo C3025 
PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

Invoice Date : Oc1ober 1 o. 20 18 

Acct# 135728- 14 1 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 

t 2Jt30 

PO 1: TA.~ t 74 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with rfgards to this invoice, please emJil HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alttmJtely contact 
your loC.ll sales representative. 

aty Unft SVCCOtlt 11lmDebllla Document I Uni1 P~ce Erl. ~Ct l 

4.00 HOUR L020 IR PROJECT MANAGER OT $1 60.00 $720.00 

8.00 HOUR LOI9 IR PROJECT MANAGER $1 20.00 $960.00 

2.00 HOUR L027 IR TEAM LEAD DT $220.00 $440.00 

4.00 HOUR L02o IR TEAM LEAD OT $1~5.00 ~660.00 

8.00 HOUR L025 IRTEAM LEAD SttO.OO 5880.00 

6.00 HOUR LOJO IR TECHNICIAN DT $200.00 $1,200.00 

12.00 HOUR L029 IR TECHNICIAN OT $ 1 ~0.00 St ,800.00 

24.00 HOUR L028 IR TECHNICIAN $ 100.00 $2,400.00 

7.00 DAY F063 LOASUB~I $TENCE ONLY $26.00 $182.00 

10.00 EACH CG94 PAIL 5LPOLYWILID $1 2.00 $120.00 

2.00 EACH CG99 PUMP HAND DISPOSABLE $53.00 ~ 106 .00 

14.00 HOUR T0 t 2 !HNGLE AXLE CUBE VAN $ 160.00 S2.240.00 

1.00 FLAT RATE T052 TRUCK LIGHT DUTY SERVICE VEHICLE IR $ 1~.00 $160.00 

DAILY RATE 

2.00 EAC H A02J VERMICULITE 2SlBS BAG S5J.OO $106.00 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 25n Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

A11n: M1KE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

Invoice Date : october 1 o. 2018 

Acct # 135728-141 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 
123 130 

PO 1: TM174 

Comments: H there Jre any discrepancies v1ith reg;.uds to this invoice. please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alt~matEiy contact 
your local sales representative. 

unn svc COdo 11om Delarll 

Net30 Days 

1.5% per month surcharge on overdue accounts 
GST# 865985460 

Page 5 j:l"nt~ :~·a~D~9 Jnvolte v2 . ! ~ 

Document I unftPnco 

Sub Tot•l : 

GST 5.00%: 

Invoice Total : 

EXL P11c•j 

$30,502.00 

$1.525.10 

$32,027.10 
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>' 

E Division Clandestine laboratory unit 
Cost recovery details 

Task Authorization# J 71.{- 1 

location: 11780 KingFisher Dr, Richmond 

Date: August 24, 2018 

Jurisdiction (Detachment): Richmond Detachment 

Cost centre {Collator): £ to 1'/ 
File#: 2018-27045. 

Mailing address: 

Contact person (approved call-out): Sgt. Gene HSIEH 

Telephone#: 

No# ofT A assigned to invoice: h 
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.... Public Wofb IMd Gov&tnmull TnwalllC piJi!lics •t ~ 
ServlceJ Canad;l g-emement.aux C""* 

Task Authorb:ation r Ca<ttnct. Numlulr • liLIIIIW du mntnlt 

Autorisation de tache M2989-3·2117 

Cl:llltn<:ll:lf'r 111m& and Addn>SJ • llilnl4111'11dl't:SH de r~llW't"' Ta$1¢ Authotttlttlon ~) I'ID, • N" de l'alltotlsatioA de tkhe (AT} 

TERVfTA CORI'OAAT!ON TA # ~ Task Project Mgr. 
13511 Vulcan Way Title ot IIIII tul<, I( •ppllcab!ll ·Tim de lo lithe, .s'!l y a lieu 
ltlthmond, e.c., 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond V6V lK4 

TDtll esllmated Cast or Tlllk (AppiiCIIblo taiCis oldn) 
CoOt I:Dtll .. timiii!T de Ia tithe {Tl!xec ~m: •n M) 
$ 32,027.10 

SIICIJJity MliiJll~ Thl5 l!tsk Includes "'"'rity reqt!lrements 
lll<Jg~~llQII nilt!lvu .i Ia ricurlte : Celie dc~e camPfeM des exlg.,..... relatives a Ia 50rur!tl! 

Orla·,..,n [ZJres·Oul JIVES, IIlier to !;he So~ 1\eqtll!ements Cheddlst (SllCIJ lndud!MIIn tnm Contmtt 
Sl OUJ, voir Ia u.to de v flalljoo de$ exlgonw l!ll«ti'IC a 1<1 s!ruit! (lVEI\S) d•n• le controt 

t All personnel who wUI be working on the Contract must be In the possession of an RCMP RFA1 
setUTity clearance prfQI' 1:11 cammencemeqt of the Work 

For Revblfon only - AUK flnll de rivfslon seule.ment 
TA 1\evllkln Number, tr ~~eMf• Tetal Esllmali!d COJt af Tasl< (Appilrable l~~~nue 01 o..:tua (Awlkoblelai<U 
Humaro do nivlslan de rAT, s'll y a 11<!11 t:axu exlnt) belare the na'l'ls!on llrtl'll)," lppkllbie 

coOt I:Dtlf -aur dd 111 rache (T- ALJgmllllatlc>!l ou nE<l•ctlon r.;•""" 
174-1 appbblu ""sus) avant"' ravts~on app!(aobles on su•), II'S y a I ou 

$ 20,000.00 -' 12.027.1 0 Increase 
start of tt111 Work for a T A : Worll .:an not commence 
until a TA has- been alltf!Qrlzedln accordance With the 
condll:k>n~ or tiHro CU!ltnoet. 

DY!ut des l:raViiUX pour l'AT: las trav;nnr ne 
peuvent PIIS c:oiiWflftCor avant que rAT soit 
autorina conformiment au contrat, 

1. Required Worm • Travaux requls : 
A. Task Pesalptlon of the Work required • Cl!5aiplltm do tid>~ d .. travl!ux requls s..~.-dl•·o.jolri.O 

''Removal of chemicals and col'llllmlnllted appar&1!lll and debris from a selud clandestine drug lahorlltllries, 
dtllllp sites and chemical or equipment storage facilities and appropriately nalltralize md/or destroyed, onoc legal 
authorization is n:ceived. ~ Location: 11780 Ki!lQIIsher Drive, Richmond B.C. 

6. I!~~Sis of Paymf!llt • Beu de paiement Sec AliKhed • O·Jolllt 0 
As per AtlneJ< •e• of the Contract 

C. Cost orTask • COCk de Ia tid'H! See -od· C1-Jt>lat D 
Quotation Price: $20,000.00 

Final Prlce: $32,027.10 ./(final price tD be entered at time af ll!a!!lpt of Invoice, W1th possible TA rev) 

D. Methacl at Payment· Methode de paf4!m4!nt ~--~-·O·joltltc 

Monthly Payment, upon c:ompletlon or Task and acceptance of Invoice by the Project AuthoritY 

P'NGSC: • TI'SGC ST.! (04/2013) I 
;l 
I' 
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:z.. Authorlr.ltion(s)- Autorfsatlon(s) 

By signing tl]ls TA. th' authorlud dlenl and (or) the 
PWGSc Conti'Ktinv Authority c:ertlfy(lu) that the 
content of thl$ TA 1$ In accordanclll IIIIth th111 
conditions of the contract. 

Cantrllet Nlimber • NllmW du rantrat 

M2989·3·2117 

lin eppasant Sll slgnatura sur I'AT, b: cfient 
lllitctllii et (ou) l'11utcrlte contractanbl da TPSGC 
atteste(nt) que le contenu de·catta AT respecte 
li!!l COI!dltlons du contr11t. 

The dlent's IIUtbori:Utlon 111!1111 Is Identified In the L.a llmlta d'autotiA~Ion du dlent est predslie 
contract. When the value of a TA and Its revisions Is dans Ia contrat. Lofsquo Ia vatour de I' AT at su 
rn exces5 of \his limit, theTA must be forwarded to rlwlslaqs dOpuse cette Dmite, rAT dott l!tre 
the PWGSC Contnu:ting Authority for author!Dtfon. transmfn il l'autarlte conl:nlctante dill Tf'SGC 

Federal Se®usQfiW~ 
SgL OIJfillk WEs"TWICK Rag# 51254 CI.AN 1..1\8 RespoMa Coordlnalor 

Oplll1illonal Support 'E" Olvlslon HQ r and title oi.UthoriWI dltllt • Nom et !lire dill dMt ~MJtoriH II signllr 

~~ ...... : ::;=::; - ~16•!0·1-:f 
SIQtlliC Date 

Data 

3. Contractor'• Signature- Signature de l'entreprneur 

PWGSC • nSGC 5n (04(2013) 
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·. 

I+ I Public Warl<& •nd Go'ltfflll1enl tr~Mtu• pUbncs e1 SeJvicac 
Se!vlces Canada ~nll!J..ec Canada 

Task Authorization I Con!nct Number ·III.IITU!n> du contnal: 

Autorisatfon de tache M298!il-3·2117 

CafllnCtD<'r Nt!11• lnd Addreu • Nom et fl!linlne da fentri~ni<U!ilr Task Alllhe<lut'OO (TA)IIo. • If" dt l'out.><loa~on do tldll: (AT) 

TERVITA CORPORATION TA # 174 Task Project Mgr. 

13511 Vulcan Way Till• of the task, If apj)llable • lltrill da Ia tAche, li'll v a lieu 
Richmond, B.C., 
VISV 1K~ 11780 KlnQFisher Drive Richmond 

Total Estlmatl!d CostofTuk (AppiiCIIIblt taxes t>.1nl) 
CoOt !Dh!.l atitl'l•Ut de Ill tl!elle (Ta•or al'l'fr.:.blmr e11 sus) 

$ 20.000.00 
SI!!Cil<lly ll!!q~: ThiS tll$k IM:Iuder stc:~.~rlty nqukernena 
e..lg4!nces rWIIIIivo< 6 Ill W;urlll : em lithe eompRiM des edgen<os relatiVes lla H<urill! 

QNo·llan 0 y I It Yi$, ...ri!r to !be Sowtlly 11Gqult11mtnts Checl<ll« {S~CL}Indllded ltl the Caflli'Kt 
.,. • Ou 5I OUI, Wilt Ia Ust. de ~Realkm dos ex~gem:es roloti"" 6 Ill si!eurlll! (Lvt:R!I) dan$11 ClKitnrt 

~ 1,.11 personnel who wnl be working on the Contract must be In the possuslon of an RCMP RFAl 
$1!CUrlty clear.~~ nee prllll' to IXII'Illl1ellcement of l.he Work 

For ReVIsla11 only - Aux fins de revision nulement 
TA l!lW!sion llumbir, ll•ppllcable Totilll!r;timated Cast or Tm (Appllaoblo tncreae 01 Oot:n~aso (Appllcabla bro:M 
Rui'Mto de n!.ulon de I'JIT, 5'11 y • Mou tuesext:ro)blll<ln!tne0!:\'15\on f!Xtnl), ., eppUtllllle 

O>lit totllf ~lit de Ia t&che {Tax&~ AUDrnenlzlicll au n!d~ttlon lfi•es 
applll;:.ables "' IM) ava4\4: Ia nl~lslc<~ appllcllblll$ en $US), s'P V a UIIU 

$ $ 

stDTt of tbe Work tor ill TA: Work c:annot commer;c;e 
until a TA hilS bel!n authorized In accord..,.,a with the 
candltions of the contract. 

. 06but deJO travaux p~~ur I AT 1 Lu tr.ovau.x ne 
peuveltt pas ccrnmencel' avant q;.t11 I'AT suit 
autorl'ee confom~ement au contntt. 

1.. Required Work: - Travaux requls : 
J\.Ttsk Oescrlptll>n or lht: Worl< required· Dllscrlpl:lon de !idle du lnsVa4J< requls s-.N.ttt~oeo~·a-)<>lnto 

''Removal of chemicals and contaminaled apparlltUS and debris from a seized clandestine drug laboratories, 
dump silts and cbemkal or equipment storage facilities amlapproprilllcly neub'alize and/or desltOyed, once legal 
authorizati011 b received." Loeation: ~ 1780 Kl!!,iFlSher Drive, Richmond, BC 

B. llesls of Payment· &sa de ~ See Attocllc<l • Cl-ja!r.t 0 
As per Annex •a• of the Contract 

c. CMt or Task· Coat de Ia ticl1o SelA-IIli•Cl-,tolllt 0 
Quotation PriCe: $20,000.00 

Flrw>l Prla.: $ (ftnal price to be ent>;or;ad at time of rec:elpt of Invoic-e, with pn!O!IIble TA rev} 

D. Method ol Payment- Hl!l:h<>da de. pat<tment Set-f•CI•)OIIIt U 
Monthly Payment, upoo completion or Task and acceptance or inVoice by the Project Autflority 

PWGSC • TI'Sc;c 512 (04/2013) 

CNCL - 67 
(Special)



6262777 

:t. Authorizatlon(s) • Au«<ri!latlon(s) 

By signing this TA, the authorb:llll clhmt and (or) the 
PWGSC Contractl.,g Authority c:ertify(les) th1it the 
content of this TA is In accordance With the 
condltlons of the contrKt, 

Ttle client's authorization llmlt Is Identified In the 
contract-. Wh11111 the value of a TA and ltll revlsto11S Is 
In excqs of this llmlt1 the TA mull1: be foi"Wardl!llf to 
the PWGSC Contradii!U Authority for authorization. 

AnMX 
Annexe 

COI'IIrll<t Number • Numho du contmt 

M2989-3·2117 

Ell appuant sa signature liUt I'AT1 le client 
autorlse et (ou) l'autoriti! contrac:tnte de TPSGC: 
atteste(nt) que le cont811U de cette AT l1l$peCbl 
les conditions du contrat. 

La lbnlbl d'autorlsat.lon du client est pridda 
dans le contnlt. Lorsque Ia valeur de I'AT at I'U 
rivlslcms depas:se cette limite, I'AT dot!: itre 
tr.msmise ii l'autorlti contrectante de TPSGC 
poUr" autorisatlon. 

Sgt. 0. WESTWICK FSOC CLEAR NCO 1/c 

3. Contractor's Signature ~ Signature de !'entrepreneur 

flame a title or Individual ~~ • to •l9n lor the connctor 
Nom et l:llnl de Ia plm'OMe iHit.orfsM • signer au nom de renb'l!preneur 

Cflitt~_~ 

PWGSC •11'5GC 572 (~U) 
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ATTACHMENT 12 
SGT. HSIEH HOUR SUMMARY 

Sgt. Hsieh's hours by date relating to the invoice are as follows: 

Aug.24,2018 4.50 

Aug.25,2018 15.00 

Aug.26,2018 13.00 

Aug. 27,2018 6.00 

38.50 

The 38.50 hours only accounts for the billable overtime hours by Sgt. Hsieh as per the cost back sheet. It 
does not include his regular hours on August 24, 2018 which have not been billed to the Owner. 
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ATTACHMENT 13 

RICHMOND FIRE RESCUE 
Billing for 11780 Kingfisher Drive 

August 25, 2018 

RIEo6/RIHo6 Time Base Rate OTP(l.S) Total 

McMillan Officer 2 58.41 OTP(l.S) 87.62 175.23 

Rende FF 2 47.87 OTP(l.S) 71.81 143.61 

Stewardson FF 2 47.87 OTP(l.S) 71.81 143.61 

Barkley FF 2 44.27 Reg time 0 88.54 

RIQo6 Time Base Rate OTP(1.5) Total 

Kelder Officer 2 58.41 OTP(1.5) 87.62 175.23 

8 58.41 OT2(2.0) 116.82 934.56 

Cabatic FF 2 47.87 OTP(l.S) 71.81 143.61 

8 47.87 OT2(2.0) 95.74 765.92 

Dube FF 2 44.27 OTP(1.5) 66.41 132.81 

8 44.27 OT2(2.0) 88.54 708.32 

Tachen FF 10 44.27 OTP(1.5) 66.41 664.05 

August 26, 2018 

RIEo6/RIHo6 

Tack Officer 10 58.41 OTP{1.5) 87.62 876.15 

Brannen FF 10 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 718.05 

Metzak FF 10 47.87 OTP(l.S) 71.81 718.05 

Dhillon FF 10 47.87 OTP{1.5) 71.81 718.05 

Grand total before taxes & admin 7,105.79 

1,421.16 
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ATTACHMENT 14 

1-x~ HENDERSON & LEE 
)._~ Law Corporation 

Hende.t•son & Lee Barristers & Solicitors 

August 14, 2019 

Legal Department 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
ruclunond, BC V6Y 2CI 

IWrrt-JOUT PREJUDICEj 

#310- 4885 Kingsway 
Burnaby, BC VSH 4T2 

T: (604)558-2258 
F: (604)558-4023 

Our lile no. 2386 
Please reply to Cameron Lee 

cnmeron@hendersonleelnw .com 

Via email: BBurnsl@richmond.ca 
and: ACapuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca 

Attention: Mr. T. Cnpuctinello lraci nnd Mr. Bt·cudan Burns 

Dear Sirs: 

.Re: Settlement of Invoices 
Property: 11780 Kingfisher Dr., Richmond 
Owner: Jing Cong 
Appeal of Invoice No. MIS-02579 

Please be advised that Ms. Cameron Lee, barrister and solicitor, is replacing Mr. Alfonso Chen 
as legal counsel for the Owner of the subject matter. We are writing to discuss the possibility of 
settling this matter as soon as possible. 

We understand that a house fire broke out at the Property due to an illegal dmg lab operation on 
or about 08/24/2018 (the "Incident"). Various departments were involved in the investigation, 
inspection and cle.an-up of the Property. 

The Ov.~Jer flew back to Canada immediately after she was advised of the Incident. She actively 
cooperated with the clean-up and, by the end of 2018, paid approximately S72,500 for the 
retained services. 

In Ol' around the middle of 2019, the Ovmer was surprised in receiving four outstanding invoices 
from the City: 

I. Invoice No: FIR-02808 ofsatety inspection dated 09/1212018 for the amount of$4,200; 

2. Invoice No: FOR-03489 of Grow-up Cleanup dated 07125/2019 for the amount of 
$8,526.95; 

3. Invoice No: MIS-01739 of safety review dated 09/28/2018 for the amount of$3 ,277.67; 

W: www.hend ersonleclaw. com E: alfonso@henclersonlee law.com 
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Our File II; 2386 
To; City of Richmond 
Date: August 14, 2019 
Pagel of2 

I-~ 
Henderson & Lee 

Law Corporation 

4. Invoice No: MIS-02579 of Grow-up Cleanup dated 16/05/2019 for the amount of 
$67,524.44, being the total of$24,243.27 from RCMP and $32,027.10 lrom Ter\o'ita. 

The total amount of outstanding balance is $83,529.06 (the "Halance"). In addition, the Owner 
has been advised that there are, possibly, other invoices yet to come. 

Most recently, the fire Department informed the Owner to demolish the Property without delay 
because of its hazard nature. At the san1e time, the City informed the Owner that a pcnnit to 
demolition will not be issued before the Balance is paid off. 

The Owner is devastated. 

The Owner has no income in Canada except the rental income originally generated from the 
Property. After the Incident, she has used up her personal saving to pay the clean-up work. The 
Owner had never expected the Incident ami had not planned for the costs after the Incident. 

The Owner has no other financial means to pay off the Balance and other fees such as interests, 
fines, and potential speculative tax. 

After her discussion with us. she instructed us to propose one lump sum payment of $10,000 to 
the City with the hope that the City may forgive the rest of the Balance and make the issuance of 
Permit possible. 

Please kindly advise the undersigned whether settlement is an option for the Owner under the 
circumstances. If it is available, whether the City is willing to set up a face-to-face meeting with 
the undersigned to discuss the details of the settlement proposal, the counter-offer, and the terms 
and conditions of the settlement. We believe the Owner is open to a payment plan over a 
reasonable period of time as well. 

We appreciate your attention to this letter and look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours truly, 

0~ L« L>w co.,.,. II., 

Camero .ce 
Banister & Solicitor 

W: IV'•'·"N.hendersonleelaw.com E; alion;o@lhendersonleclaw·.com 
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Service Fees Imposed under Property Maintenance and Repair 

Bylaw No. 7897 

Date: Monday, October 28, 2019 
Time: 4:00pm 
Place: Anderson Room, Richmond City Hall 

6911 No. 3 Road 

RECORD OF APPEAL 

Property: 
Owner: 
Counsel: 

Address: 

Telephone: 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond 
Jing Cong 
Cameron Lee 
Henderson & Lee Law Corporation 
Unit 310- 4885 Kingsway 
Burnaby, BC V5H 4M2 
604-558-2258 
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PART A SUMMARY OF GROUNDS FOR APPEAL AND PROPOSAL F SOLUTION 

The Owner does not dispute the decision made by the City that the Property was used by sub-tenant in illegal 
activities and agrees that the City was act within the parameter of its power in making such decision. 

In this appeal, however, the Owner would argue that amount of service fee invoiced by the City, as show on the 
RCMP Invoice and the Fire Hall Invoice, particularly the RCMP Invoice No. MIS-02579 is punitive, unfair, arbitrary 
and lack of transparency. 

In addition, the Owner would argue that the City shall take into consideration ofthe following factors in 
assessing the service fee: 

1. That the Owner had no fault in the illegal activity; 
2. That the Owner has acted diligently in preventing the illegal activities; 
3. That the Owner has complied to all the requirement under the Bylaw since receiving the Contravene 

Notice from the City; 
4. That the Owner's right and opportunity in obtaining legal advice and due diligence research before 

retaining a third party private cleaning company was lost as the result of the city staff's failure to 
provide sufficient Bylaw notice to the Owner; and 

5. That the insufficient notice let the Owner entered into an agreement under undue influence, duress and 
therefore unconscionable. 

Based on these reasons, which I will elaborate on more details in my submission later, we believe the City shall 
offer a reasonable and practical solution to help the Owner move on with her life after this misfortunate event. 

The Owner has paid approximately $80,000 out of the pocket, plus legal fee to clean up the Property pursuant 
to the Bylaw. The remain outstanding balance owed to the City is $76,051.39. This make the grant total for 
clean-up to approximately $160,000, being 10% of the current FMV of the Property, which, in our opinion, is 
very unreasonable. 

Marked as 1-5 & 1-6 and provided under PartE are the 2018 & 2019 Notice of Assessment of the Property. 

We plead to the City to grant a release ofthe fee recoverable from the Owner down to $20,000 or $30,000, with 
$2,500 cash up front. This would make the grant total for clean-up to $100,000 and make it possible for the 
Owner to make necessary financial arrangement, including borrowing loans from private lenders. 

Of course, as the Owner currently still has a monthly mortgage payment of close to $8,000 and need have extra 
funds for demolishing and construction permits, we hereby respectively request the City to allow the Owner to 
make periodic payment of $500 I month for two to three year period. 
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PART B BACKGROUND 

1. The Owner purchased the subject Property in or about October of 2017 as her primary residence. A 
mortgage was granted by the Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce and was registered against the title 
of the Property. 

Marked as 1-1 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Title Search Report. 

2. In or about June 2018, the Owner planned to return China for some personal matters. Prior to the 
departure, the Owner entered a standard residential Lease Agreement (the "Lease") with the then 
tenant with a fixed term of one year, commencing July 1st of 2018. 

Marked as 1-2 and provided under Party Eisa copy of the Lease. 

3. Together with the Lease, the Owner particularly entered an Addendum with the then tenant with the 
following terms: 

1) Paragraph 4): "No illegal substances or activities are to be grown/found in or on the Property. 
The owner I property manager has the right to enter the property every month to ensure this 
term is upheld. ",and 

2) Paragraph 5): "Any change in tenant(s) must be notified to the property manager and approved 
by the owner". 

Marked as 4-1 and provided under Party E is a copy of the Addendum. 

4. On August 28, 2018, the Owner learned that the RCMP of Richmond had busted a grow-op in the 
Property on or about August 26, 2018 and that as the Owner, she is informed of her responsible for 
cleaning-up (the "Contravene Notice"). However, she was not given the Schedule B 14-days notice 
required under the subject Bylaw. 

Marked as 2-1 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Contravene Notice. 

5. The Owner immediately put down her personal matters and purchased the first flight available to return 
and deal with this matter on September 8, 2018. 

Marked as 4-2 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Flight Ticket Booking Record. 

6. The Owner met with the City officer from RCMP twice immediately after her arrival: September 8, and 
September 12 of 2018. 

7. On September 12, 2018, at the second meeting, the City officers from RCMP and the Fire Department 
delivered a Clean-up Notice, written in Chinese, wherein require her to retain a professional cleaning 
company and start the cleaning-up work within 24 hours. 

Marked as 2.2 and provided under PartE is copy of the Clean-up Notice. 
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8. The Owner was very stressed after reading the Clean-up Notice because she did not know how to find 
and retain a professional cleaning company and commence the cleaning-up work in one day. 

9. As the Owner has very limited understanding of English, she pleaded to the City officers to let her son 
join her at the meeting to assist her. The request was denied flatly. 

10. At that specific moment, one of the city staff provided the contact information of Genesis Restorations 
Ltd. of Surrey as the professional cleaning company. 

Marked as 2.3 and provided under Part E is a copy of the note written by the city staff 

11. In order to avoid any unwanted consequences for failing to commence the cleaning-up within 24 hours, 
the Owner contacted Genesis and entered the Service Agreement immediately, with no opportunity of 
seeking legal advice or conducting due diligent market research. 

Marked as 1-3 and 1-4 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Service Agreement. 

12. Pursuant to the Service Agreement, the Owner paid a total of $65,735.00 to Genesis for Initial Analysis, 
Environmental Opinion Letter, Sample Analysis Report, and Asbestos Removal services. The Owner had 
no time to research or investigate the necessity and reasonableness with respect to the services she 
paid for. 

Marked as 3-2, 3-4, 3-5 and 3-6 and provided under PartE are the copies of the Genesis Invoices. 

Marked as 4-5, 4-7, 4-10 and provided under Part E are the copies of the Genesis services. 

13. In addition, on November 19, 2018, the Owner paid a total of $7,477.67 to the City for the Inspection 
and Boarding-up Services. 

Marked as 3-1 and 3-3 and provided under PartE are the copies of the City Invoices. 

14. In or about May 2019, the Owner received the City Invoice 02579 with a balance of $67,524.44 service 
fees of RCMP (the "RCMP Invoice"). 

Marked as 3-7 and provided under PartE is the copy of the RCMP Invoice. 

15. The Owner was startled by the time and the amount of the RCMP Invoice and immediately contacted 
the City and inquired about the details of the RCMP Invoice. The City did not provide timely response. 

16. On June 11, 2019, the Owner had no choice but retained the Solicitor to contact, with respect to her 
disputing of the amount of the RCMP Invoice. 

17. On June 14, 2019, the Owner, the Solicitor, issued the Owner's formal notice of appeal to the City 
regarding the RCMP Invoice. 

Marked as 4-11 and provided under PartE is the copy of the Letter dated 2019/06/14. 
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18. From June to August 2019, the Solicitor sent multiple written demands to the City, for complete, 
detailed, and transparent disclosure with respect to the RCMP Invoice. These do not include the 
informal written requests emailed by the Solicitor to the City. 

Marked as 4-12, 4-13, 4-15, 4-16 and provided under PartE are the copy of the Letter to the City 
dated 2019/07/05, 2019/07/12, 2019/08/03 and 2019/08/07. 

19. During the midst of the Solicitor's inquiring for disclosure, the City provided another Invoice# City 
Invoice# FOR-03489 from the Fair Hall and in the amount of $8,526.95 (the "Fire Hall Invoice") to the 
Owner, and a Memo provided by the RCMP dated July 17, 2019 (the "Operation Memo") regarding the 
RCMP's billing and operation happened one year ago. 

Marked as 3-8, 2-8 and provided under Part E is the copy of the Fire Hal/Invoice. 

Marked as 2-7 and provided under PartE is the copy of the Operation Memo. 

20. The complete RCMP Invoice and supporting documents were received by the Owner on August 12, 
2019. 

Marked as 2-9 and provided under Part E is the copy of the RCMP Invoice. 
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PART CLAW AND LEGAL PRINCIPLES 

We are mindful that this is not a judicial review. Therefore, here below, we only provide succinct brief of the 
legal principles with respect to the decisions made by the City or city staff. 

1. The Judicial Review Procedure Act provides that Judicial Review permits the court to review decisions of 
not only city councils, but also city staff that have been delegated the power to make administrative 
decisions. A decision may be set aside on a variety of grounds, most in common include 
unreasonableness; failure to comply with procedural requirements; and breach of the rules of 
procedural fairness. 

Marked as 5-1 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Procedure. 

2. In Catalyst Paper Corporation v. North Cowichan {District), the Court explained that the rationale for an 
unreasonableness review is ... that local governments' discretion in exercising those powers that have 
been delegated to them by the legislature is not unfettered, and the delegating legislator is presumed to 
intend that the authority be exercised in a reasonable manner." 

Marked as 5-2 and provided under PartE is a copy of the case. 

3. In Dunsmuir, sec sets out the test for reasonableness be concerned mostly with the existence of 
justification, transparency and intelligibility within the decision-making process. 

Marked as 5-3 and provided under PartE is a copy of the case. 

4. In Roncarelli v. Duplessis, the court says: in public regulation ... there is no such thing as absolute and 
untrammelled "discretion" ... in addition to ensuring that decisions are lawful, reasonable, and fair, 
there is another simple way for municipalities to avoid litigation: being open and transparent. Lack of 
transparency and courtesy towards the public often lies at the heart of municipal litigation and can tip 
the balance in favour of setting aside a decision. 

Marked as 5-4 and provided under Part E is a copy of the case. 

5. In London {City) v. RSJ Holdings Ltd., the court says when a local government acts with secrecy "it 
undermines the democratic legitimacy of its decision, and such decisions, even when intra vires, are less 
worthy of deference". 

Marked as 5-5 and provided under PartE is a copy of the case. 
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PART D ANALYSIS 

1. The facts and the supporting documents show that the Owner has been incompliance with the Bylaw 
before, during and after the Grow-op clean-up. She has no fault in dealing either the grow-up or the clean
up. Instead, she has taken reasonable care and very diligent efforts all through this process. 

1) The Owner specifically prepared the Addendum to prevent the illegal activities of the tenant and to 
prohibit unauthorized sub-let. The documents show that the time between the Owner entered the 
Lease to the Grow-up was only less than 2 months. 

Therefore, the Owner did not in contravene to Section 1.3.1 of the Bylaw. 

2) The Owner returned to the City immediately after was informed the Bylaw breach. She followed the 
City's instruction and requirement and paid total up to $80,000 for the Clean- up, including City Safety 
Review fee $3,277.67, Safety Inspection Fee $4,200, and Professional Clean-up Fee $72,500 of which she 
believed was paid for the City's professional clean-up. 

Therefore, the Owner has been and is still trying to diligently in comply to Section 1.3.2 of the Bylaw. 
Also, the Owner has done her best and exhausted her financial means to pay the service fee under 
Section 3.1.1 of the Bylaw. 

2. Both the conducts of the City staff and the service fee charged are unreasonable. 

1) The Clean-up Notice given to the Owner is insufficient and unreasonable. It was impossible for any 
reasonable person to act within 24 hours to find a competent professional cleaning company, discuss 
the scope of the service, negotiate the rate of the services and to seek legal opinion about the fairness 
of the Service Agreement. 

Marked as 1-7 and provided under PartE is a copy of the Google Search result. It shows that the Owner 
will have the opportunity to inquire and compare different service providers before she entered the 
Service Agreement with only one recommended by the city staff. 

When comparing the terms drafted by Genesis in its Service Agreement, we found out that the legal 
rights and obligations imposed to the parties are largely unbalanced. Generally, in law or in practice, a 
private business is obligated to call special attention of the consumer for such terms. Also, any prudent 
consumer will seek for legal advice before accept those terms. It was not the option for the Owner here. 

Therefore, the Owner was not given sufficient time to understand the Bylaw requirement and the 
service process before she signed the Agreement. There is reason for Section 2.1.1 of the Bylaw provides 
a fourteen days notice, the city staff did not comply with the Bylaw in exercise their power. 

Furthermore, the Owner had no opportunity to exercise her option pursuant to Bylaw Section 3.1.1 
after she received the Contravene Notice from the City and before she received the Clean-up Notice. 

2) The Operation Report provided by RCMP is beyond the comprehension of the Owner, or any reasonable 
person as a matter of fact of how RCMP officers invoice payors for their work. 
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The Memo prepared by Sgt. Gene Hsieh was one year later than the actual operation. It is hardly 
convincing with respect of its accuracy, particularly considering Sgt. Gene Hsieh obviously has had very 
busy working schedule in general. 

According to the Operation Report, Mr. Gene Hsieh worked an average of 20.25 hours I day for four 
continuous days; Mr. Derek Fraser and Ms. Darcy Mccaiter worked an average of 18.75 hours I day; EDN 
ClAN TEAM consisted of Constables Romanko, McNeil, Westwick and Fisher- total billed hours for all 
four include 84 hours for overtime hours at double pay rate. 

Given example of Mr. Hsieh has total billable hours of 74.25 + 24 = 98.25 I 3D= 33 HI D. Assuming that 
he slept for only 7 hours and had about 1 hour of travel time in total outside of work daily, then he 
would have spent an average of 16 hours per day, meaning that he spent in total 3 hours for regular 
hours, 5.5 hours for overtime hours at 1.5 pay rate and 16 hours for overtime hours at double pay rate. 
The total billable hours would be 43.25 hours for a total of $1793.15 instead of $3078.41. 

We should make the same assumptions as above (Assuming each slept for only 7 hours and had 1 hour 
of travel time in total outside of work, then) and then, each would have spent an average of 16 hours 
per day, meaning that each spent in total3 hours for regular hours, 0 hours for overtime hours at 1.5 
pay rate and 16 hours for overtime hours at double pay rate. The total billable hours would be 35 hours 
for a total of $1451.10 per person instead of $2238.84 per person. 

On average, they worked 21 hours of overtime over four continuous days and 17.25 hours per day. 
Assuming each slept for only 7 hours and had 1 hour of travel time in total outside of work, then each 
would have spent an average of 16 hours per day, meaning that each spent in total 0 hours for regular 
hours, 4 hours for overtime hours at 1.5 pay rate and 16 hours for overtime hours at double pay rate. 
The total billable hours would be 38 hours for a total of $1567.88 per person. The total of the four 
people should be closer to $6271.52 instead of $7674.36. 

3) Schedule D of Bylaw does not provide sufficient information for any reasonable person to understand, 
assess, and determine whether the service charges on the Teriva Invoice are reasonable. 

It seems to us, if a payor wishes to understand, assess and determine the reasonableness ofTeriva 
Invoice, she or he would have to hire an expert. Any payor that with no means to retain an expert will 
certainly has to accept the charges, no matter how arbitrary it is. 

The time of the Teriva Invoice is another problem. The Owner, or any reasonable person, before hire a 
third party professional clean-up, wants to figure out what information he or she could provide to the 
professional clean-up company to determine the scope of service, will be impossible, because he or she 
won't receive a complete Invoice within 12 month period, and yet, the city bylaw requires the Owner to 
have the clean-up started within 14 days. 

4) The RCMP Invoice charged 20% administration Charge is unjustified. 

3. The process of the invoice and the charges to the Owner are punitive in nature. 

1) According to Section 7.1 of the Bylaw, if an owner or occupier of a parcel fails to comply with a 
requirement of the City under this bylaw or another safety enactment, the City, within the time 
specified in the order or notice, may enter on the parcel and take such action as may be required to 
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correct the default, including to remediate the parcel or to have the parcel attain a standard specified in 
any safety enactment, at the expenses of the owner or occupier who has failed to comply, and may 
recover the costs incurred as debt. 

The wording of this section is very clear, the condition for the city to recover costs incurred from the 
Owner for the costs and expenses incurred by the City to correct the default or remediate the parcel is 
that either the Owner has default or failed to do so within the time specified in the notice. 

The Owner did not receive a notice, specifying a timeline, and when she received a notice with a 
timeline, 24 hours, she complied immediately without failure. 

Why the city's charges become her debt? 

2) The City applies double standard to punish the Owner for Bylaw contravene that she had no fault at all. 

According to the Bylaw, when the City requires a citizen to act, the process time is generally very short. 

Section 1.3.2 of the Bylaw requires "every owner of residential premises or other building that is subject 
to a tenancy agreement who has knowledge of a contravention of this bylaw, in relation to the 
residential premises or other building, must: (a) within 48 hours of the discovery of the contravention, 
deliver written notice to the City of the particulars of the contravention; ... " 

Schedule B ... the by law requires that within 14 davs, all .... We enclose a copy of the bylaw for your 
reference. If you have any questions concerning the regulations in the bylaw, please call the City's 
Business Licensing, Permits and Bylaws Department at .... 

Section 1.3.1 Every owner of residential premises or other building that is subject to a tenancy 
agreement must inspect such residential premises or other building at least once everv three months to 
ascertain whether this bylaw has been contravened. 

Section 3.1.2 Every person required to pay any fee or service fee under this bylaw may within 30 davs of 
receipt of an invoice demanding payment, appeal the amount of the invoice by notifying the Director, 
City Clerk's office in Writing ... 

Section 7.2 If the owner has failed to pay the cost to the City incurred under section 7.1 before the 3rt 
dav of Dec. in the vear that the corrective action was taken, the service costs must be added to and form 
part of the taxes payable on the property as taxes in arrears. 

The city invoiced the Owner 6-9 month after the incident and the justification of the billing was provided 
by RCMP one year after the incident. 

4. The service fees charged by the City lack of transparency. 

1) Section 6.1 of the Bylaw defines Professional Cleaner as "an individual or corporation that is experienced 
and qualified in removing contaminants from buildings and is licensed to carry on business in the City." 
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How to interpret the {(contaminants", {(experienced", {(qualified", 11 licensed", 11business"? No wonder the 
Owner believes she has no choice but to retain Genesis because it is was only one recommended by the 
city staff. 

2) Section 6.1 of the Bylaw defines Service Costs as 11all direct and indirect costs incurred: .... " 

How to interpret 11 indirect costs"? Are the officers show on the Operation Report, without specific tasks, 
indirect costs? Were they shadowing other officers? Were their services reasonably retained in the 
circumstances? Nobody knows. It is just up to the city staff or RCMP to interpret. 

3) What is the process of preparing the Operation Report, or cost back sheet? 

It was in increments of half-hours. They may have been good-faith, though inaccurate, estimates based 
on a general recollection. However, that is inadequate and lack of transparency. If no reliable record 
exists of the exact time spent on the matter and what was done in that time, then there is no 
explanation for why the City is claiming the RCMP costs from the Owner. 

4) Section 6.1 of the Bylaw defines Service Costs as 11any and all direct and indirect costs incurred: ... and (h) 
as the result of the analysis of the materials found at the property and the health and safety conditions 
at the parcel, all of which are determined in accordance with ScheduleD of this bvlaw. 11 

And in Schedule D B. it provides: "Equipment Fire Truck $300/hr or part; Replacement of Equipment by 
Exposure to contaminants- cost to city; Replacement of Consumable Equipment- cost to city; Analysis 
and Tests of materials or Conditions found at the Property- cost to city''. 

What is the meaning of 11COst to City"? Does it refer to third party service providers that contracted by 
the city? If it is, should the person who pays for those costs entitled to exam the terms of the contract, 
the charge rate, the scope of service, and accuracy of the invoice? Will the City act for the best interest 
of the Owner when the City receives the invoices? If the City is recovering the costs as debt, should at 
least the debtor have the opportunity to exam how the debt was calculated? 

From the documents we received from the City upon the Owner's request, we are able to reach the conclusion 
that neither the Bylaw itself nor the City is able to provide answer these questions, with certainty regarding both 
the charging process and billing amount. 
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PARTE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

NO. DOCUMENTS Originated Obtained 
Date Date 

Part I. Records of purchasing, managing, and cleaning-up the Property 

1-1 Title Search Report 2017/10/20 2019/09/30 
1-2 Lease Agreement 2017/07/01 --- -1-3 Service Agreement 2018/09/14 - -- -1-4 Service Agreement 2018/11/09 - -- -1-5 2018 Notice of Assessment - - 2019/09/30 - -1-6 2019 Notice of Assessment - - 2019/09/30 - -1-7 Google search re asbestos removal service professionals in BC - - 2019/09/30 - -

Part II. Notices and documents provided by the City to the Owner 

2-1 Notice of Contravene 2018/08/28 2018/09/12 
2-2 Notice of Cleaning-up - - 2018/09/12 - -2-3 Contact of Genesis Restoration provided by the City officer 2018/09/12 2018/09/12 
2-4 Incomplete Tervita Invoice - - 2019/06/18 - -2-5 Email from City solicitor 2019/07/16 2019/07/16 
2-6 Memo provided by RCMP 2019/09/17 2019/08/12 
2-7 Operation Report provided by RCMP 2018/09/07 2019/08/12 
2-8 Richmond Fire Rescue Break Down 2018/08/25 2019/08/12 
2-9 Complete Invoice of Tervita 2018/10/10 2019/08/12 

Part Ill. Invoices received by the Owner 

3-1 City Invoice# FIR2808- $4,200 2018/09/12 2018/11 
3-2 Genesis Invoice #14697- $18,375 2018/09/27 2018/11 
3-3 City Invoice# MIS-01739- $3,277.67 2018/09/28 2018/11 
3-4 Genesis Invoice - $23,500 2018/11/15 2018/12 
3-5 Genesis Invoice #14777- $21,032.45 2018/12/31 2018/12 
3-6 Genesis Invoice #14778- $2,467.55 2018/12/31 2018/12 
3-7 City Invoice# MIS-02579- $67,524.44 2019/05/16 2019/05 
3-8 City Invoice # FOR-03489 - $8,526.95 2019/07/25 2019/07 

Part IV. Records of the Owner's compliance with the Bylaws 

4-1 Addendum to Lease Agreement 2017/07/01 - -- -4-2 Flight Ticket Record 2018/09/08 - -- -4-3 Payment of Inspection Fee 2018/11 - -- -4-4 Payment for Environment Opinion Letter 2018/09/19 - -- -4-5 Environment Opinion Letter 2018/10/05 - -- -4-6 Payment for Sample Analysis Report 2018/09/19 ~ 
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4-7 Sampl.e Analysis Report 2018/10/11 - -- -4-8 Invoice of Board-up Fee 2018/11 - --- -4-9 Payment for Asbestos Removal 2018/12/31 - -- -4-10 Asbestos Removal Certificate 2018/12/31 - --- -4-11 Letter to the City 2019/06/14 -- -4-12 Letter to the City 2019/07/05 - --- -4-13 Letter to the City 2019/07/12 -- -
4-14 Email re Demolishing 2019/07/22 - --- -4-15 Email to the City solicitor 2019/08/03 - -- -4-16 Letter to the City 2019/08/07 - -- -

Part V. Law and Cases regarding city and city staff' 

5-1 JUDICIAL REVIEW PROCEDURE ACT [RSBC 1996] CHAPTER 241 1996 ~ 
5-2 Catalyst Paper Corp. v. North Cowichan (District), [2012] S.C.J. No.2 2012 ~ 
5-3 Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, [2008] S.C.J. No.9 2008 ~ 
5-4 Roncarelli v. Duplessis, [1959] S.C.R. 121 1959 - -- -5-5 London (City) v. RSJ Holdings Inc., [2007] 2 S.C.R. 588 2007 ~ 
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Part I. Records of purchasing, managing, and cleaning-up the Property 

1-1 Title Search Report 2017/10/20 2019/09/30 
1-2 Lease Agreement 2017/07/01 - -- -1-3 Service Agreement 2018/09/14 - -- -1-4 Service Agreement 2018/11/09 - -- -1-5 2018 Notice of Assessment - - 2019/09/30 - -1-6 2019 Notice of Assessment - --- 2019/09/30 - -1-7 Google search re asbestos removal service professionals in BC - - 2019/09/30 - -
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TITLE SEARCH PRINT 2019-09-30, 10:18:22 
File Reference: 2386 Requestor: Cherry Tang 
Declared Value $1820000 

**CURRENT INFORMATION ONLY- NO CANCELLED INFORMATION SHOWN** 

Land Title District 
Land Title Office 

Title Number 
From Title Number 

Application Received 

Application Entered 

Registered Owner in Fee Simple 
Registered Owner/Mailing Address: 

Taxation Authority 

Description of Land 

NEW WESTMINSTER 
NEW WESTMINSTER 

CA6384549 
BF48448 

2017-10-20 

2017-10-24 

JING CONG, FINANCIAL PLANNER 
11780 KINGFISHER DRIVE 
RICHMOND, BC 
V7E 3N7 

Richmond, City of 

Parcel Identifier: 001-039-032 
Legal Description: 

LOT 139 SECTION 1 BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT 
PLAN 43326 

Legal Notations 

Charges, Liens and Interests 
Nature: 
Registration Number: 
Registration Date and Time: 
Registered Owner: 
Remarks: 

Nature: 
Registration Number: 
Registration Date and Time: 
Registered Owner: 
Remarks: 

Title Number: CA6384549 

NONE 

UNDERSURFACE RIGHTS 
69017C 
1931-06-22 10:00 
JAMES ARCHIBALD MCKINNEY 
INTERAUA 
SEE 95981E 

STATUTORY RIGHT OF WAY 
H121366 
1972-11-24 12:33 
TOWNSHIP OF RICHMOND 
INTERAUA 
ANCILLARY RIGHTS 
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TITLE SEARCH PRINT 

File Reference: 2386 
Declared Value $1820000 

Nature: 
Registration Number: 
Registration Date and Time: 
Registered Owner: 

Duplicate Indefeasible Title 

Transfers 

Pending Applications 

Title Number: CA6384549 

MORTGAGE 
CA6384550 
2017-10-20 09:40 
CANADIAN IMPERIAL BANK OF COMMERCE 

NONE OUTSTANDING 

NONE 

NONE 

mLE SEARCH PRINT 

2019-09-30, 10:18:22 
Requestor: Cherry Tang 
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Office of Housing and 

Construction Standards 

Residential 
Tenancy Agreement 

Important Notes: #RTB-1 
The Residential Tenancy Branch (RTB) is of the opinion that this Residential Tenancy Agreemenl accurately reflects the Residential Tenancy Act (RTA) 
and accompanying regulations. The RTB makes no representations or warranties regarding the use of this Agreement. A landlord and tenant may 
wish to obtain independent advice regarding whether this agreement satisfies their own personal or business needs. For the rental of a manufactured 
home and a manufactured home site under a single tenancy agreement, use this agreement form. For the rental of a manufactured home site use the 
Manufactured Horne Site Tenancy Agreement. 

Tl1e words tenallt and landlord in this tenancy agreement have the same meaning as in the Residential Tenancy Act (RTA). and the singular of tt1ese 
words includes the plural. In this tenancy agreement, the words resid&ntlal property have the same meaning as In the RTA. Residential property 
means a building, a part of a building or related group of buildings, in which one or more rental units or common areas are located; the parcel or 
parcels on which the building, related group of buildings or cornrnon areas are located; the rental unit and common areas and any olher structure 
located on the parcel or parcels. 
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HOW TO COMPLETE THIS FORM ELECTRONICALLY: If you are accessing this ngreement form from the B.C. Government Web site, it can be 
printed and completed by hand (print clearly, using dark Ink) or fllled out while at the computer workstation-simply type your responses in the boxes. If 
you <:annot complete all t11e sections at the computer right away, you can print off wtlat you have completed and fill in the remaining fields by hand. Note, 
you cannot save the completed form to your computer, therefore, after you complete the form. make sure you review the form for accuracy and print the 
number of copies you require before you leave the document or shut down the program/computer. 

IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS REQUIRED TO LIST ALL PARTIES, compl~te .~.nd attJ!~h Schedule of Partie_~ (#RTB-26) ATB·ZIJ u~ed & anached: 0 

RESIDENTIAL TENANCY AGREEMENT between: ruse tull, correct tcgal names) 

the LANDLORD($): (if entry for landlord is a business name. use the 'last name' field box to enter tile full/ega/ business name) 

last name 

.f\$~ 

first and middle name(s) 

d\tUYl .utfv;;-t-v 777 ~.3m~· Com 
~~I J(j 77 B ~ 32S -55 B8 I 

last name 

and the TENANT(S): 

II 
last name first and middle name(s) 

last name first and middle name(s) 

ADDRESS OF PLACE BEING RENTED TO TENANT(s) (called the 'rental unit' in this agreement): 

I II ( l1- ?J 0 ~j·t~~ lwv ')t( II 1\A~t(hol ]I B.c.jl V7E 3N 1-j 
unit address ' city province postal code 

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE of the 0 landlord , (3' landlord's agent' An j J"' ~jl 
\____JI I l ~ lf-l c~w\-6-<LA~ <;t II v CVvv~u ~ I 6 (_ r--1 v-:-~ 'i?"ry -'3 rl-b~ 

unit address city province postal code 

I 0.___1 __ ___. Dl CVV:,jClA'\ @;Ue-tf(Yl. cnr~ 
daytime phone number other phone number fax number for service 
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1. APPLICATION OF THE RESIDENTIAL TENANCY ACT 
1) The terms of this tenancy agreement and any changes or additions to the terms may not contradict or change any 

right or obligation under the Residential Tenancy Act or a regulation made under that Act, or any standard terms. 
If a term of this tenancy agreement does contradict or change such a right, obligation or standard term, the term of 
the tenancy agreement is void. 

2) Any change or addition to this tenancy agreement must be agreed to in writing and initialed by both the landlord 
and the tenant. It a change is not agreed to in writing, is not initialed by both the landlord and the tenant or is 
unconscionable, It is not enforceable. 

3) The requirement for agreement under subsection (2) does not apply to: 
a) a rent increase given in accordance with the Residential Tenancy Act, 
b) a withdrawal of, or a restriction on, a service or facility in accordance with the Residential Tenancy Act, or 
c) a term in respect of which a landlord or tenant has obtained a dispute resolution officer's order that the 

agreement of the other is not required. 

2. LENGTH OF TENANCY (please fill in the dates and times in tile spaces provided) 

This tenancy starts on: ~l ~i;~~t 11.2-o I '0 J 

day month {} year 

Length of tenancy: (please check a, b or c and provide additional information as requested) 
This tenancy is: 
0 a) on a month-to-month basis 

f'i b) for a fixed length oftime: I ~ f.I/JJVV lending on: I 3D~~ Ji,~ II :2-D I 'JI 
length of tin e day month year 

At the end of this fixed length of time: (please check one option, i or ii) A}v c;;fZ . , ~ , 
0 i) the tenancy may continue on a ~ontiHo-mo!lth bqSIS ?r I .. LP ·ct. t1 ~hj 0 IW4Rt'fle.-· rn htt( Ye ,v,j 

_/ another fixed length of time 1::-~t VrA-AJ,''v bttf-"'-IW 1 t\.Pv f" ~ Landlord's Tenant's r;r. 'l.lt1 
IUJ ii) the tenancy ends and the tenant must move out of the residential unit Initials Initials J 

If you choose this option, both the landlord and tenant must initial in the boxes 
to the right. Av~ 

0 c) other periodic tenancy as indicated;..:b::.:e::.l.=.ow:;.:..: -----------------. 

0 weekly 0 bi-weekly 0 other: I I 
3. RENT {please fill in the information in the spaces provided) 

a) Payment of Rent: I I 
The tenant will pay the rent of $ 2 5 D 0 each (check on11) 0 day 0 week 

the first day of the rental period which falls on the (due date, e.g., 1st, 2nd, 3rd, ... _31st) day of each 

(checl< ono) 0 day 0 week 0 month subject to rent increases given in accordance with the RTA. 

The tenant must pay the rent on time. If the rent is late, the landlord may issue a Notice to End Tenancy to the 
tenant, which may tal(e effect not earlier than 10 days after the date the notice is given. 

b) What is included in the rent: (Check only those that are included and provide additional information, if needed.) 
The landlord must not terminate, or restrict a service or facility that is essential to the tenant's use of the rental unit 
as living accommodation, or that is a material term of the tenancy agreement. 

(2{ Water (i2l"' Stove and Oven 0"window Coverings 0 Storage 

0 Electricity 0 Dishwasher ~Cablevislon 
0 Heat Gf Refrigerator ~ Laundry (free) 

0 Garbage Collection 

0 Parking for ~vehicle(s) 
0 Furniture G2J' Carpets 0 Sheets and Towels 

0 Additional Information: 
0 Other:._L ______ ___j 
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4. SECURITY DEPOSIT AND PET DAMAGE DEPOSIT 

A. 

B. 

Security Deposits 

1 The tenant is required to pay a security deposit of $ 1)1 so I 
by l2~tttl J"VtAA-l 11~1£;1 

day month year 

Pet Damage Deposit ~ot applicable 
$1 I The tenant is required to pay a pet damage deposit of 

by Dl II I 
day month year 

1) The landlord agrees 
a) that tile security deposit and pet damage deposit must each not exceed one half of the monthly rent payable 

for the residential property, 
b) to keep the security deposit and pet damage deposit during the tenancy and pay interest on it in accordance 

with the regulation, and 
c) to repay the security deposit and pet damage deposit and interest to the tenant within 15 days of the end of 

the tenancy agreement, unless 
I) the tenant agrees in writing to allow the landlord to keep an amount as payment for unpaid rent 

or damage, or 
ii) the landlord applies for dispute resolution under the Residential Tenancy Act within 15 days of the end 

of the tenancy agreement to claim some or all of the security deposit or pet damage deposit. 
2) The 15 day period starts on the later of 

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

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

4) The tenant may agree to use the security deposit and interest as rent only if the landlord gives written consent. 

5. PETS 7. PAYMENT OF RENT 
Any term in this tenancy agreement that prohibits, or 
restricts the size of. a pet or that governs the tenant's 
obligations regarding the keeping of a pet on the 
residential property is subject to the rights and 
restrictions under the Guide Animal Act. 

6. CONDITION INSPECTIONS 
1) In accordance with sections 23 and 35 of the Act 

(condition inspections] and Part 3 of the regulation 
(condition inspections], the landlord and tenant must 
inspect the condition of the rental unit together 
a) when the tenant is entitled to possession, 
b) when the tenant starts keeping a pet during the 

tenancy, if a condition inspection was not 
completed at the start of the tenancy, and 

c) at the end of the tenancy. 
2) The landlord and tenant may agree on a different 

day for the condition inspection. 
3) The right of the tenant or the landlord to claim 

against a security deposit or a pet damage deposit, 
or both, for damage to residential property is 
extinguished if that party does not comply with 
section 24 and 36 of the Residential Tenancy Act 
(consequences if report requirements not met]. 

1) The tenant must pay the rent on time, unless the 
tenant is permitted under the Act to deduct from 
the rent. If the rent is unpaid, the landlord may 
issue a notice to end a tenancy to the tenant, 
which may take effect not earlier than 10 days after 
the date the tenant receives the notice. 

2) The landlord must not take away or make the ten
ant pay extra for a service or facility that is already 
included in the rent, unless a reduction is made 
under section 27 (2) of the Act. 

3) The landlord must give the tenant a receipt for rent 
paid in cash. 

4) The landlord must return to the tenant on or before 
the last day of the tenancy any post-dated cheques 
for rent that remain in the possession of the land
lord. If the landlord does not have a forwarding 
address for the tenant and the tenant has vacated 
the premises without notice to the landlord, the 
landlord must forward any post-dated cheques for 
rent to the tenant when the tenant provides a for· 
warding address in writing. 
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8. RENT INCREASE 
1) Once a year the landlord may increase the rent for 

the existing tenant. The landlord may only increase 
the rent 12 months after the date that the existing 
rent was established with the tenant or 12 months 
after the date of the last legal rent increase for the 
tenant, even if there is a new landlord or a new 
tenant by way of an assignment. The landlord must 
use the approved Notice of Rent Increase form 
available from any Residential Tenancy Office or 
Service BC-Government Agent Office. 

2) A landlord must give a tenant 3 whole months 
not1ce, in writing, of a rent increase. [For example, 
if the rent is due on the 1st of the month and the 
tenant is given notice any time in January, including 
January 1st, there must be 3 whole months before 
the increase begins. In this example, the months 
are February, March and April, so the increase 
would begin on May 1st.] 

3) The landlord may increase the rent only in the 
amount set out by the regulation. If the tenant 
thinks the rent increase is more than is allowed by 
the regulation, the tenant may talk to the landlord or 
contact the Residential Tenancy Branch for 
assistance. 

4) Either the landlord or the tenant may obtain the 
percentage amount prescribed for a rent increase 
from the Residential Tenancy Branch. 

9. ASSIGN OR SUBLET 
1) The tenant may assign or sublet the rental unit to 

another person with the written consent of the 
landlord, If this tenancy agreement is for a fixed 
length of 6 months or more, the landlord must not 
unreasonably withhold consent. Under an 
assignment a new tenant must assume all of the 
rights and obligations under the existing tenancy 
agreement, at the same rent. The landlord must not 
charge a fee or receive a benefit, directly or 
indirectly, for giving this consent. 

2) If a landlord unreasonably withholds consent to 
assign or sublet or charges a fee, the tenant may 
apply for dispute resolution under the Residential 
Tenancy Act. 

10. REPAIRS 
1) Landlord's obligations: 

a) The landlord must provide and maintain the 
residential property in a reasonable state of 
decoration and repair, suitable for occupation 
by a tenant. The landlord must comply with 
health, safety and housing standards required 
by law. 

b) If the landlord is required to make a repair to 
comply with the above obligations, the tenant 
may discuss it with the landlord. If the landlord 
refuses to make the repair, the tenant may 

seek a dispute resolution officer's order under 
the Residential Tenancy Act for the completion 
and costs of the repair. 

2) Tenant's obligations: 
a) The tenant must maintain reasonable health, 

cleanliness and sanitary standards throughout 
the rental unit and the other residential 
property to which the tenant has access. The 
tenant must take the necessary steps to repair 
damage to the residential property caused by 
the actions or neglect of the tenant or a person 
permitted on the residential property by the 
tenant. The tenant is not responsible for 
reasonable wear and tear to the residential 
property. 

b) If the tenant does not comply with the above 
obligations within a reasonable time, the 
landlord may discuss the matter with the 
tenant and may seek a monetary order 
through dispute resolution under the 
Residential Tenancy Act for the cost of repairs, 
serve a notice to end a tenancy, or both. 

3) Emergency Repairs: 
a) The landlord must post and maintain in a 

conspicuous place on the residential property, 
or give to the tenant in writing, the name and 
telephone number of the designated contact 
person for emergency repairs. 

b) If emergency repairs are required, the tenant 
must make at least two attempts to telephone 
the designated contact person, and then give 
the landlord reasonable time to complete the 
repairs. 

c) If the emergency repairs are still required, the 
tenant may undertake the repairs, and claim 
reimbursement from the landlord, provided a 
statement of account and receipts are given to 
the landlord. If the landlord does not reimburse 
the tenant as required, the tenant may deduct 
the cost from rent. The landlord may take over 
completion of the emergency repairs at any 
time. 

d) Emergency repairs must be urgent and 
necessary for the health and safety of persons 
or preservation or use of the residential 
property and are limited to repairing 
i) major leaks in pipes or the roof, 
ii) damaged or blocked water or sewer 

pipes or plumbing fixtures, 
iii) the primary heating system, 
iv) damaged or defective locks that give 

access to a rental unit, or 
v) the electrical systems. 
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11. OCCUPANTS AND GUESTS 
1) The landlord must not stop the tenant from having 

guests under reasonable circumstances in the 
rental unit. 

2) The landlord must not impose restrictions on 
guests and must not require or accept any extra 
charge for daytime visits or overnight 
accommodation of guests. 

3) If the number of occupants in the rental unit is 
unreasonable, the landlord may discuss the issue 
with the tenant and may serve a notice to end a 
tenancy. Disputes regarding the notice may be 
resolved through dispute resolution under the 
Residential Tenancy Act. 

12. LOCKS 
1) The landlord must not change locks or other 

means of access to residential property unless 
the landlord provides each tenant with new keys 
or other means of access to the residential 
property. 

2) The landlord must not change locks or other 
means of access to a rental unit unless the tenant 
agrees and is given new keys. 

3) The tenant must not change locks or other means 
of access to 
a) common areas of residential property, unless 

the landlord consents to the change, or 
b) his or her rental unit, unless the landlord 

consents in writing to, or a dispute resolution 
officer has ordered, the change. 

13. LANDLORD'S ENTRY INTO 
RENTAL UNIT 
1) For the duration of this tenancy agreement, the 

rental unit is the tenant's home and the tenant is 
entitled to quiet enjoyment, reasonable privacy, 
freedom from unreasonable disturbance, and 
exclusive use of the rental unit. 

2) The landlord may enter the rental unit only if one 
of the following applies: 
a) at least 24 hours and not more than 30 days 

before the entry, the landlord gives the tenant 
a written notice which states 
i) the purpose for entering, which must be 

reasonable, and 
H) the date and the time of the entry, which 

must be between 8 a.m. and 9 p.m. 
unless the tenant agrees otherwise; 

b) there is an emergency and the entry is 
necessary to protect life or property; 

c} the tenant gives the landlord permission to 
enter at the time of entry or not more than 30 
days before the entry; 

d) the tenant has abandoned the rental unit; 
e) the landlord has an order of a dispute 

resolution officer or court saying the landlord 
may enter the rental unit; 

ij the landlord is providing housekeeping or related 
services and the entry is for that purpose and at 
a reasonable time. 

3) The landlord may inspect the rental unit monthly in 
accordance with subsection (2) (a). 

4) If a landlord enters or is likely to enter the rental unit 
illegally, the tenant may apply for a dispute resolution 
oHicer's order under the Residential Tenancy Act, to 
change the locks, keys or other means of access to 
the rental unit and prohibit the landlord from obtaining 
entry into the rental unit. At the end of the tenancy, 
the tenant must give the key to the rental unit to the 
landlord. 

14. ENDING THE TENANCY 
1) The tenant may end a monthly, weekly or other 

periodic tenancy by giving the landlord at least one 
month's written notice. A notice given the day before 
the rent is due in a given month ends the tenancy at 
the end of the following month. [For example, if the 
tenant wants to move at the end of May, the tenant 
must make sure the landlord receives written notice 
on or before April 30th.] 

2) This notice must be in writing and must 
a) include the address of the rental unit, 
b) include the date the tenancy is to end, 
c) be signed and dated by the tenant, and 
d) include the specific grounds for ending the 

tenancy, if the tenant is ending a tenancy 
because the landlord has breached a material 
term o1 the tenancy. 

3) If this is a fixed term tenancy and the agreement 
does not require the tenant to vacate at the end of 
the tenancy, the agreement is renewed as a monthly 
tenancy on the same terms until the tenant gives 
notice to end a tenancy as required under the 
Residential Tenancy Act. 

4) The landlord may end the tenancy only for the 
reasons and only in the manner set out in the 
Residential Tenancy Act and the landlord must use 
the approved notice to end a tenancy form available 
from the Residential Tenancy Office. 

5) The landlord and tenant may mutually agree in 
writing to end this tenancy agreement at any time. 

6) The tenant must vacate the residential property by 
1 p.m. on the day the tenancy ends, unless the 
landlord and tenant otherwise agree. 

15. LANDLORD TO GIVE TENANCY 
AGREEMENT TO TENANT 

The landlord must give the tenant a copy of this 
agreement promptly, and in any event within 21 days of 
entering into the agreement. 

16. RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES 
Either the tenant or the landlord has the right to apply 
for dispute resolution to resolve a dispute, as provided 
under the Residential Tenancy Act. 
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17. ADDITIONAL TERMS 
a) Write down any additional terms which the tenant and the landlord agree to. Additional terms may cover matters 

such as pets, yard work, smoking and snow removal. Additional pages may be added. 

b) Any addition to this tenancy agreement must comply with the Residential Tenancy Act and regulations, and must 
clearly communicate the rights and obligations under it. If a term does not meet these requirements, or is 
unconscionable, the term is not enforceable. 1 

c) Attached to this tenancy agreement, there 1}1' is 0 is not an Addendum 

If there is an Addendum aHached, provide the following information on the Addendum that forms part of this 
tenancy agreement: 

1 Number of pages of the Addendum: I {YI'lA.-Lj Number of additional terms in the Addendum: ._1_1 _ _, 

By signing this tenancy agreement, the landlord and the tenant are bound by its terms. 

LANDLORD(S): (if entry for landlord is a business name, use the 'last name' field box to enter the full/ega/ business name) 

I C'O NC] 
last name \').-&( 

Signaturef~-·----~ 

tast name 

Signature:-·····----~---------- ___ _ 

TENANT(S): 

------~~-

first and middle name(s) 

Date: 

'~-n~~------------~"~t~~~=~~.~~/--------~ last name first and middle name(s) 

Signature: ~--------------- Date: 2018/6/29~-lj:- ~~:~~1-~~D~ 

last name first and middle name(s) 

Signature: .... __ Date: ... .... .. ....... ~- ... __ --·· 
General Information about Residential Tenancy Agreements 

Important Legal Document -This tenancy agreement is an important legal document. Keep it in a safe place. 

...•.. 

Additional Terms- Any additional terms cannot contradict or change any right or duty under the RTA or this tenancy agreement. 

Amendment of the RTA- The RTA or a regulation made under the RTA, as amended from time to time, take priority over the terms 
of this tenancy agreement. 

Condition Report- The landlord and tenant are required to inspect the residential unit together at the beginning and end of the 
tenancy and complete a written condition report. If the landlord allows the tenant to have a pet after the start of the tenancy. an 
inspection report must be done on the day the tenant starts keeping a pet or on another day mutually agreed to by the landlord and 
tenant. unless the tenancy started on or after January i. 2004, and a condition inspection report was completed at that time. A report 
may describe any damage, how clean each room is, and the general condition of the residential unit including; the floors, carpets, 
appliances, and paint on the walls. The report must be signed and dated by both the landlord and the tenant who made the inspection, 
and each should keep a copy. 

Change of Landlord -A new landlord has the same rights and duties as the previous one and must follow all the terms of this 
agreement unless the tenant and new landlord agree to other terms. 

Resolution of Disputes- If problems or disagreements arise, the landlord and tenant should try to talk to each other to find a solution. 
If they still cannot agree. either may contact the Residential Tenancy Branch for clarification of their rights and responsibilities or an 
intervention. if no agreement is reached, a landlord or a tenant may apply for a dispute resolution to gel a decision. Many, but not all, 
kinds of disagreements can be decided by dispute resolution. 

M . . . visit our Web site: www:rto.gov.bc.ca 
OR call the Residential Tenancy Branch at: 

• in the Lower Mainland 604 660-1020 • in Victoria 250 387-1602 • elsewhere in B.C. call toll free: 1 800 665-8779 
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I, 

TENANCY AGREEMENT ADDENDUM 

-·~----~-__ -H __ s_· lA ______ , hereby agree to these terms & conditions : 

1) No parties causing excessive noise on the property. Any noise which causes a 
complaint to be filed by other tenant(s) on the property or neighbouring properties 
will be deemed excessive and be in violation of this term. 

2) Pets & smoking are not allowed. 

3) A fine of $50.00 will be applied to the tenant if the rentul cheque is bounced. 

4) No illegal substances or activities are to be grown/found in or on the property. The 
owner I property manager has the right to enter the property every month to ensure 
this terms is upheld. 24 hrs. notice is required. 

5) Permanent occupants will be people : 

Any change in tenant(s) must be notified to the property manager and approved 
by the owner. 

6) The tenant(s) understands that it is their sole responsibility to purchase tenant 
content insurance. The owner will not, in any manner, be held liable for any items 
lost during the tenancy period. 

7) Tenant is responsible to pay for the move-in and move-out fee if any. 

8) When the tenant(s) vacates, the carpet and the unit must be cleaned professionally. 
All debris inside and outside of the property must be removed at the tenant's 

expense. All appliances must be cleaned and in working order. Deposit will be 
returned fourteen days after the end of a tenancy if the suite passes a satisfactory final 
inspection by the property manager and no (utility) bills are deemed outstanding. 

9) When tenant departs, the tenant has to return all the keys as stated in Page 3 of 
Condition Inspection Report (CIR). If the tenant fails to do so, the tenant is 
responsible to pay for the key( s) lost. 

10) Deposit will be forfeited if the tenant breaks the lease before the lease expired. 

If any of the following terms and conditions listed above are violated or not met, the 
owner reserves the right to deduct deposit(s) and I or terminate the tenancy agreement. 
When a tenancy agreement has been terminated, the tenant(s) have 30 days to vacate the 
property accordingly. 
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#29 19257 Enterprise Way 
Surrey B.C. Canada 
V3S 6JH 
tel: (604) 533-3440 24 llr. 
lit:'C (604) 533-3426 

Date Sept 14. 20 I X 

CO~TROLLlm Sl!USTANCE + liAZAIU>OlJS MATERIAL Tt:STIN(; CONTRACT 
WHASE II 

I. PIUWOSAl. 

C1!.!ncsis Restnrutions Ltd. (Genesis) 
& 

Jing Cong (Client) 
Pro.icct # S I !!KR2045 

We wish tu present Client with a proposul to provide a hazardous material survey and 
drug rl;.'siduc testing at a residence that was uscd as a controlled substance property. 

2. OUR ljNI>ImSTANI>INO OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
I. Tu provide a lmzardous material survey und dmg residue testing (STRUCTURE 

ONLY) at the residence of 11780 Kingllshcr Drive, Richmond BC. 

3. t•ttOPOSEI> SOLUTION with Technical Specifications. 

I . Provid~:> a hazartloul! l1U\h:rinl survey + report 
(lrovidc drug residue sampling/analysis + report 

3. Ct11nplctc wustc water drainage assessment 
4. £'ruvide U Sl'Opc of wnrk + estimate fi1r do:contamination 

( < )wrK·r) requirements: 
I. To provido: ao:ccss us required hy Ocnesis 

4. ('IIARGI<:S 

< iENESIS will perlbrm the tasks, us de lined in section J. on a quote hasi~ tiw the amount 
of$17,500 +GST= 18,375.00 

Additional work outsidl! of the technical spcdfkations stated herein will be I.JUoted 
scpuratdy. 

Payment schedule is due prior to wurk commcncin~ by Visa, tompany cheque. ur cash. 
NOTE: Report uml deunuwc dm:umcnts will not be released until full payment is 
rcccivt.•d. 
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.ling Cong Sept 14. 20111 
l'ruj~ct !I SIXKR:!045 

6. DISCLAIMim 

I. O~:nesis R~:storations Ltd. will follow industry st<mdard of care. WorkSafcRC 
t'l;'gulations. to inspect and test structure. 

7. TERMS 

Our proposal to provid~: the services outlined in this document ~:xpircs one month from its 
date. Prices quoted urc valid for one month from the date of the proposal. 

A<'t'epted l~r: 

Genesis l~t'storutions Ltd. (Client) 

!Jt \ ( 
Authorizl·d Ofllct.•r Authorizt.•d Signator~· 

Kdlic Rundle Jlng Cong 

Name (typl' or print) 

Owner 

TI~ ru~ 

Sept J.~:-~.Q-~~---· ---------------~----- _1510_91_2_o1_s ____________ _ 
nate ()utc 

(:cues Is Rcstoru!Hm~ l.t.l. • 201 K 
(Page 2 llf:! 1 
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lN 

#29 ~ 19257 Enterprise Way · 
Surrey B.C. Canada V3S 6J8 
tel: (604) 533-3440 24 Hr. 
e-mail: dean@genesisabatement.cdm 
web: www.genesisrestorations.com 

'·,.' ' 

Nevember 9, 2018 
CEPROPOSAL 
l(Gtmesis Restorations Ltd) 
· Enterprise Way 
yBCV3S-6J8 

''iii''· & 
.. J~i"l,ling Cong 
· 7s~~,'GJ~cier Cres. 

Rfj:ll~ond BC 
'¥:7,A4L5 

1. PROPOSAL 

•', ·I,', 

' 
We wish to present 
contai11ing,mat(lrials as · 

I'\!, a pi'•op,(>Sal to remove ~d dispose of all asbestos 
11780 Kingfisher Dive Richmond BC 

.' •, ',\• ' I' •' 

If Accepted, piease indicate'yoi.lr proposal by signing two. copies oftrus . 
document. Keep one;copy . ' , . the second.copy to Genesis. Upon . 
receipt 9fthe signed propc:>sal, established.and Genesis will proceed 

· ~i,thtl;u~. tasks identified! ip \the :rechrlitllll~~~JlecitiicaltiOJ1s. 

+,GST ($2,238.10) = $47,000.00 

\',!,'·:· 

OUR UNDERST~QING OF "Client's" A";"IX,'"' ..... ...,..,~,.,. 

·Genesis AbatemeniLtd. follows recog~tit;e, 
remediation and decontamination work. 

I. The purpose of this project is to 
report as well as the . 

illioesuJs materials stated in the Pinchin 
l,lgbesldtte from interior areas of the 

residentialhouse to make ready for ' 
')".:f. . 

', ;: 

Clari~cat~ohs:. :; 
' ' 

1. Price is based on the THREE reports.t\y I~IW,CHIIN 
.'HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

i 2, ogr;pt()pqsal
1
,IS to follow the . 

3. All c(IFJt(:lnts,,fixtures;cablnets, 
' inside the ho(,lse wm: be removed 

4. To remove,,and dispose of all drywall wa111~~,,,~'~ 
· stuq. · . · · . ·. · 

5. The furnace and aiLducting will be 
6: All'draln side' plumbing will be 

diS~lOSE~d of. 
and disposed of. 

7. RemoVE) plywqpd subfloor In both lS ~IOS!Sirs Where drug lab prodUCtiOn tOOk 
pl!!ce; , . 

8. Clean and seal structural corltan1in!ltel:llihil!mt,,.·,.., 
9. Detailed cleaning of. remaining floc,rs.anl:lcci.RCr·ete 

Client initials 
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Job Sl9DD5019 
Nov. 9,2018 

4. 

s. 

10. To ensure that all rem~lrlh1g s~rfaces and materials are clear of Illicit drug residues per 
clearan.ce testing. . .· · · 

11. Clearance testing Is · · our proposal. 
12. We ha~e included to ne~s.sary paperwork for WorksafeBC and the Ministry 

of Environment where This mcludes NOP Risk assessments Exposure 
control plan and~BCG If necessarY. ' 

13. Our proposal includes at an authorized landfill as well as all air monitoring if 
required. 

14. Our. proposa) does 

GENESIS willgive 
hidden variables that 
·repon·issuecl· to the customter:; 
·Until tl;le order is signed . 

as described in this proposal will provide you 
We recommend that you complete the· 

maximum benefit from the work we have 

:oo1rts ·verbal'lv or by etit~il to the customer. Anyi 
lill;:;••~u..,u•u~;:;m•~u photQgraphically and a written 

H>P.•.orrt,~r is required, wo11~ will stop on that area 
anct .. actatttonaJ charges agreed to (see section 7) . 

. 6; REFUSAL 

Clientag~rees.t~t,if•~lieh~lpl~ /()r C~iejt's I~l!~er refuses~ervices that Genesis • 
recommeQd~; Ge11esis Abatement.. wtll\iot be':'l;t~ld respol)S,~ble for any damages that the 
refusal may cause. l 

~s;\~ 

CHARGES 

GENESIS willperfo~tnetW~ks, as ...... ., ........... . 
·• ain0unt of$ 47,000 btCillding GST. 
(}lmesis does not do third-party billing. The 
DIRECT payment. . 

:Payment s¢hedule 

Paynl.ent Terms: 

1. A depositbf 50% is required 
$1,l19,05(GST). ':" $ ~;,.;;'""'''" 

2. · The Balance less a: 10 % uv•·uv ...... , 

3. The1Q%holdba~kto be paid 
4; lnt€restcof2% pe'r month will be 

customer will pay any and all 
5. ·Any items not in dispute shal~ be 

amO'unt with written notificatiOn. 

a~cepts full responsibility for 

can be made. $ 22,380.95 + 

completion of the of the project 
.·. comple~ion of our contract. .··. 
balances m~t paid whendi.Je. The · 

of unpaid balances. 
completion, minus the disputed 

Client Initials 
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·. 8. WARRAN.TY 

·lt:containrnent is Ilec1ess1~ 
15~~~no~ed t .. ' .>·,·au.ttno,nz<:a. 

.:~uits~ gli)vesi · 

... ·])ISPUTERESOLUTIQN 

' Our propos~;~! to provf~~.Jheservices 
date. Prices quotedru:e\v~alllifor one 

·· . If the custofu.Jr;iinds that the 
specifications'd~$cribed here, 
comple,tion n~fi~ GENESIS in 
astpe.Custoineris able) a aocum1~n 

oijNESIS1shWthen use 
error: 

''; : ' ' 

.JfoaN"Esis.tkn<>tnotitied in .. 
'custorher,.GENE~IS will deem.· 

Nov. 9,2018 

' ·- ' 

is up and wor~~as be;:gun, accesswjll'e>~l',,;, .•. 
. · safety geai'!~HEPA, respirator;- Ty;V~JC', ':!{;/ 

................ to perf~rmaccoi:ding to.the 
within 7 d!cys of'project 

or error and provide (so far 
of such defect or error. 

.~bpromptly correct such defector 
, .. ,, . ' . 

7 days'ofcompletio!l by the .. 
rendered to be acce~ted as delivered. 

Client Initials 
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I Job SI9DD5019 

15. GOVERNING LAW 

This Contract shall be con1strulec 
laws of the Province of British 

BY EXECUTING THIS CONTRACT, 
OR HAS BEEN ADVISED OF 
CONSULT WITH A QUALlFIED' . 

Genesis Abatement Ltd. 

Nov. 9,2018 

enforced in accordance with and governed by the 

WLEDGES THAT HE/SHE HAS READ 
AND HAS,JJAD THE;QPPORTCffillTf TO 

''CLIE~ ... })- .· 

Authorized Signatory 

. ,11.~~ ~~ 
·· Name (typ~r print)~ 

Client Initials 

I!J;l~l!l 

11.1t3#a~~g_I Th'J~ 
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City of Richmond 
69 i 1 Uo. 3 f{o;:;.d, Rkhmord, f,( '·lDV 2C 1 
T~2!: 6C.::·2'76~4i45 Fax: ti1J4.;U&_.~122 
offt.:e Hours; 8:11) a rn.~S:f)IJ 
W\V\V,ricbmond,cq 

2018 PROPE~{~0T~.b~l ) #~' 
DUE DATE: Tuesday, July 3, 2018 

\llllllllllllRIItimtBIIIIml 632°
7 

5% P£NALT\' IF NOT PAlO OR GRANT NOT CLAIMED U\' JULY 3, 2018 
ADDITIONAL 5% PENALTY ADDED TO ANY CURRE!\1 T,\XES OliTSTASDING AYfER 
S£PTE!\18Elt 4,1018 

CONG, Jll\G 
11780 K!J>;GFISHE.R DH 
JUCIIMOND BC V7E 3N7 

llC :\sseSW~e~~t 

Mem;, '11111oouV~r 
MFA 

TransUnk 
~~Debt 

NET OlllElt GO\'Eti..~ME.'\"l'TAXJ:S 

Ci-enwll Municip:!l 

Cityl'olidn~ 

Fire Rescue 

PleaS~? ;el&t 'lihictl gJOnt 'fO'J >1tre "'ig4:Jfe ior: 

0 BASIC G!'iANT 

0 ADDmONAL ~IT~ Sf.NfiOR 
~~ 65 o; 0\ll!f lllis calend"r ye;,.r) 

Of BlRl}! ,;, 

OAODmcNAl. GWIT DlliER 

I h~·.~t: re.ad and urttlf'!stan} th~ ticrr:~ Oh1f~{ 
Grant 111, r~$! ;,rui 1 

the ~~ c«r!XI ilrcd ~l:e 
<Amytoo~ 

\-A·-r··-~B--1 ---c --, 
No Gmn1 \ Grant 510.00 I Gmnt K45.(\!J '• ... -"'----~ . .___, 

I $.1.6Si.i0 I S4.11i.i0 I S3.8·UJO \ 
~-----· ··~-----~ 

I Amount Paid _ ___j 
FOLIO OS/Kil5:000 
l'IJ) tl01~)39·032 

CIVIC It ISO KINGI'IS!IER DR 
OWNERS CONG, JING 

11780 KJNGFISHER DR 
RICHMOND BC V1E 3N7 

08b-b15-000 0000468770 0[]00411770 0000384 CNCL - 111 
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CONG,nNG 
11780 KtNGFISII!lR DR 
RICHMOND BC V7B JN7 

: '·<·"'~:~~~; Home U~vncr rinuu 
. 'll.i'l'B'CIIOOL TA.XILS 

B c t\S: '.1~-'i~ IHNl t 

V,.lJh.!mWct 

TmmUnk 

Scwc!'Otll! 

NET OTIJJ-:Jt GOYERNMEN'l' 'l'AXES 

Ocnernl Municipal 

Ctty Policing 

F1re Rescue 

Storm Drainage I Dykiug 

NE'I' MUNICII'AL TAXF:S 

TOTAL CURJUCNTT,\XES 

0.03H90 
0.04130 

(),1)1)020 

0.22160 

Q.Oli~S 

0.86147 

0.3'1016 

0.26323 

O.U:l448 

TO'f,\L Nlrr .\SS!iSSKDVe\LUI::S FOil TAXATION PURPOSES- -

. __ 5;.!'.Nf!RAI~ "~~:H<~ !lOS PITcH·_ 
I,'/14.7!HI 1,77>1,7!)(1 1,774,7011 

1,1171.95 

69.04 

7}.30 

Q;lS 

;193.:!7 

o.ou 
1,87J.if' 

69.04 

IJ.JO 

1!.35 

393.27 

1.564.)4 

656.92 
467.15 

-221.50 

-o.su::~S 

()9JI4 

Jj3H 

{),}5 

39:1.27 

1,564.:14 

You ore llOI ourre11 lly cnruli.U in tbc1'ax Prc-uuthorite<l Withdnnvnl Plan (1'1\WS). If yml \vcm IU<IIllllllon th• lO month PAWS plan, 
your .,,;mated lll<mlhly payment amount for ncxl )'"''"' Mxcs would be S544,QO. 

AMOUNT DUE .JULY 2, 2019 

rtea:.~-"re1:,d r.ul 

i.:Jnn 
Jam lhi.l 

Pfeil~·~'?' ~t*.>c t ~,.vht( tt qra! 11 yod 

0 J>A51t C>Hr,NT 
[] ;\DDITION,,I c,RN·Il· SE>itml . 
(.:J(Je' 65 m 01/~r !hiS Cd:HllUtJr 'fl~iJf) 

V£AK at1d Di·.il Of !J;i\TH i' --· 

1 ~J;;vc~ n:::~~d fJ.rtd tli~Gc:•;wmllhf! H•"m't' OW!ii~r 
Gr.~mt cli~FbHlty u?quirt: 1nttYliS 01 tht' r~~\1 i:'r:.t~ .wd 1 

- the tnfonnotiun ~:::. cun~.·,.l a:v_/ (tJ!IlpiPh• 
n1y' kno•N!rdqe 

liOUO 086-615-000 
I'ID IHJI.(n<J -1)32 

CIVIC l Dllo KINnt'lSIIER Ill\ 
OWNERS C:ONG. liNG 

117RD KL'lOI'ISIIER UR 
RICHMOND BC V'IB 11\'l 

l~lllnllll~liW~Jmlllt~IWWIIIrlmi~U 
086-61s-ooo oooos2737 7 0000527377 00005osz2? 

I:!J?(;l,5"'t:jQQI: t:jj; 
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10/1/2019 asbestos and hazardous materials professional clean company in lower mainland of vancouver, be, ca - Yahoo Canada Search Results 

asbestos and hazardous materials professional clean co 

Web Images Video News Answers Anytime The Web 

Ad related to: asbestos and hazardous materials professional clean company in lower mainland of 
vancouver, be, ca 

Asbestos company- We have it on our website 1 weather. info 8 
weather.info/Asbestos company/Search no more 
Searcl1 info on Weather.info. See yourself. Asbestos company 
Avoir De Tes Nouvelles · Ce que tu rechercl1es lei 

Cherchez et Trouvez 
Tout a Propos De Votre Recherche 
Trouvez lei 

Recherches Multiples 
Tout a Propos De Votre Recherche 
Trouvez lei 

Meilleurs Resultats 
Tout a Propos De Votre Rechercl1e 
Trouvez lei 

Trouvez plus 
Tout a Propos De Votre Recherche 
Trouvez lei 

Information Liee 
Tout a Propos De Votre Recherche 
Trouvez lei 

Recherche Efficace 
Tout a Propos De Votre Recherche 
Trouvez lei 

Asbestos And Hazardous Materials Professional Clean Company Lower rv 

~ 
•!J 2019'Yahoo 1 Inc 

I ECOSAN Hygiene 300-1090 Homer St 604-537-6916 
Vancouver 

:• Trauma Tech 110-2250 Boundary ... 604-662-7740 
Burnaby 

Dysco Moving 295 Terminal Ave 604-694-7772 

4 reviews Vancouver 

Clearly Plumbing Ltd 701 W Georgia St 604-259-2561 

2 reviews Vancouver 

Milani Plumbing, Drainage & He... 3433 25th Ave E 604-245-5991 

2 reviews Vancouver 

See all 37 results for asbestos and ... Listings by YellowPages.ca'" 

Asbestos I Hazardous Waste Disposal Vancouver BC 
asbestoswastedisposal.ca 
Serving residential, commercial and industrial hazardous waste generators; in Vancouver BC, 
GVRD, and lower mainland BC Asbestos Disposal Asbestos lurks throughout our world in trace 
amounts as a fibrous mineral, used in Canadian homes between between 1950 - 1990 

HAZARDOUS WASTE I Lead & Asbestos Disposal. BC 
asbestoswastedisposal.ca/lead-asbestos-disposal 
Hazardous waste disposal in Vancouver BC, GVRD and lower mainland licensed by the Ministry of 
Environment to transport hazardous waste. BC Hazardous waste disposal company. asbestos 
disposal. lead disposal and hazardous waste management in Vancouver, Lower Mainland BC & 
Fraser Valley. 

Asbestos Removal & Abatement in Lower Mainland BC -... 
www.yellowpages.ca/search/si/1/Asbeslos+Removai+&+Abatement. .. 
Locate and compare Asbestos Removal & Abatement in Lower Mainland BC, Yellow Pages Local 
Listings. Find useful information, the address and the phone number of the ... 

ACM Environmental- Hazardous Materials Specialists for Asbestos, ... 

acmenvironmental.com 
Founded in Vancouver, British Columbia in 1989, ACM Environmental shortly after expanded to 
offer the rest of Western Canada and the Territories services in a variety of areas, such as: 

Sign in 

https://ca.search.yahoo.com/search;_ylt=AwrgEbCn9JNdYigAukHrFAx.;_ylc=X1MDMjExNDcyMTAwMwRfcgMyBGZyA21jYWZIZQRncHJpZAM1RFJF... 1/2 
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10/1/2019 asbestos and hazardous materials professional clean company in lower mainland of vancouver, be, ca - Yahoo Canada Search Results 

Hazardous Material Surveys and Risk Assessments (Asbestos. Lead, Mould, PCBs, CFCs & 
Mercury) 

Asbestos Jobs in Lower Mainland, BC (with Salaries) -... 
ca.indeed.com/Asbestos-jobs-in-Lower-Mainland,-BC 
Search 71 Asbestos jobs now available in Lower Mainland, BC on lndeed.com, the world's largest 
job site. Asbestos Jobs in Lower Mainland. BC (with Salaries) llndeed.com Skip to Job Postings , 
Search Close 

Commercial asbestos waste 1 City of Vancouver 
vancouver.ca/doing-business/commercial-asbestos-waste.aspx 
All asbestos waste requires a hazardous waste movement manifest All friable and non-friable loads 
will require a hazardous waste movement document or manifest. Contact FrontCounter BC at 604-
586-4400, or visit the BC Ministry Environment website for information on how to obtain a hazardous 
waste movement manifest. 

Asbestos Testing & Consultants in Vancouver BC - YP.ca 
www.yellowpages.ca/ ... Nancouver+BC 
Locate and compare Asbestos Testing & Consultants in Vancouver BC, Yellow Pages Local 
Listings. Find usefullnfon.nation, the address and the phone number of the local business you are 
looking for. Please enter what you're searching for 

Management of Waste Asbestos - Province of British Columbia e 
www2.gov.bc.ca/ .. .fmanagement-of-waste-asbestos 
Management of Waste Asbestos Req\lirements for Waste Asbestos Any person, partnership or 
company in B.C. that produces and/or stores on-site more than 1000 kg of waste asbestos at any 
given time or within a 30 day period must register as a generator of hazardous waste and obtain a 
BC Generator number (BCG#). 

Asbestos disposal policy 1 City of Vancouver 
vancouver.ca/home-property-developmentlasbestos-disposal ... 
In accordance with WorkSafeBC's Occupational Health and Safety Regulation, an "asbestos
containing material" is a material that contains asbestos fibres totalling 0.5% or more by weight at 
the time of manufacture, or at any time as determined by specialized laboratory analysis. 

NorHaz- BC's #1 Hazardous Materials Removal & Remediation ... f) 
norl1az.com 
NorHaz Solutions Inc. is a dedicated full service hazardous materials removal and remediation 
company providing services to British Columbia's interior. Combining industry-leading procedures 
and equipment, NorHaz consistently provides safe, cost effective, and regulatory-compliant removal 
services to residential. commercial. industrial and Institutional clients alike. 

Ad related to: asbestos and hazardous materials professional clean company in lower mainland of 
vancouver. be. ca 

Asbestos company -We have it on our website 1 weather. info f) 
weather.info/Asbestos company/Search no more 
Search Info on Weather.info. See yourself. Asbestos company 
Avoir De Tes Nouvelles · Ce que tu recherches lei 

Cherchez et Trouvez 

Recherches Multiples 

Meilleurs Resultats 

2345Next 

Trouvez plus 

Information Liee 

Recherche Efficace 

907,000 results 

Yahoo Help Privacy (Updated) Terms (Updated) Advertise About ads Powered by BingTM 

https://ca.search.yahoo.com/search;_ylt=AwrgEbCn9JNdYigAukHrFAx.;_ylc=X1MDMjExNDcyMTAwMwRfcgMyBGZyA21jYWZIZQRncHJpZAM1RFJF... 2/2 
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Part II. Notices and documents provided by the City to the Owner 

2-1 Notice of Contravene 2018/08/28 2018/09/12 
2-2 Notice of Cleaning-up 

=:::::::: - 2018/09/12 - -
2-3 Contact of Genesis Restoration provided by the City officer 2018/09/12 2018/09/12 
2-4 Incomplete Tervita Invoice - 2019/06/18 - -
2-5 Email from City solicitor 2019/07/16 2019/07/16 
2-6 Memo provided by RCMP 2019/09/17 2019/08/12 
2-7 Operation Report provided by RCMP 2018/09/07 2019/08/12 
2-8 Richmond Fire Rescue Break Down 2018/08/25 2019/08/12 
2-9 Complete Invoice of Tervita 2018/10/10 2019/08/12 
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~ '":": ~~ Richmond 

August 28, 2018 2-/ 

Re: 
Special Safety Inspection 

Owner(s) Name: ling Cong 
Owner(s} Mailing Address: 
Inspection Address: 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 

Date of Inspection: 
11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 
August 28, 2018 

The City of Richmond's Fire Safety Inspection Team. performed a special safety inspection at 
the above address on the date noted above. The Inspection Team discovered sign.if.icant fire 
and_ other safety concerns such that immediate action was required to eliminate the hazard 
to ltfe and property. A Legal Notice "Unsafe - Do Not Enter or Occupy" has been posted due 
to the possibility of health and safety affects on the occupants of the property. 

It is your responsibility as the property owner to ensure the security of the property and to 
address any situation or potential loss that may result from the disconnection of utilities 
and/or services to this property for an extended period of time. 

Either you or your Building Contractor need to contact the City of Richmond's Building 
Approvals Department at (604) 276-4184 to discuss the permits and steps required to 
address any building remediatioR issues. 

As the building has been used in the production of con'trolled substances, there are a 
number of cleaning and removal requirements outlined in Bylaw 7897 ,. which will be 
explained by the Ci'ty of Richmond's Building Approvals Department. 

The services of a certified electrical contractor must be obtained to correct compromised 
electrical systems, if any; for compliance with the BC Electrical Code. If you wish to speak 
with the BC Safety Authority, please call their toll - frefi:! number: 1-866-566-7233. A list of 
BCSA licensed contractors iS also available at: www.safetyauthority.ca. 

A Special Safety Inspection fee of $4,200.00 is applicable and is the responsibility of the 
registered property owner. The City will be sending you, as property owner, a bill for this 
inspection. 

Yours truly, 

Electrical and Fire Safety Inspection Team 

604-303-2754 (voicemail available) 
Monday to Friday (except Statutory Holidays) 
8 :30am to 4:30pm 

Property Maintenance and Repair Bylaw No. 7897, Clause 3.1.2 states that "Every person require 
JO days of receipt of an Invoice demandlnll payment, appeal the amount of the lnvolc~ by notifying th 
afforded the opportlmlty to be heard by Council to determine If the fee or service fee should be paid." . 

S46l547 

• .- 6e'0-e > e.e~·tnrctCiOY" 

(6\:h:) S~L.- 5'1·40 
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)(flffmft - ii&~Jjl;i)Cifjj&~{1lj (11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond) 

• Bylaw 7897/8306- *~~ffl)tf~Ulii'Ftll!:iJLM~~lE. m~x~ft1J~. 
• &H~trrf!PN~Ct~l!tf.!Ff 
• fj}L£it1-F~t.9CIJ6\jfl&~ 

• IJ6\jf{5~!1I!~-o&~IJJflii!tl!Jl - rn~m~1l!iffl1'F1.MM~~r.;~tJ.MbltJ±~.Pfi. ~Jtt~r*J~ 
l?Ufdl:W~-5*. 

ftt16\a~:t£ 24 ,J,~~iriH~il:YU>€ntr=n~~~1J~::Etitft~1l: 

• ~.:t:EJf'!HtJ-OO~f~H8~l11!05J; 
• ~mel11!05JBHOO~Bm~~; 
• ~rHfHfF:t£ 24 'J'H~r*J5Stf:ftm~a~~f!lif~ · 571J5Erxmi&ffJ~~ El f=rf~:«~.:tfffl~f~f!l 

}J§fj. ::£g-B:etmx~~rn~.:tif<~ Cfl-J1Ja_t 2o%fJ-i&fiffl >. 
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·, 

·· ··'· .. ·. ·. ··!. 

' ' z:.:..3 

.. ,.- .. :.• ••" 
l ', ;'.'; ·., .. · . ,•'' ,, 

'' ,· 

August 2.8, 2018 . ' ... 
. . •' ... ': .· •·':. 

•'• 
·•' l ··,·,: 

Re: 
Special Safety lnspe~ti~n · · 

. : •'. 

Owner(s) Nam~: . , · 
Owner(s) Mailing Addres.s: 
Inspection !\ddress: · 
Date of Inspection: 

'.' ... 

ling Cong . . . .·. 
.11780 :Kingfisher ~Drive, ~ichmondt BC ·V7E 3N7 
117:80. ·Ki'rl.gfisher · D~i've~ Richmond, .BC . V7E .·3N7 
·AU.£JU.St 28, 2.011~ . . 

.. , '· . 

~ '' .. , : 

The Ci.ty of Ricli)mond's .Fire Saf~·ty In~~~:ctio~Tea~ ·perfo~rne~ .:a s~e~i:~IS?~'fety ins~ecti.qn at · 
the a~.ove addr.ess on the date noted above. T:he Inspectron Team. ·discovered significant fi~e 
and. other safety c~ncerns such th?~t: immed·late C}Ction was reqi.Jtred .to elir:ninate ·the hazard . 
to IJ.fe and property. A Legal Notice "Unsafe·· -:- :Go IIX.lot rEntet .. erOcci..Jpy" t.J·as been .posted due 
to the pos~H)i~lity ofheal.th an.d s·afety affetts ·on ·the occupants:ofthe'·t/:>to,perty. . . 

'!: . ••• ,·.. .•'.! ' • 

It is you.r respo~si'l>ility ;as the · ~f~p·e,cty, ·~~·r.~ .erto. ·~ 11~~:~r~ '-thes~curjty o:f the propert~ and to 
addre.~s any ~i:tua~ion o(potEmtia·r .less thar ~.ljhay . resu:1t <from .t~e ·discolill]eGtion o.t:uti.lities . 
an9/'9i~ervices to :thi~ ~r<;>.p¢~Y : .fo,J- ~·fll. ;e:X:t~npedi.:peri.Q,c;l . 9f ·ti'i;ne ::~ ': · .. ·: .·.· ·. · . · 

1 ! l : , , ' . 
0 

' 
1 

0 I o I 1 } • ' 

0 

' ~ , I • , o · 1 1 .' ! 

Eith~r ;you or yo~:r · Bt,ri.Jdin,g 'con,traotor 'meed to c.on~att tbe. :City of· Ri:chmior~d's Building 
ApprovC;~Is .Oepartmemt at (604) . 276-4;1.84. Jo• ·discuss ''' the perm!ts and · steps required to 
address .aJ1y building remedii·ation issues. . ·: ... ' . . . ' . ,, ' '' 

.. ·· .. · ~-. . 

As· the ·b~11Jd:i:ng "has 
1

:~~e~:. u~~d in: the ~rod~.d~rqn'·,:_6fcor:\trolled substances, there are a 
nu:mb~r of' .dear\:i:ng :and rem6va:l' ·r~qCJi.rement? .. outlined in Byl'a.w 7897, which will be 
explai~ned t>y .. th~ .·oty: of R:ich'rirtond~s B~jldiM·!lJ App.roval5; Depa~trr.Jent. 
I I '• ' ~-/ • : , 1 '. ' I ' I ' • ' I 'I ' . 1. ' •. I '' ' . '·' ' ' • ' :._,, ' ... . ; .. :· ' I t, '· 1 :· ' 

· The · ·se~ibes ·:of. a · certiified · elect'tica'l bo.ntf~ttp:r. mLJ'st . oe olita i-n~d to (!:orrect com~rom ised 
. e[ett~i'cafJ syste'ms, .. H' ary, fo~ .:c~:mpli~hce ~w.ith .:tj].e BC 'Electrical· Code. If yo.~;~ wish to speak 
.. · with· tl1je. BC $:a,fety .. AL!.t:hori·ty, please ca:u:. thei·r '· to.l . l :-fi.r;e~ ·rnumber: 1-866-566-7233. A list of 

'BCSA'Ii.censed .contractors is .. aolso avai'l'abl~ a.t.: www~.safetyatJtho.rity.ca .. . . ' ...... ' ',·' ,. . . ' . ' . ' 

·. ·A S;pe~ial Satiety Inspecti6n.··,fiee :of $4.~ .200 .. 00 I$. qppUpable and is the responsibility of the 
.· . r.egisterecil property' 0.Wner . .The .Ciity wil! be sending 1you, as property owner, a bill for this 

·' ilnspet:tio·n. . , . 

.·! ,.. . 

¥omr's tru:ly '·. 

' :' 

· ... \~le€tricaJ: and Fire:·sa·l'ety Inspecti.9n vear.i,·. ': 
, - • : , ' ', ' ··.' I , , ' , , '. . , ~ 

604-303.:..27 54· ( voicerpaH availagle) · 
. .Menda,y t ,o: Er.ida.y(exc;ept Statl)tory Holidays} 
· . . 8':30 inn to.4:3p Pill ·. 

.1'. 

,, • J ' 

Fl~llpe~ f.1alrlte~ar(ce a~d ~~pair Bylaw No. 7897~ Clause;_J ·1.2 .states that "!'very person require 
· JQdays ·of ·rece(pt:of.ancfollolce de.mandhJg .Pavm~nr, app.eatthe·amount of the ll)volce .by n~tlfylngct~ . 

afl'oriled. the opp(lrt\lnlty to. be li.eard. b~ :Coun.cll . to :determl~e If the fee o~ servl>e flit! should• be.pald. 

• . (-'\t>'f\-€S~) tle)-tc\f ctt\OY\ 

(Grn) S6"L- 52.40 

c · r ~' 

.,1 ' p 

~ ~ ... '.i ·.·. 
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. ) 

1 

JOURNAL VOUCHER 
TEAM Doc 1: 
Date Posted :---------------

~ 

TO From Date: 

"E" Division Corporate Management Sarah Alvarado 

Attn: Financial Management Tel 17 -Jan-20 19 

Fax : (776) 290-6131 778-290-2637 

JV 19-TERVITA-04 

JA i 
I·DebltJCr8dl, I ~~il; i !l ~ l · ccist:cemre 'I ~~OIU1 ,end·i 1Kffi ·r 

~ 

MTCKii I ·• lll1if· DMcifptfOo ,_ I , ~. 
:.JMd ~ qoSt E lii'i\ent I : !Bes 

. /Altai~: ; .I - -
1 CiitiltL~ '"1 479 30,502.00 E1021 Cost recovery of Tervlta Invoice 84842 
2 Credit 479 30,502.00 E0596 719247 Cost recovery of Tervita Invoice 84842 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 - · : ... -
12 i 
13 .. . .-
14 I 

15 
16 

.. ~ .... .. 
17 l' 

18 ., ' ~ •·- ~- . - .. 
! ' ·-·--· 

19 I 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 ... 
32 I : .. .. ' 

' 
33 

.. 

34 . I ' ' ·, .. 
35 I : : 

.. 
. I .. . ... 

36 '' 
.. 

37 
38 ... 
39 ''. 
40 

Debit 30 502.00 Reason for Journal Voucher: 
Credit 30 502.00 Cost recovery of Tervlta Invoice 84842. Richmond file 2018-27045. ~ 

bal · 

Certified Pursuant to Se. cUon 34Ft?'£/ ~. 

Name & Signature: ~~ 
Financial Officer Section 33 FAA by: 
Name & Signature: 

rnsp. Kori Power 
Operatione Suppo,t Offlcer 
Richmond RCMP 

l 
~- ~ 

.. 
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Invoice 

TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 Posting 

Invoice# 84842 
J.Jov 23{1 ~ PO Sox 2572 Sin M Document 

CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 5t DQl) I {p 2 3 '& Invoice Date : October 10, 2018 

PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403·261·5612 Initials: ~ Acct# 135728-141 

To: RCMP 
14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 
MAILSTOP 304 
SURREY BC V3T 6?3 

Atln: DE REI< WESTWICI< 

VVoti( OrchH ll's indudetlln !hi~ invoice: 
123130 

PO #: TA#174 -I 
. I. 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards lo this Invoice, please email HMMinvolcehelp@tervlta.com or alternalely contact 

Qty 

2.00 

4.00 

8.00 

6.00 

12.00 

24,00 

7,00 

10.00 

2.00 

'14.00 

1.00 

2.00 

your local sales representative. 
CVij"IT{!ftf M ~t~ 8tl -3- I~ II 1 

Unit Svc Code 

HOUR L027 

HOUR l026 

HOUR L025 

HOUR LO:JO 

HOUR l029 

HOUR l02B 

DAY F063 

EACH C094 

EACH C099 

HOUR T012 

FLAT RATE T0 52 

EACH A023 

Item Details 

IR TEAM LEAD DT 

IR TEAM LEAD OT 

IRTEAM LEAD 

IR TECHNICIAN DT 

IR TECHNICIAN OT 

IR TECHNICIAN 

LOA SUBSISTENCE ONLY 

PAll 5L POLY W/LID 

PUMP HAND DISPOSABLE 

C r•· J Document# 
w .1.:~ pur~:wnt !o section 34 of the FM. 

'!!"'· ... ·rfnrmou c: !(Cads sup~lied or services 
: ·· . ··>I 'lnt l~at !l:e p;i~o charged is according 
1,, unfn.<! or j, 11JI s~cdfied by contract Is 
1. · '. ;;;;LI~. ;'Jhuro payment is made before work 
complcl:on, delivery of goods or rondering of 
:.crVIC.e, payment is according lo contract and 
Pn'/~C 15 alleillle for parmenl 

Date eoous Rec'd AU~, ~Y /I? 
Onto invoice Rec'd o~r 31 It g 

• 
G/LAccount 

f.\t-9 
Internal Order 

Cost Canter 

1:-0 5<1/o 
Purchase order or 
Funds Commitment 

(Pi~§l~enous ana 0/'ganiZISd Crime 
R P • Division HeaAr~u&~_. ...... 

SINGLE AXLE CUBE VAN _ ~ . :"' 'f.li;l'" 
Si~/ ..-Daf9, -;_; 

rRucl< LIGHT DUTY sERVIcE '\J.Efi( _ · ~ ~ o< o/ If' I/ I 1 
c_ 

VERMICULITE 25lBS BAG 

Unit Price 

$220,00 

S165,00 

$110,00 

$200.00 

$150.00 

$100.00 

$26.00 

$12.00 

~53.00 

S160.00 

$160.00 

$53.00 

Sub Total: 

Net 30 Days 

Fe:·:~GrF.\1 Serious and Organized Crime 
CLAN LAB Response Coordinator 
Operational Support "E" Division HQ 

I .5% per month surcharge on overdue accounts 
dST# 865985469 

Page 5 printed: 10/10/2016 Invoice v2.2Ga 

Sgt. 0. WESlWICK GST 5.00%: 
Reg. #51254 Invoice Total : 

NOV 1 6 2018 --ilt-1Jllo sent to Tam aka MS 909 via I/o malt 

EKt. Price 

$440.00 

$660.00 

$680.00 

$1,200.00 

$1,800.00 

$2,400.00 

$1 B2.00 

S120.00 

$106 00 

$2,240.00 

S160.00 

$106.00 

$30,502.00 

$1,525.1{1,\..} 

$32,027, 10~ ..... 

CNCL - 120 
(Special)



TERVITA CORPORATION 
cfo C3025 
PO Box 2572 Sin M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 
14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 
MAILSTOP 304 
SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: DEREK WESTWICK 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

Invoice Date : October 10, 2018 

Acct# 135728-141 

'Nor!~ r');•dco; ~,I·~ l!r.Jwl3rl in chi,:; invoh~;~; 
123130 

PO #: TA#174 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards to this Invoice, please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 
your local sales representative. 

I 
Qly Unit Svc Code Item Details Document# Unit Price Ext. Price 

100 CONTAINER LP07 LP TOXIC (S) ORGANIC BMB3632·2A 5415.00 $415.00 
DRUM :!05L 

4.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC ACID BM83632-2A S70.00 $260.00 
PAIL 20L 

·r.oo CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) BMB3632·2A S65.00 $65.00 
PAIL 20L 

1.00 CONTAINER LPOS LP IODINE BP47169-7 $415.00 $415.00 
DRUM :!05L 

7.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) BP47169-7 $65.00 $455.00 
PAIL 20L 

3.00 CONTAINER LP04 LPMETHANOL BP47169-7 $65.00 $255.00 
PAIL 20L 

·t.oo CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (l) INORGANIC BASIC BP47169-7A $340.00 $340.00 
DRUM 205L 

2.00 CONTAINER lP04 LP FlAMMABLE (L) BP471G9·7A $285.00 $570.00 
DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE CORR (L) BP47'169-7A $595.00 $595.00 
DRUM205L 

2.00 CONTAINER LP05 LP OXIDIZER (S) BP471G9-7A $100.00 $200 00 
PAIL20l 

1.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC BASIC BP47169-7B $340.00 $340.00 
DRUM205L 

,age 2 pri11ted: 1011012010 Invoice v2.26a 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 
14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 
MAILSTOP 304 
SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: DEREK WESTWICK 

Invoice 

Invoice # 84842 

Invoice Date: October 10, 2018 

Ace!# 135728-141 

Worft C)rder /J's included in this Invoice: 
1~:1130 

PO II: TA#174 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards to this invoice, please ern all HMMinvolcehelp@tervlta.com or alternately contact 
your focal sales representative. 

Qty Unit Svc Code Item Details Document# Unit Price Ext. Price 

1.00 CONTAINER LP01 LP AMMONIA SOLUTIONS BP47169-7B $70,00 $70.00 

PAIL 20L 

1.00 CONTAINER lP01 LP SODIUM HYDROXIDE BP47169-7B $70.00 $70,00 

PAIL 20L 

11,00 EACH C002 BAG 1M3 (SINGLE LINED) UN RATED $83,00 $913,00 

1.00 EACH F053 DOCUMENTATION MANIFESTING CHARGE $20.00 $20.00 

6.00 EACH C038 DRUM 205L POLY CT RECON $75.00 $450.00 

7,00 EACH C040 DRUM 205L POLY OT RECON $75.00 $525.00 

3.00 EACH C042 DRUM 205L STEEL CT RECON $60.00 $180.00 

6.00 EACH C044 DRUM 205L STEEL OT RECON $70,00 $420.00 

2.00 HOUR L015 FIELD CHEMIST DT 5220.00 $440,00 

4.00 HOUR l014 FIELD CHEMIST OT S165.00 $660 00 

8.00 HOUR L013 FIELD CHEMIST $110.00 $880,00 

1.00 FLAT RATE T003 HAZMAT RESPONSE TRAILER $650.00 $650.00 

2.00 HOUR L021 IR PROJECT MANAGER DT $240.00 $480.00 

4.00 HOUR L020 IR PROJECT MANAGER OT S180.00 $72000 

8.00 HOUR L019 IR PROJECT MANAGER $120.00 $960.00 

:>age 3 p1lnled: 10/·10120 fa Invoice v2 2Ga 
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' 

· · E Division Clandestine laboratory unit 

Cost recovery details 

Task Authorization # J 7 '1 - \ 

location: 11780 KingFisher Dr, Richmond 

Date: August 24, 2018 

Jurisdiction {Detachment): Richmond Detachment 

Cost centre (Collator): £ to rt..f 

File#: 2018-27045. 

Mailing address: 

Contact person (approved call-out): Sgt. Gene HSIEH 

Telephone#: 

No# ofT A assigned to invoice: ;(_ 

CNCL - 123 
(Special)



Public Works and Government 
Services Canada 

Travaux publics et Services 
f!Ouvemementaux Canada 

Annex 
Annexe 

Task Authorization Contract Number- Numero du contrat 

Autorisation de tache M2989-3-2117 

Contractor'~ Name and Address - Nom et l'adresse de !'entrepreneur Task Authorflatlon (TA) No. - N° de l'autorlsatlon de tache (AD 

TERVITA CORPORATION TA # jz4-j Vrask Project Mgr. 
13511 Vulcan Way Title of the task, If applicable- Titre de Ia tache, s'll v a lieu 
Richmond, B.C., 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond V6V 1K4 

Total Estimated Cost of Task (Applicable taxes extra) 
CoOt total estlmatlf de Ia tache (Taxes appllcables en SIJS) 

$ 32,027.10 
Security Requirements: This task. Includes security requirements 
Exlgences relatives a Ia secur!te : Cette tiiche comprend des exlgences relatives a Ia securlte 

0 No- Non 0 Yes-Oul If YES, refer to the Security Requirements Checklist (SRO.) lnduded In the Contract 
51 OUl, voir Ia Uste de verlncation des exlgences relative a Ia stkurtte (LVERS) dans le contrat 

~ 
All personnel who will be working on the Contract must be in the possession of an RCMP RFAl 
security clearance priQr to commencement of the Work 

For Revision only - Aux fins de revision seulement 
TA Revision Number, If applicable Total Estimated Cost or Task (Applicable Increase or Decrease (1\ppllr:abte taxes 
Numero de revision de I' AT, s'll y a lieu taxes e.xtra) before the revision extra), as appncable 

Coiit total estimatif de Ia tiiche (Taxes Augmentation ou r&luctlnn (Taxes 

174-1 
appllcables en sus) avant Ia n!vlslnn appllcables en sus), s'll y a !leu 

$ 20,000.00 $ 12,027.10 increase 
Start of the Work for a TA : Work cannot commence 
until a TA has been authorized In accordance with the 
ci:Jndltlons of the contract.. 

. 
Debut des travaux pour I'AT: L.es travaux ne 
peuvent pas commencer avant que I'AT soit 
autorisee conformt!ment au contrat, 

1. Required Work: - Travaux requls : 
A. Task Description of the Work required- Description de tache des travaux requls See Attathl!d • O·Jolnt 0 
"Removal of chemicals and contaminated apparatus and debris from a seized clandestine drug laboratories, 

dump sites and chemical or equipment storage facilities and appropriately neutralize and/or destroyed, once legal 
authorization is received." Location: 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond B.C. 

B. Basis of Payment - Base de paiement see Attilthed - O·.folnt 0 
As per Annex "B" of the Contract 

C. Cost of Task - CoOt de Ia tache See Attached· O·)otnt D 
Quotation Prfc:e: $20,000.00 

Ffnal Price: $32,027.10 ./(final price to be entered at time of receipt of Invoice, with possible TA rev) 

D. Method of Pavment- Methode de paiement See At:l:ilched • O·Jolnt D 
Monthly Payment, upon completion of Task and acceptance of Invoice by the Project Authority 

PWGSC: • TPSGC 572 (04/2013) 

~l 

I 
I 
H 
11 
! 

I 
i 
I 
I 

;I 
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2. Authorb:ation(s) • 1-\Utorlsatlon(s} 

,BV signing tt)ls TA, ~h~ authorized dient and (or) the 
PWGSC Contracting Authority certlfy(ies} that the 
~fltent of this TA is In accordance with the 
conditions of the contract. 

Annex 
Annexe 

Contract Number - Numero du contrat 

M2989-3·2117 

En apposant sa signature sur I'AT, Je client 
autorlse et (au) l'auto'rite contractante de TPSGC 
atteste(nt) que le contenu de ·cette AT respecte 
Jes conditions du contrat. 

The client's authorization limit Is identified In the La limite d'autorlsaUon du dlent est pnkisee 
contract, Wben the value of a TA and its revisions is dans le c::ontral. Lorsque Ia valeur de I' AT et ses · 
In excess of ~his limit, the TA must be forwarded to revls1ons depasse cette limite, I'AT doit etre 
the PWGSC Contracting Authority for authorization. transmise a l'autorite contractante de TPSGC 

Federal Serlous~~ieP.rne 
SgL Derek WESTWICK Reg# 51254 CLAN lAB Response Coordinator 

Operallonal Support •eu Division HQ 

e and title of 21uthorired c:llent - Nom et titre du client autorlse a signer 

Date 

PWGSC Contracting Authority - Autorlte contradante de TPSGC 

Signature Date 

3. Coni:raci:Qr's Signature -Signature de l'entrepreneur 

PWGSC • TPSGC 572 (04/2013) 
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••• Public Woru and Government 
Servlces Canada 

Travaux pubHcs et SesviceG 
flOUIIemementaUlC Canada 

AnneX 
AnneXe 

Task Authorization Contract Number - Numero du contrat 

Autorisation de tache M2.989~3~2117 

Contractor'> Name and Address· Nom et l'adresse de !'entrepreneur Task Authorization (TA) No, - Na de l'autorlsatlon de ~che (An 

TERVITA CORPORATION TA # 174 Task Project Mgr. 

13511 Vulcan Way Title of the task. If applicable • 11tre de Ia tache, s'll v a lieu 
Richmond, B.C., 
V6V 1K4 11780 KinqFisher Drive Richmond 

Total Estimated Cost of Task (Applicable taxes extra} 
Coiit total estimatlf de Ia tache (Taxes appllcables en sus) 

$ 20,000.00 
Security Requirements: This task Includes lietUrtty requirements 
Exlgences relatives ~ Ia securite : Cette tache comprend des e~elgences relatives a Ia securlte 

D No· Non [Z] Yes· Oul U YES, refer to the Security Requirements Checklist (SRCL) Included In the Contract 
51 OUt, voir Ia Uste. de verification des exlgences reli!tlve is Ia securite (LVatS) dans le contrat 

,. ~II personnel who will be working on the Contract must be in the possession of an RCMP RFAl 
security clearance prior to commencement of the Work 

For Revision only - Aux fins de revision seulement 
TA Revision Number, If applicable Total Estimated Cost of Task (AppnCi!ble. Increase or Decrease (Apptlcabls taxes 
Numero de revision de I' AT, s'll y a lieu taxes extra} before the revision extra), as applicable 

COGt tollll estimatlf d~ Ia tache (Taxes Augmentation au reduction (Ta"es 
appllcables en sus} avant Ia revision appllca bles en sus), s'll v a heu 

$ $ 

Start of the Work for a TA : Work cannot commence 
until a TA has been authorized In accordance with the 
conditions of the contract. 

Debut des travaux pour l'AT: Les travaux ne 
peuvent pas commencer avant que I'AT solt 
autorlsi:e conformement au contrat. 

1. Required Work: - Travaux requls : 
A. Task Description or the Work required - Description de tac:he des travaux requls Su Attached • O·}lllllt 0 
"Removal of chemicals and contaminated apparatUs and debris from a seized clandestine drug laboratories, 

dump sites and chemical or equipment storage facilities and appropriately neutralize and/or destroyed, once legal 
authorization is received." Location: 11780 KingFisher Drive, Richmond, BC 

B. Basis of Payment - Base de paiement See Attached • C·Jolnt 0 
As per Annex "B" of the Contract 

c. Cost of Task • CoOt de Ia tache See Attzlched • O·Jolnt 0 
Quotation Price: $20,000.00 

Final Price: $ (final price to be entered at time of receipt of Invoice, with possible TA rev} 

D. Method of Payment- Methode de paiement See 1\tt:achea • O·Jolnt O 
Monthly Payment, upon completion of Task and acceptance of invoice by the Project Authority 

PWGSC: • TPSGC 572. (04/2013) 
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2. AuthorizatJon(s) - Autorisation(s) 

By signing this TA1 the authorized client and (or} the 
PWGSC Contracting Authority certtfy(les) that the 
content of this TA is in accordance with the 
conditions of the contract. 

The client'& authorization Umit Is identified In the 
contract. When the value of a TA and Its revisions Is 
In excess of this limit, the TA must ~e forwarded to 
the PWGSC Contracting Authority for authorlxatlon. 

Annex 
Annexe 

contr.lct Number • Numern du contr.lt 

M2989-3-2117 

En apposant sa signature sur I'AT, le client 
autorise et (ou) l'autorite contractante de TPSGC 
atteste(nt) que le contenu de cette AT respecte 
les conditions du contrat. 

La Umite d'autorlsatlon du client est precisee 
dans le contrat. Lorsque Ia valeur de I' AT et ses 
revisions depasse cette limite, I'AT dolt etre 
transmlse a l'autorlte contractanle de TPSGC 
pour autorisation. 

Sgl D. WESTWICK FSOC CLEAR NCO i/c 

Ni!lme and title ar authorized dlent- Nom et titre du dlent autortse ~ signer 

@; _£~ - 2018-0B-29 

Signature 

PWGSC Contracting Authority - Auto rite c:ontractante de TPSGC 

Signature 

3. Contractor's Signature - Signature de l'entrepreneur 

o{ 
Name an tltle of Individual authorized- to sign far the Contractor 

Nom et titre de Ia personne autortsee a signer au nom de !'entrepreneur 

Di!lte 

Date 

"ZOl"i:S-o~ ~3 o 
Date 

?WGSC • TPSGC 572 (04/2013) 
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t 1 ~r JO K 'tv~. ;-~J:j,ztf::' 

VVD{/23{~0 
£rJ11P 

ER Job Control and Resource Log 

Client: JoM WO# ~ate: !Lo fl+ 
Labour 

Name Role Start Time Eil:1TI11!! STHr.; OTAJTHrs Total 

·~~rt-t-r KllnWIJI.) f'tf~II'WJ t:JbJLt: rJIH)(l 1'1-
<)=fG,& l...ff.fi;il·t· ~.~lv)s,}t .. Ol.·IJD -..1f)OiJ 14 
·-r{}il y (; f.!t ·Ji(il) . eH~:1trtYf;· ~~ i;.J'OOIL_ [~ '-' 

'l~t( f~"'lllft ~6'Z:tCq k.YXJ rJoou (.:::. 

sSVIfrv1 G(.J6VA-fi+-. ..... ~~~ J· 1 ulc.(\1) ~J(hr)L) l.!:i 
·~£)( Fft(',_y~~· ·7!(;1 ':illJ NOOU _rt 
:'StfF. v~- f4~1l1Gg /:;,(t,.V) b1.oOU rCJ· 

MoblleEqulpmanl 

EH UNrT# EH Vendor 

HAZMA T Response Tral'er /4 TRl_g-f Vacuum Truck. Hydroexcavalor I 

Spill Response Trnllar TR Vacuum Truck- 3rt! Party 

Support True!: r4 PTOfr Dump Trock • randem 

Confined Space Equipment Unit PT1BZ Dump Tmck • Tandem & Pony 

Hlab Qrane Truck L T 
,___, 

HT Dump Tmck· Tandem & Transfer 

c.ube Va~ ~ t-+l.<l.(;f ~ HT~jf.:, Excavator. 320CL with Operator 

Vacuum True!: • Hazco OVmed VT Backhoe· Rubber Tire 420 Cat 

Roll orr Trucl; HT MobOizaUon I Demob!lll:aUon 
SUiltd11lS &. :::aJ 

Pit~onat Proteetlve cqulpm~nt /Oscon Oly Confll!nml!llt Qty 

Laval-A Absorbent Pads (VVP·H) 

Level·B g· 5" River Boom/Land Boom 

Levt!t.C I Vennlcullle 2CU. FL f/ 
Levei-D Hazco Bag\01•'1' ~ ... n~·- 1'1 
AddiUonal SCBA BoHle .. Steal Open Head Drum ltHt !0 
SABA System Steel Tight Head Drum JJ 3 
Dacontamlnallon System Poly Tlghl Head· Drum tltrlf __ :~ 
!n,.trumanW!on & Atlnty.tls Illy Slee~kDrum 

/lf'll,t 
~·~ 

1 4 G.as Monllor.l Poly _ Dnu!Jl. · 

Ammonia overpacl: Otum Rental 

Phosphine UN Approved Pan 20L wllh lid 

Draeger Pump per use UN Approved Paii20L PG I wtlh lid 

DraegerCoJortmetrlc tubes PaiiSL with lid ft/11111111 I lb . . 
Men:;ury VaporManllollng Roll Off ~In .Open lyd --
Thermometer -Infrared Laser Roll Off Bin-Sealed /yd -- --~ 
,Resistance Malar Drum Liners 

Photo lonl~alkln Detector 4 Mil Poly 20'x100' 

Radiation Meter Rags • 30lb bag 

HazCal klenllficallon Tpst Olher(tlsl} 
eaulpmonf Packagu aty Roagants & M!scaiiPnaous Qty, 

AOO 1" Aluminum/Steel Soda Ash Dense 

AOD 1" Cnemfcal Trnnsfer CtlricAcld 

AOD 2" Cheinlcal Transfer Degreaser- 4L 

AO D 3" AJumlnumJSieel Degreaser • 20L 

Ele ctric TransferPump 
.. 

Overnight Charge (oul of town work) 

p ressure Washer3000psl Food & Fluids (par warkar/Bhr) '+ 
Su bmerslble Pump 2" H;u:atdous Wasle Manifest I 
Tra shPump.2" AcUvallonFee 

su pervlsor. .. Return tb Base: 

"Suporv!Jormu•t aomplo~ 1111d oubmUJol> lou' toWS Admlnl,lnllarby Ill• putworklna dar upon jab <~<~mjiiloUcin 
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.. :Mi:ibllil Eauioment · QuantitY 
Site Office Trailer 
Camo Trailers 
Vacuum Trailer 
Forklift 550DL8 
Genie LtftS20 
Scissor lift 19FT 

Personal P.rolactlve Ea-tifoment 
Level-A Suit 
Levei·B sun 
Levei-C Surt 
Bunker Gear· oer person per shlfl 
Chem Tape 
NRrlle.gloves (long)· pair 
Nitrile !!loves (wrlstl- box 
PVC Gloves 
Leather Gloves 
Latex Yellow Boot 
Rubber Disposal PVC, GSA 
Full face lt!Solralor 
OV P1 oo·oefenderCartlidges (Pair) 
Mercury respiratory cartridges .. - . :Fiuid!TransforEtiufiilnent ··. ;· ' : ~ J ' 

'-

SucUon Hose 2" C20Fil 
Sucllon Hose 3" (20Ft) 
Dlscharqe Hose 2" (20Ft) 
Olschame Hose 3" (20Ft) 
SucHan Hose Acid Reslslant2" (20Ft) 
Dlschpme Hose Acid Reslslani2"{20FI) 
Hand Pump 6 GPM (Disposable) '2 . •. 

""''•'' 
.. · .. ,..;, . ~ ... Specfaltv·~Equloment:< . '"(. '. 

CvllnderCaoolnn "A" Kll CRentaO 
Tonner Capping Kll "8" (RenlaO 
Chlorine Csoolnn "C" KH 
Salvane Cylinder 
DomeCiamos 
Bondh'lll and Groundlnq Kit 
HEPA Vacuums 
Industrial Vacuum Unit 
Mercurv Spill KJis 
Merct.iivVacuum 
MarcurvWipes 
MarcurySolutron 

Pnauinallc .EduT!iinent 
Rollover Kit 
Comoressor 
Airline 50 11. Sections 
AirGuns 
Air Chisels 
AlrDiill 
Hole SawKII 
,,., .. 

'.· f ·~ '· ,. JVIIS'Collanaous,. 
Drum Funnel 
Barrel Harness 
Gensel and Cords 
Exhaust Fans 
Oran~e Safety Fence (50 fl rolll 
Halogen Work Li!lht Pods 
Drain Covers {black rubber) 
EpoxvSUck 
Low-Anoia rescue oackage (2 men set) 
Ufelackels 
Storaoe fee per drum oar day or equivalent 
C:yllnder Storage Charge 
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7/16/2019 

Print 1 Close Window 

Subject: RE: 2386 -Letter for your attention 

From: "Burns,Brendan" <BBurns1@richmond.ca> 

Date: Tue, Jul16, 2019 2:17pm 

Workspace Webmail ::Print 

To: "'alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com"' <alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com> 

Cc: "Capuccinello lraci, Tony" <ACapuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca> 

Mr. Chen, 

We acknowledge receipt of your letter and email from last week. 

With respect to the first question in your letter, I have reached out to the RCMP and the various departments at the 
City in order to confirm if there are any other pending invoices (other than that from Richmond Fire Rescue) for 
services or inspections carried out to date in accordance with Bylaw 7897 with respect to your client's property. 

With respect to the second question in your letter, I would encourage you to review Part Three of the Property 
Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897, which establishes fees. These include, without limitation, fees for inspections 
prior to the issuance of a re-occupancy permit and fees necessary to obtain a re-occupancy permit. Please also note 
that in accordance with section 2.4, a building permit must be obtained if any proposed or remediation work to the 
property requires a permit under the City's Building Regulation Bylaw. Pursuant to the Fire Protection and Life Safety 
Bylaw No. 8306, Richmond Fire Rescue may also inspect the property to ensure the required securing procedures for 
the vacant property are in place, and may charge a fee in relation to such re-inspection. 

With respect to your email below, as this matter involves multiple agencies and departments at the City, our legal 
department has assumed conduct of this file. If there is a particular department or departments you wish to speak 
with, we can attempt to arrange a meeting. 

Please feel free to phone me if you would like to discuss this further. 

All the best, 
Brendan 

BRENDAN BURNS 
Staff Solicitor 

City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y 2C1 
Tel: (604) 204-8624 
Fax: (604) 276-4037 
Email: bburns1 @richmond.ca 

This message is intended only for the recipient(s) to whom it is addressed. Its contents are privileged and confidential. Any further 

distribution, copying, or disclosure is prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please return the original transmission 

without making a copy and notify the sender. Thank you. 

From: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com [mailto:alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, 12 July 2019 13:21 
To: Burns,Brendan 
Cc: Capuccinello Iraci,Tony 
Subject: RE: 2386- Letter for your attention 

Dear Sirs, 

https://email24.godaddy.com/view_print_multi.php?uldArray=402311NBOX&aEmiPart=O 1/2 
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7/16/2019 Workspace Webmail ::Print 

I follow up on our letter of today's date regarding a new request, additional to those set out in our 
letter. 

I email to ask for the contact information of the responsible person of this matter and ask for your 
consent for me to contact that person directly. My hope is that, after I meet with that person, my client 
can have a somewhat accurate and precise estimate of how much the total cost from the City about the 
subject matter would be. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 

HENDERSON & LEE LAW CORPORATION 
Address: #310- 4885 Kingsway, Burnaby, V5H 4T2 
Tel: 604-558-2258 
Fax: 604-558-4023 
www.hendersonleelaw.com 

NOTICE: This message is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or 
his/her agent or employee, any transmission or reproduction of the contents of this message is strictly 
prohibited; you are asked to contact the sender and to destroy all copies of the message in your 
possession. We thank you in advance for your cooperation and time. 

-------- Original Message -------
Subject: 2386 - Letter for your attention 
From: <alfonso@hendersonleelaw .com> 
Date: Fri, July 12,201911:12 am 
To: "Brendan Burns" <BBurns1@richmond.ca> 
Cc: AcaJ;luccinelloiraci@richmond.ca 

Dear Sirs, 

Please find attached our letter of today's date. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 

HENDERSON & LEE LAW CORPORATION 

Address: #310- 4885 Kingsway, Burnaby, V5H 4T2 
Tel: 604-558-2258 
Fax: 604-558-4023 
www.hendersonleelaw.com 

NOTICE: This message is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, or his/her agent or employee, any transmission or reproduction of the contents of 
this message is strictly prohibited; you are asked to contact the sender and to destroy all 
copies of the message in your possession. We thank you in advance for your cooperation and 
time. 

Copyright© 2003-2019. All rights reserved. 

https://email24.godaddy.com/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=4023IINBOX&aEmiPart=O 2/2 

CNCL - 138 
(Special)



2-6' 

. - ---------- . 

- -- ·-- -...!-- .. ---~-· ____ ).;.__ :o-. 

LOWER MAINLAND DISTRICT REGIONAL POLICE SERVICE - CONNECTED TO OUR COMMUNITIES 

MEMO 

TO: Reinaldo Cheng, City of Richmond 

RCMP Finance Manager 

FM: Sgt. Gene Hsieh 

July 17, 2019 

' 

Richmond Detachment 

RE: Request for further details on police response to Richmond File 18-27045, 11780 Kingfisher drive 
Richmond 

I am the officer in charge of the team that conducted the Kingfisher road investigation and was 
one of the original attending officers and was present for all 4 days of the response to the drug lab. 
Based on my personal involvement and my review of the investigation I have summarized the initial 
police response as followed: 

1. On August 24, 2018 Richmond RCMP General Duty section responded to a request from 
Richmond Fire rescue for assistance related to a house fire at 11780 Kingfisher drive 
Richmond. 

2. General duty officers attended the scene which required them to shut down the streets to 
ensure a safe area for Fire Rescue to operate in and to ensure neighbouring properties and 
occupants were not contaminated or endangered by what was suspected at the time to be a 
drug lab. Due to this concern some properties were evacuated which required officers to go to 
door to door. 

3. On the first day of the response, 12 general duty police officers were required at varying times 
to maintain scene security, conduct traffic control, and deal with the safety of the 
neighbourhood. In addition, 5 specialized clandestine drug lab officers were required to attend 
the scene to begin investigating the drug lab, and gather evidence for a search warrant to go in 
and deal with the drug lab inside the house. Due to the safety concerns of chemicals inside 
the house, 24 hour security of the house was required to be maintained by the police by at 
least 2 officers while police sought a search warrant. 

4. On the second day of the response with a search warrant to enter the house on August 25, 
2018, Richmond RCMP continued their investigation and dismantle of the drug lab. Due to the 

A Royal Canadian Gendarmerie royale ~ Mounted Pollee du Canada Canada CNCL - 139 
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LOWER MAINLAND DISTRICT REGIONAL POLICE SERVICE - CO/V/VECTED TO OitlR lffllf!JTfrfJ}ifllliliJitEfJllf::);JI 
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sheer size of the drug lab found inside, local specialized officers had to call in 4 additional drug 
lab investigators to attend with further equipment. Two Health Canada chemists were required 
to help take samples of chemicals and deal with the dangerous chemicals and a forensic 
identification officer to take fingerprints and scene photos. For safety reasons, the Richmond 
Fire Rescue Hazmat team was required to be a scene to manage decontamination and act as 
a rapid intervention team should a police officer be injured inside the drug lab. 6 General duty 
police officers were required at varying times to maintain traffic control and scene security. 
Finally a 2 person BC ambulance team was required to be at scene while police and fire were 
present dealing with chemicals. Due to the need to use special protective equipment such as 
chemical suits and air purifying respirators officers could only work limited hours in the drug 
lab. As a result scene security was once again established by 2 general duty officers over night 
until the next morning when specialized officers could return. 

5. On the third day of the response, August 26, 2018, 8 drug investigators were required to return 
as well as 3 general duty officers, 2 Health Canada chemists, as well as the Fire Rescue 
Hazmat team and the BC ambulance service to allow officers to continue to dismantle the drug 
lab inside the house. At the end of this day, all the chemicals and contaminated equipment 
had been catalogued and moved outside to where a waste contractor would be able to safely 
evaluate and access the items. Due to the time of day, and the length of time required to deal 
with the materials police were once again required to establish security by 2 officers over night 
until the next morning. 

6. On the final day of the response, August 27, 2018, 2 drug investigators were required to return 
to meet the waste contractor and supervise the removal of the chemicals. 

7. The investigation continued on for several months which occupied the time of 6 drug 
investigators however those costs are not included in the cost back submitted here. This 
summary document is intended to provide context to the number of officers and hours billed 
back as a result of this drug lab. As one can see the response is very technical and labour 
intensive. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sgt. Gene Hsieh 

Officer in Charge Organized Crime and Drug unit 

Richmond RCMP 
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RICHMOND RCMP MARIHUANA GROW/CLAN LAB 
OPERATION LABOUR/EQUIPMENT REPORT 

DATE DISMANTLED: ('2,() '){ 2.H. - ;'&o~ Zi-

DATE COST BACK SUBMITIED: ·/8 0 j c:r:f: 
~u,.d~ INVESTIGATING MEMBER: C '?>\, ;so1 

(55EARCH WARRANT 
[ElOTHER: g, t!Q eo '"'F)"o.)'>eo ---r-iJ F' 12.e 1 s.ND~tG 
DID PROPERTY OWNER REPORT THE GROW OPERATION I CLAN LAB 

REG #: 5 11-t:::f-};? 

~~s ~\.JNT S)$10 -tO- bJ.S: -~020-cooD 
f 

Total 
Regular Hours Hours@ Billable 

Hours @1.5 2.0 Hours RATE 
Equipment/Supplies 

)_ Box. "-.\na...t... ~·CN<b 
INOP.MD P.c.t, /l.J XI :.... F)f?f.":, w ... ~ 
Cll\t.l .,.~ r~~, .... AJ2!.,'1 

Other . 
Tervita(Hazco) lYe~ or no 

SRG lves ort'ii'O\ 
Members - Name Rank-
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_&e..\ e) ~ ~ t=t+ flt:.L-r 3 51:5' 3.2, 1::14 I? AI ~, ~ \: fQ 

~PL t;:'n~ -r:n c.(}(..... ~ J6 ?:F ~2.-1 ,ou 
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LePL ,a...,..,~Bue...., 0?"7 szS ¢ '20 ) . tH 
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/MBeAuf....-r (IJ>.I, s.s . 

zf).-a_LI ~~ C..SI 23 -
"l":lo «.~or-A c..c;.-,. 2-0 . 
Y~GAI C~v /0 -
C..\-\eJu-, c. '>'7· ,'1 jOTALCOST: , 

Submitted By: Geoel:ISIEI::J, Sgt Signature: j 
Re~48190 6 HR IS# 086352 
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RICHMOND RCMP MARIHUANA GROW/CLAN LAB 
OPERATION LABOUR/EQUIPMENT REPORT 

DATE DISMANTLED: JJ16~2J..t .- ( ~ 0 ~21-
DATE COST BACK SUBMITTED: L )l Oj d1-=: 
INVESTIGATING MEMBER: ct;;,"f. So-1 AA\)..feJ 

ptS_;ARCH WARRANT 

(LIOTHER: ------------

DID PROPERTY OWNER REPORT THE GROW OPERATION I CLAN LAB 

Wa 
I 
I 
I 
I Regular Hours Hours@ 

Hours @1.5 2.0 
Equipment/Supplies 

Other 

Tervita (Hazco) ves or no 

SRG lves or no 

Members - Name . Rank 

c, 1-b C>"T 1315 
Me.. -r.,J..e2./\ c.c,- BtO 

s I ~C'.Il-j CS-'7 ':/...o 
~' ~d.)I.J.-.,} c.. en \Z"o 
M~ L \ c.~ zo.o 
I~J r'\~'1"~...A C.S'T· l2- ~l.f 

... R.oM t\..l'l.O 
- N\.C!..,..\p,, 
- w.es•np.~\CJL 

- Da.tlt::n 

Submitted By: 
~ene HSIEH, Sgt 

Signature: 

e~48190 
HR ~S# 086352 

RCMP FILE#: ~~ -Zlot.t~ 

REG #: ~I~ -::{g 
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Billable 

Hours RATE TOTAL 
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RICHMOND FIRE RESCUE 
Billing for 11780 Kingfisher Drive 

August 25, 2018 

RIEo6/RIHo6 Time Base Rate OTP(1.5) Total 

McMillan Officer 2 58.41 OTP(1.5) 87.62 175.23 

Rende FF 2 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 143.61 

Stewardson FF 2 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 143.61 

Barkley FF 2 44.27 Reg time 0 88.54 

RIQo6 Time Base Rate OTP(1.5) Total 

Kelder Officer 2 58.41 OTP(1.5) 87.62 175.23 

8 58.41 OT2(2.0) 116.82 934.56 

Cabatic FF 2 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 143.61 

8 47.87 OT2(2.0) 95.74 765.92 

Dube FF 2 44.27 OTP(1.5) 66.41 132.81 

8 44.27 OT2(2.0) 88.54 708.32 

Tachen FF 10 44.27 OTP(1.5) 66.41 664.05 

August 26, 2018 

RIEo6/RIHo6 
Tack Officer 10 58.41 OTP(1.5) 87.62 876.15 

Brannen FF 10 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 718.05 

Metzak FF 10 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 718.05 

Dhillon FF 10 47.87 OTP(1.5) 71.81 718.05 

Grand total before taxes & admin 7,105.79 

1,421.16 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 

Invoice 

Invoice# 84842 

PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

Invoice Date: October 10, 2018 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Ace!# 135728-141 

Work Order #'s Included in this Invoice: 
'123130 

PO#: TA#174 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards to this invoice, please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 
your local sales representative. 

5,00 CONTAINER LP11 LP NON-REGULATED (S) 428042 $350.00 

BAG 1.0M3 MINIMUM CHARGE 

7.00 CONTAINER LP11 LP NON-REGULATED (S) 426044 $350.00 

BAG 1.0M3 MINIMUM CHARGE 

3.00 CONTAINER NU01 CORR LIQUID INORG ACID BM83632-2 $340.00 

DRUM 205L 

2.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) BM83632-2 $285.00 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE CORR (L) BM83632-2 $595.00 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP08 LP TOXIC (L) ORGANIC BM83632-2 $415.00 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER NU01 CORR LIQUID INORGACID BM83632-2A $340.00 

DRUM 205L 

3.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC ACID BM83632-2A $340.00 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC BASIC BM83632-2A $340.00 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP01 LP SODIUM HYDROXIDE BM83632-2A $340.00 

DRUM 205L 

Page 1 pr rnted: 818/201 g !nvoic~ v2.J3 

$1,750.00 

$2,450.00 

$1,020.00 

$570.00 

$595.00 

$415.00 

$340.00 

$1,020.00 

$340.00 

$340.00 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards to this invoice, please email 

your local sales representative. 

QtY Unit ,Svc:Code Item Details 

1.00 CONTAINER LP07 LP TOXIC (S) ORGANIC 

DRUM 205L 

4.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC ACID 

PAIL20L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) 

PAIL20L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP06 LP IODINE 

DRUM 205L 

7.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) 

PAIL20L 

3.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP METHANOL 

PAIL20L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP02 LP COR (L) INORGANIC BASIC 

DRUM 205L 

2.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE (L) 

DRUM 205L 

1.00 CONTAINER LP04 LP FLAMMABLE CORR (L) 

DRUM 205L 

2.00 CONTAINER LP05 LP OXIDIZER (S) 

PAIL20L 

Page 2 pnntecl: 81812019 lnvo1co v2.33 

Invoice 

Invoice # 84842 

Invoice Date: October 10, 2018 

Acct # 135728-141 

Work Order ll's included in this invoice: 
123130 

PO#: TA#174 

HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 

Document# Unit Price 

BM83632-2A $415.00 

BM83632-2A $70.00 

BM83632-2A $65.00 

BP47169-7 $415.00 

BP47169-7 $65.00 

BP47169-7 $85.00 

BP47169-7A $340.00 

BP47169-7A $285.00 

BP47169-7A $595.00 

BP47169-7A $100.00 

Ext. Price 1 

$415.00 

$280.00 

$65.00 

$415.00 

$455.00 

$255.00 

$340.00 

$570.00 

$595.00 

$200.00 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 2572 Sin M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice # 84842 

Invoice Date: October 10,2018 

Acct# 135728-141 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 
'123130 

PO#: TA#174 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 2572 Stn M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Page 4 pnnted: 8/8i2019 lnvoJc'~ v2 :33 

Invoice 

Invoice # 84842 

Invoice Date : October 10, 2018 

Acct # 135728-141 

Work Order #'s Included in this invoice: 
123130 

PO#: TA#174 
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TERVITA CORPORATION 
c/o C3025 
PO Box 2572 Sin M 
CALGARY, AB CANADA T2P 3L4 
PH: 403-233-7565 F: 403-261-5612 

To: RCMP 

14200 GREEN TIMBERS WAY 

MAILSTOP 108 

SURREY BC V3T 6P3 

Attn: MIKE MCNAB 

Invoice 

Invoice # 84842 

Invoice Date: October 10, 2018 

Acct # 135728-141 

Work Order #'s included in this invoice: 

123130 

PO#: TA#174 

Comments: If there are any discrepancies with regards to this invoice, please email HMMinvoicehelp@tervita.com or alternately contact 
your local sales representative. 

Qty Unit Svc Code Item Details 

Net 30 Days 

1.5% per month surcharge on overdue accounts 

GST# 865985469 

Page 5 pnnled: 81812019 lnvoie~ v2.:J3 

Document# Unit Price. 

Sub Total: 

GSTS.OO%: 

Invoice Total : 

Ext. Price I 

$30,502.00 

$1,525.10 

$32,027.10 
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Part Ill. Invoices received by the Owner 

3-1 City Invoice# FIR2808 - $4,200 2018/09/12 2018/11 
3-2 Genesis Invoice #14697 - $18,375 2018/09/27 2018/11 
3-3 City Invoice# MIS-01739- $3,277.67 2018/09/28 2018/11 
3-4 Genesis Invoice - $23,500 2018/11/15 2018/12 
3-5 Genesis Invoice #14777- $21,032.45 2018/12/31 2018/12 
3-6 Genesis Invoice #14778- $2,467.55 2018/12/31 2018/12 
3-7 City Invoice# MIS-02579- $67,524.44 2019/05/16 2019/05 
3-8 City Invoice# FOR-03489 - $8,526.95 2019/07/25 2019/07 
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#29 - 19257 Enterprise Way, Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

INVOICE TO: 

Cong, Jing 

11780 Kingfisher Dr. 

Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 

Description 

INVOICE 

Invoice No.: 
Date: 

P.O.# 

Sold to: 

Cong, Jing 

14697 
09/27/2018 

11780 Kingfisher Dr. 
Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 
GENESIS FILE# S18KR2049 

TO INVOICE FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TESTING & CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 

5-GST@5% 
GST 

Genesis Restorations Ltd GST: #13626 1906 

Please inform the Project Manager within 7 days if additional 

support documentation is required 
Total Amount 

TERMS: NET 30 DAYS. INTEREST OF 2% PER MONTH WILL 

BE CHARGED ON BALANCES NOT PAID WITHIN 30 DAYS. 

Amount 

17.500.00 

875.00 

18,375.00 
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Genesis Restorations Ltd 
#29 ·19257 Enterprise Way 
Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

MR. PENG HU 

7520 Glacier Cres 
Richmond, BC V7A 1 L5 

Page: 

: Trimsaction Transaction No. Transaction Type 
Date 

11/15/2018 19 Deposit 

Age Current 31-60 

Amount -23 ,500.00 0.00 

STATEMENT 

Statement Date 

11/15/2018 

Amount Balance 

-23 ,500.00 

Over 60 Total 

0.00 -23,500.00 

19 

< 

Statement Date 

11/15/2018 

PLEASE RETURN THIS PORTION WITH 
YOUR PAYMENT 

MR. PENG HU 

IF PAYING BY INVOICE, CHECK 
INDIVIDUAL INVOICES PAID 

AMOUNT REMITIED ----

Invoice No. Amount Due ...; 

-23,500.00 

PA I 'J) ~ ~ C~\) 
=tt I ~ g 

Balance Total 
Due 

>" -23 ,500.00 CNCL - 154 
(Special)
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#29 - 19257 Enterprise Way, Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

INVOICE TO: 

MR. PENG HU 

7520 Glacier Cres 
Richmond , BC V7A 1L5 

Description 

INVOICE 

Invoice No.: 
Date: 

P.O.# 

Sold to : 

11780 Kingfisher Dr. 
do MR. PENG HU 
Richmond, BC 

14777 
12/31/2018 

Genesis File# S19DD5019 

INVOICE FOR REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS FROM THE ABOVE NOTED 
ADDRESS . 
LESS: DEPOSIT OF 50% MADE ON THE ACCOUNT 
LESS: 10% Holdback 

5- GST @ 5% 
GST 

Genesis Restorations Ltd GST: # 13626 1906 

Please inform the Project Manager within 7 days if additional 

support documentation is required 
Total Amount 

TERMS: DUE UPON RECEIPT- INTEREST OF 2% PER MONTH WIL 

BE CHARGED ON BALANCES NOT PAID 5 DAYS OF INVOICE DATE 

Amount 

44,761 .90 

-23.500.00 
-2.350.05 

2,120.60 

21 ,032.45 
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INVOICE 

.; I•' ·' -·~ 

il t' ·;, i' U ;.: 1\ l I II $ I I !.l . 

t ;.'·• .':11•(1 .. )li-1"·r f'·, .. l,.'1'i.'i.~l (:i•),r:(1'•·'. 
'·-· I . ' • • f. • I \ ,1 '~ •. '. ~ i _ . ) 

#29 - 19257 Enterprise Way, Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

INVOICE TO: 

MR. PENG HU 

7520 Glacier Cres 
Richmond, BC V7A 1L5 

' ; 0 ~-- '·, 
Description 

Invoice No.: 
Date: 

P.O.# 

Sold to: 

11780 Kingfisher Dr. 
c/o MR. PENG HU 
Richmond, BC 

14778 n 
1213112018 txH ( htf 

~ ~6 

Genesis File# S19DD5019 

Amount 
' 

INVOICE FOR HOLDBACK RELEASE FROM INV.14777 ON REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF ASBESTOS 2,350.05 
CONTAINING MATERIALS FROM THE ABOVE NOTED ADORES. 

5-GST@ 5% 
GST 117.50 

fJh]) ~~ c~&u t. rtfJ.L r 
Genesis Restorations Ltd GST: #13626 1906 

Please inform the Project Manager within 7 days if additional 

support documentation is required ' 
' ' 

Total Amount 2,467.55 
TERMS: NET 30 DAYS. INTEREST OF 2% PER MONTH WILL 

BE CHARGED ON BALANCES NOT PAID WITHIN 30 DAYS. 

) 
'--
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;~'~liu To: Cong, Jiqg 

7520 Gla~er Crescent 
Richmond BC V7 A 1 L5 
Call ada 

INVOICE 

Please detach stub and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 
6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

City of 
Richmond 

Invoice No: MIS-02579 
Invoice Date: 05/16/2019 

Customer Number: C0013850 
Payment Terms: Upon Receipt 

AMOUNT DUE: $67,524.44 

Amount Remitted 

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

Invoice No: 
Invoice Date: 

GST Number: 
PST Number: 

MIS-02579 
05/16/2019 

R 121454003 
PST-1 000-3200 

Pursuant to Bylaw No; 7897, any unpaid recovery costs as of December 31, 2019 
will be tran$ferred to the property owmer's tax account. 

1 

Locatiom: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Incident Dates: August 24-27, 2018 
RCMP File: 18-27045 

Grow-Op Cost Recovery 
Cost Breakdown for Grow-Op Cleanup: 
-y~pMP:~~4c.~~.27 
- Tervita: $$21027. :1~0' 
- f(i)o/oAami.oi~tratl~n>lf~e: $11,254.07 

SUBTOTAL: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE : 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 67,524.44 

$ 67,524.44 

$ 67,524.44 

CNCL - 157 
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It City of 
(_~"~ _ n !·~ Richmond 

~- -
Bill To: Cong, Jlng 

7520 Glacier Crescent 
Richmond BC V7 A 1 L5 
Canada 

INVOICE 

Please detach stub and return with your payment to: 
Accounts Receivable 
6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

*City of 
JlYRichmond 

Invoice No: 
lnvolco Dato: 

Customer Number: 
Payment Terms: 

AMOUNT DUE: 

FIR-()3489 
07/25/2019 

C0013850 
Upon Receipt 

$8,526.95 

Amount Remitted 

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll\1 

Invoice No: 
Invoice Date: 

GST Number: 
PST Number: 

FIR.03489 
07/25/2019 

R 121454003 
PST-1000-3200 

Cost recovery charges based on Bylaw No. 8306, Part 9 Regulations of Fire 
Ha:zards and Part 15 Fees and Cost Recovery 

1 

Pursuant to Bylaw No. 7897, any unpaid recovery costs as of December 31, 2019 
will be transferred to the property owner's tax account. 

Location: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Incident Dates: August 24-27, 2018 

Grow-Op Cost Recovery 
Cost Breakdown for Grow-Op Cleanup: 
- Fire Department: $7,105.79 
- 20% Administration Fee: $1,421.16 

SUBTOTAL: 

$ 

$ 

8,526.95 

8,526.95 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE : $ 8,526.95 
(In Canadian dollar) 

For billing Inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604·276-4334 or fax: 604-276-416~ 

· _ ~chmond 
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Part IV. Records of the Owner's compliance with the Bylaws 

4-1 Addendum to Lease Agreement 2017/07/01 - -- -4-2 Flight Ticket Record 2018/09/08 - -- -4-3 Payment of Inspection Fee 2018/11 - -- -4-4 Payment for Environment Opinion Letter 2018/09/19 ~ 
4-5 Environment Opinion Letter 2018/10/05 - -- -4-6 Payment for Sample Analysis Report 2018/09/19 ~ 
4-7 Sample Analysis Report 2018/10/11 - -- -4-8 Invoice of Board-up Fee 2018/11 ~ 
4-9 Payment for Asbestos Removal 2018/12/31 - -- -4-10 Asbestos Removal Certificate 2018/12/31 - -- -4-11 Letter to the City 2019/06/14 - -- -4-12 Letter to the City 2019/07/05 ~ 
4-13 Letter to the City 2019/07/12 - -- -4-14 Email re Demolishing 2019/07/22 - -- -4-15 Email to the City solicitor 2019/08/03 - -

-------- -4-16 Letter to the City 2019/08/07 - -- -

CNCL - 159 
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I, 

TENANCY AGREEMENT ADDENDUM 

-·~----~---·~ __ s_· lA ______ , hereby agree to these terms & conditions : 

1) No parties causing excessive noise on the property. Any noise which causes a 
complaint to be filed by other tenant(s) on the property or neighbouring properties 
will be deemed excessive and be in violation of this term. 

2) Pets & smoking are not allowed. 

3) A fine of $50.00 will be applied to the tenant if the rental cheque is bounced. 

4) No illegal substances or activities are to be grown/found in or on the property. The 
owner I property manager has the right to enter the property every month to ensure 
this tenns is upheld . 24 hrs. notice is required. 

5) Pennanent occupants will be people: 

Any change in tenant(s) must be notified to the property manager and approved 
by the owner. 

6) The tenant(s) understands that it is their sole responsibility to purchase tenant 
content insurance. The owner will not, in any manner, be held liable for any items 
lost during the tenancy period. 

7) Tenant is responsible to pay for the move-in and move-out fee if any. 

8) When the tenant(s) vacates, the carpet and the unit must be cleaned professionally. 
All debris inside and outside of the property must be removed at the tenant's 

expense. All appliances must be cleaned and in working order. Deposit will be 
returned fourteen days after the end of a tenancy if the suite passes a satisfactory final 
inspection by the property manager and no (utility) bills are deemed outstanding. 

9) When tenant departs, the tenant has to return all the keys as stated in Page 3 of 
Condilion Inspection Report (CIR) . If the tenant fails to do so, the tenant is 
responsible to pay for the key(s) lost. 

10) Deposit will be forfeited if the tenant breaks the lease before the lease expired. 

If any of the following terms and conditions listed above are violated or not met, the 
owner reserves the right to deduct deposit(s) and I or terminate the tenancy agreement. 
When a tenancy agreement has been terminated, the tenant(s) have 30 days lo vacate the 
property accordingly. 

CNCL - 160 
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City of 
Richmond 

Invoice No: 
Invoice Date: 

GST Number: 
PST Number: 

FIR-02808 
09/12/2018 

R 121454003 
PST-1 000-3200 

Pursuant to Property Maintenance & Repair Bylaw No. 7897, unpaid fees 
outstanding as of December 31, 2018 will be transferred to the property owner's 
tax account. 

For further information, please contact the Richmond Fire Department at 
604-278-5131. 

Safety Inspection Fee 
Address: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Plan Review Date: August 28, 2018 
Description of Review: Special Safety Inspection - Do not occupy 

SUBTOTAL: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE : 
(in Canadian dollar) 

$ 4,200.00 

$ 4,200.00 

$ 4,200.00 

For billing inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604-276-4253 or fax: 604-276-4162 

~~mond 

fAt~D M·i c.~i)..J~ 
~A: 

City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Rd 

Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 

Receipt: ~8354/162 
Dated: Nov 19, 2018 
Stat 1011: TAX1/YONG315 

A1·:; H f FlR-02808 
ARPMl MIS-01739 

Total 
CHEQUE PENG HU 

Nov 19, 2018 
01:36:44 PM 

4,200.00 
3,277.67 

7,477.67 
-1,477.67 

1' c)( k..._ ~ 

t 7' \(_77- ~ J 
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MRPENGHU 133 
7620 GLACIER CRES 
RICHMOND BC V7A 1L5 

DATE ~ ~ f.
1 
~ - ~ T., - (

0 
~ 

g~ 
('IU .. \ II'\(; 

#29 -19257 

BMO e Bank of Montreal 
100- 3880 N0.3 ROAD 
RICHMON}fi· V8X2C1 ~H'f:~ 
MEMO u "0 l<ti'G Fl D~. 

Surrey B.C. ( 
V3S 6J8 u• ~ :l ;lu• •: 3!8? ?0 111 00 ~~: :1880••~08 2111 

tel: (604) 53 
fax: (604) 533-3426 

l. 

2. 

3. 

Date Sept 14, 2018 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE+ HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TESTING CONTRACT 
[PHASE II 

PROPOSAL 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. (Genesis) 
& 

Jing Cong (Client) 
Project # S 18KR~.... RC yC( 

We wish to present Client with a proposal to provide a hazardous material survey and 
drug residue testing at a residence that was used as a controlled substance property. 

OUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
1. To provide a hazardous material survey and drug residue testing (STRUCTURE 

ONLY) at the residence of 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond BC. 

PROPOSED SOLUTION with Technical Specifications. 

I. Provide a hazardous material survey + report 
2. Provide drug residue sampling/analysis + report 
3. Complete waste water drainage assessment 
4. Provide a scope of work+ estimate for decontamination 

(Owner) requirements: 
I. To provide access as required by Genesis 

4. CHARGES 

GENESIS will pcrfonn the tasks, as defined in section 3, on a quote basis for the amount 
of$17,500 +GST= 18,375.00 

Additional work outside of the technical specifications stated herein will be quoted 
separately. 

Payment schedule is due prior to work commencing by Visa, company cheque, or cash. 
NOTE: Report and clearance documents will not be released until full payment is 
received. 

(Page I of2) 

... 
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October 5, 2018 PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL 

Genesis Restorations E-mail: graham@genesisrestorations.com 
29- 19257 Enterprise Way 
Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

Attention: 

Re : 

Graham Dick 
CEO 

Environmental Opinion Letter 
11780 Kingfisher Drive , Richmond , British Columbia 
Pinchin File: 230039.000 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Pinch in ltd. (Pinch in) was retained by Genesis Restorations to conduct a visual assessment of the 

interior and exterior portions of 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond BC, hereafter referred to as the Site. 

The work was completed by Pinchin in general accordance with the Canadian Standards Association 

(CSA) document entitled "Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (CSA document Z768-01 ), dated 

November 2001 (reaffirmed 2016) and the BC Contaminated Sites Regulation (CSR), including a Site 

reconnaissance, interviews and reporting. A full historical review was beyond the scope of this project. 

The objective of the investigation is to assess current Site conditions in order to identify areas in which 

toxic chemicals associated with the drug manufacturing operations may have been released in a manner 

that could impact the subsurface or municipal infrastructure in the vicinity of the Site. 

2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The client advised Pinchin that the Site consists of a 0.08-hectare parcel of land , which has been 

developed with a 170 square metre two-storey, single-fami ly residential bui lding (Site Building). The client 

reported that the most recent occupants of the Site Building are inferred to have conducted an illicit drug 

manufacturing operat ion . Due to the nature of this operation, detai ls regarding the specific drugs 

manufactured , or the specific manufacturing process used are unknown to the client at this time. 

3.0 SITE RECOi\INAISSAi\JCE 

Pinchin (see Appendix I for assessor qualifications) conducted a Site reconnaissance on September 27, 

2018. The Site reconnaissance included a walk-through of accessible areas of the interior of the Site 

Building and exterior areas. The Site reconnaissance was documented with notes and photographs. The 

results of the Site reconnaissance are discussed below. Photographs of some of the features noted 

during the Site reconnaissance are attached in Appendix II. 

Pinehill Ltd. 
Richmond, BC 
www.pinchin.corn 

t-lEI'IBER OF 

THE PINCHIN GROUP 

4-S 
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Environmental Opinion Letter 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia 

Genesis Restorations 

October 5, 2018 
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No aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) were observed on-Site, and none were reported by the client. 

However, the client was not knowledgeable about the history of the Site, and therefore was not available 

to confirm or deny the presence of a former or current AST located at the Site. Pinchin was unable to 

confirm or refute the presence of former on-Site ASTs. No evidence of former ASTs was observed by 

Pinchin. 

No evidence of underground storage tanks (USTs) (i.e., fill/vent pipes) were observed on-Site, and none 

were reported by the client. However, the client was not knowledgeable about the history of the Site, and 

therefore was not available to confirm or deny the presence of a former or current UST located at the 

Site. Pinchin was unable to confirm or refute the presence of current or former on-Site USTs. 

Multiple areas of dead grass were observed by Pinchin in the front and side yards of the property (i.e. 

north and west of the Site Building). This stressed vegetation is inferred to be due to weather and lawn 

care methodologies, and not a result of the dumping of toxic chemicals. This conclusion is based partially 

on the condition of nearby lawns, but is primarily based on the location of stressed vegetation. The front 

and side yards are in public areas, and any dumping activities would likely be observed by the 

neighbours. Pinchin has inferred that anybody conducting illegal dumping activities associated with an 

illicit drug operation is likely to conduct that dumping in areas not easily observed by the public. 

Three potential chemical dumping locations were identified in the backyard of property (i.e. south of the 

Site Building). Area 1 was identified due to being in close proximity of the rear garage exit and being well 

hidden from the public by foliage. Areas 2 and 3 were identified due to localized stressed vegetation. 

Although it is possible that the dumping of chemicals could have taken place on the exterior portions of 

the Site, it is Pinchin's opinion that for privacy reasons any unwanted chemicals would likely have been 

disposed of down the drains of the residence. Outdoor dumping likely only occurred if the operators of the 

drug operation considered a chemical too harsh to safely poor down a sanitary drain. 

No further evidence of historical chemical discharges or releases (i.e., staining or stressed vegetation) 

was observed during the Site reconnaissance. 

During the Site reconnaissance Pinch in observed evidence of potential chemical dumping down the 

drains of the interior of the Site Building. The main floor laundry sink was observed to have chemicals 

stored in it (Epson salts, Methyl Hydrate), where inferred mixing took place. The Second floor washroom 

had a cooler, buckets and ladles which are inferred to have been used for the transferring and mixing of 

chemicals. 
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It has been inferred that chemicals used on-Site were likely disposed of primarily through the sanitary 

sewer network. Chemicals would likely have been poured down the various sinks within the house. The 

disposal of chemicals in this manner has the potential to result in two different types of impacts. 

If the chemicals damage the pipe system in the vicinity of the house, or if the pipe system is already 

compromised, chemicals may leak from the pipes during flushing. If this occurs inside the building, the 

leak would likely be noticed and rapidly addressed. If this type of leak occurs under the building or yard, it 

is unlikely to be noticed or repaired. As such, there is a potential for releases of chemicals into the soil 

and groundwater to have occurred in the vicinity of the sanitary sewer drain lines associated with the Site 

Building. This risk would be best assessed through a camera scoping of the sewer line to check for 

significant cracks or holes that could result in this type of release. This camera scoping was beyond the 

scope of this assessment. 

The second potential impact is to the municipal system. Either through escaping that system into the 

subsurface, degrading that system, or allowing dangerous levels of chemicals to reach receptors along 

the sewage conveyance and treatment system. In order to evaluate this risk, Pinch in conducted a 

desktop assessment of the municipal sanitary sewer system in the vicinity of the Site. 

According to the City of Richmond Sewer Map, which can be found in Figures section of this report, there 

are approximately 296 residential dwellings upstream of the Site. The USEPA estimates that average 

daily wastewater flows of approximately 50-70 gallons per person (g/p) are typical. Assuming the 

conservative daily estimate (50 g/p) and assuming a conservative occupancy of two persons per 

residence, the amount of water that would be mixed with any chemical poured down a drain at the Site on 

a given day is approximately 29,600 gallons (112,048 Litres) at the point of connection. Further dilution 

would occur as additional residences are located downgradient of the Site. The more toxic chemicals 

used in making illicit drugs are flagged substances and therefore are difficult to obtain in large quantities. 

We can infer that large quantities of chemicals would not be dumped down a drain and that the releases 

would be limited to leftover unwanted chemicals or spilled chemicals during mixing. 

Based on the above numbers, if 1 litre of toluene, a chemical often used in drug manufacturing 

operations, were poured clown a sink per day, the average daily diluted concentration at the point of entry 

to the municipal system would be approximately 774 IJg/L. While this concentration is above drinking 

water standards, it is below the groundwater protection of marine aquatic life standard of 2000 !Jg/L. As 

such, it is considered possible that as chemicals were dumped clown the drain system, there may have 

been temporary periods in which unsafe concentrations of chemicals were present in the sanitary system. 

However, these concentrations were likely sufficiently diluted prior to reaching a sewer treatment plant, to 

not be a significant source of risk. Further, the constant flow of new water through the system should 
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have diluted any residential concentrations near the Site to well below safe concentrations within a few 

days of the cessation of operations at the Site. 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

Based on Pinchin's review of the Site, Pinchin has identified three locations in the back yard in which 

dumping of chemicals could have occurred, and has identified the sanitary sewer system on-Site as a 

potential exposure route for impacts to the subsurface. Further investigation would be required to assess 

if actual contamination has occurred in these areas. 

With regards to the municipal system, Pinch in concludes that short-term unacceptable concentrations 

may have existed at the time of the operation of the drug facility; however, it is not considered likely the 

residual impacts would persist. 

6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Pinchin recommends the following: 

1. Perform scoping of the drain lines at the Site and if there are any concerns regarding the 

integrity of the drain pipes further testing may be required. This scope should extend 

slightly into the municipal lines to verify that no damage has occurred within this system. 

2. Collect environmental samples in the identified outdoor locations to assess for the 

presence of chemicals normally associated with drug manufacturing operations, in order 

to assess if outdoor releases occurred on-Site. 

7.0 TERMS AND LIMITATIONS 

This Phase I ESA was performed in order to identify potential issues of environmental concern associated 

with the Site located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia, at the time of the Site 

reconnaissance. This environmental assessment was performed in general compliance with currently 

acceptable practices for environmental site investigations, and specific Client requests, as applicable to 

this Site. 

This report was prepared for the exclusive use of Genesis Restorations (Client), subject to the terms, 

conditions and limitations contained within the proposal for this project. Any use which a third party makes 

of this report, or any reliance on or decisions to be made based on it, is the sole responsibility of such 

third parties. Pinchin accepts no responsibility for damages suffered by any third party as a result of 

decisions made or actions conducted. 

If additional parties require reliance on this report, written authorization from Pinchin will be required. 

Such reliance will only be provided by Pinchin following written authorization from Client. Pinch in 
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disclaims responsibility of consequential financial effects on transactions or property values, or 

requirements for follow-up actions and costs. No other warranties are implied or expressed. Furthermore, 

this report should not be construed as legal advice. Pinchin will not provide results or information to any 

party unless disclosure by Pinchin is required by law. 

The information provided in this report is based upon analysis of available documents, records and 

drawings, and personal interviews. In evaluating the Site, Pinchin has relied in good faith on information 

provided by other individuals noted in this report. Pinch in has assumed that the information provided is 

factual and accurate. In addition, the findings in this report are based, to a large degree, upon information 

provided by the current owner/occupant. Pinchin accepts no responsibility for any deficiency, 

misstatement or inaccuracy contained in this report as a result of omissions, misinterpretations or 

fraudulent acts of persons interviewed or contacted, or contained in reports that were reviewed. The 

scope of work for this assessment did not include an intrusive investigation for designated substances 

(i.e., asbestos, mould, etc.) and, therefore, these materials may be present in concealed areas. 

Pinchin makes no other representations whatsoever, including those concerning the legal significance of 

its findings, or as to other legal matters touched on in this report, including, but not limited to, ownership 

of any property, or the application of any law to the facts set forth herein. With respect to regulatory 

compliance issues, regulatory statutes are subject to interpretation and these interpretations may change 

over time. 

The CSA document entitled "Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, CSA Standard Z768-01" dated 

November 2001 (reaffirmed 2016), does not apply to environmental auditing or environmental 

management systems. Therefore, with respect to Site operations and conditions, compliance with 

applicable Federal, Provincial or Municipal acts, regulations, laws and/or statutes was not evaluated as 

part of the assessment. 
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8.0 CLOSURE 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned. 

Sincerely, 

Pinchin ltd. 

Prepared by: Reviewed by: 

October 5, 20'18 

Pinchin File: 230039.000 

Paul Buckoll, B.Sc., EPt, BIT 

Senior Technologist 

604.238.2972 

pbuckoll@pinchin.com 

Tadd Berger, M.Sc., EP, P.Ag., CSAP 

Operations Manager; Practice Leader- EDR 

604.238.2938 

End: Figures 

Appendix I Qualifications of Assessor 

Appendix II- Photographs 

tberger@pinchin.com 

230039.000 Environrnental Opinion Letter, 11780 !<ingfisher Drive, Richrnond, BC, Genesis Restorations. October 5 2018.docx 

Template: Master Leachate Sample Results Letter, Haz. August 1, 2018 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF ASSESSOR 

Paul Buckoll, B.Sc., EPt, BIT 

Senior Technologist 

Pinchin Ltd. 

Paul Buckoll is a Senior Technologist with the Environmental Due Diligence and Remediation 

group at the Richmond office of Pinchin Ltd. He obtained a Bachelor of Science degree in 

Biological Sciences from Simon Fraser University in 2015. Mr. Buckoll joined Pinchin in 2016 

conducting indoor air quality, mould and hazardous materials assessments. In 2017, he became 

a Professional Biologist in Training (BIT) and Environmental Professional in Training (EPt) and 

began gaining experience conducting office and field work activities for Phase I ESAs. Mr. Buckoll 

has over two years of environmental consulting experience in British Columbia. 
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Photo I: Staining on grass observed in the front yard of the residence 

Photo 2: Staining on grass observed in the side yard of the residence 
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Photo 3: Area of potential chemical dumping #1 

Photo 4: Area of potential chemical dumping #2 
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Photo 5: Area of potential chemical dumping #3 

Photo 6: Chemicals observed in main floor laundry sink 
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Photo 7: Cooler, buckets, ladles and tubing observed in second floor washroom bathtub 
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#29- 19257 

MRPENGHU 
7620 GLACIER CRES 
RICHMOND BC V7A 1L5 

133 

DATE ; ~ (V ~ - ~ l -/0 ~ 

PAvrorHE 4ENcS1~ /ZESTC?RAlfloNS LTD. i $ 1 t-~1'"'~ 
ORDER OF . · S'CVcNJr Fl. 'Ia ;::::;--
t 14 HJ E'EN THtmAND IHR'U. HUNDAAI> AND /1 oo DOLLARS tD ~~~~;~r· :~;:·;:, 

BMO 0 Bank of Montreal 
100- 3880 N0.3 ROAD 
RICHMONlfl' V8X2C1 \·ff:Rs 
MEMO I I ~0 KI.tJG FlS --~-- - ~--·· · ·· ···· ·· -~ 

Surrey B.C ( 
V3S 6J8 u• ~ :3 ;lu• •: :38? ?0••100 ~·: 
tel: (604) 53 
fax: (604) 533-3426 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Date Sept 14,2018 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE+ HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TESTING CONTRACT 
(PHASE 11 

P~OPOSAL 

Genesis Restorations Ltd, (Genesis) 
& 

Jing Cong (Client) 
Project# SI&K~ .... }.Cycl 

We wish to present Client with a proposal to provide a hazardous material survey and 
drug residue testing at a residence that was used as a controlled substance property. 

OUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
1. To provide a hazardous material survey and drug residue testing (STRUCTURE 

ONLY) at the residence of 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond BC. 

PROPOSED SOLUTION with Technical Specifications. 

I. Provide a hazardous material survey + report 
2. Provide drug residue sampling/analysis + report 
3. Complete waste water drainage assessment 
4. Provide a scope of work+ estimate for decontamination 

(Owner) requirements: 
I. To provide access as required by Genesis 

4. CHARGES 

GENESIS will perform the tasks, as defined in section 3, on a quote basis for the amount 
of$17,500 +GST= 18,375.00 

Additional work outside of the technical specifications stated herein will be quoted 
separately. 

Payment schedule is due prior to work commencing by Visa, company cheque, or cash. 
NOTE: Report and clearance documents will not be released until full payment is 
received. 

(Page I of2) 
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October 11, 2018 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. 
29 - 19257 Enterprise Way 
Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

E-mail: graham@genesisrestorations.com 

Attention: Graham Dick 
CEO 

Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and 
Methamphetamine 
11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia 
Pinchin File: 230039.000 

·1 .0 INTRODUCTION 

Pinchin Ltd. (Pinchin) was retained by Genesis Restorations Ltd. (Genesis) to provide consulting services 

to prepare for the remediation of a Clandestine Drug Laboratory located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, 

Richmond, British Columbia. A baseline surface wipe sampling assessment was conducted to determine 

the potential contamination level of methamphetamine, fentanyl, and carfentanyl in locations and on 

surfaces within the home. Sample collection was performed by John DiBella on September 28, 2018. 

2.0 METHODOLOGY 

Surface wipe samples for methamphetamine, fentanyl, and carfentanyl were collected by wiping a surface 

area of 1 Ocm x 1 Ocm using a gauze pad folded into quarters and treated with methanol, following the 

testing laboratories (i.e. ALS Laboratories) in-house standard. All samples were submitted to ALS 

Laboratories, in Salt Lake City Utah, for analysis using their in-house standard. 

Fifteen samples for methamphetamine and fentanyl were taken from surfaces throughout the home, 

based on the high likelihood of contamination due to drug production activity. Additionally, 5 samples for 

carfentanyl were also collected from select surface. 

Pinchin is not aware of any recognized contamination criteria standards for methamphetamine, fentanyl, 

or carfentanyl in BC. The following criteria were used for this project based on the laboratory detection 

limits for these drug: 

" Fentanyl-- 0.1 !Jg/'1 00cm 2 (based on laboratory reporting limit); 

" Carfentanyl- 0.1 !Jg/'1 00cm 2 (based on laboratory reporting limit); and 

" Methamphetamine- 0.1 !Jg/1 00cm 2 (based on laboratory reporting limit and standards 

published by the State of Washington Department of Health). 
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3.0 RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Table ·1 summarizes methamphetamine concentrations detected from the surface samples collected. The 

laboratory analytical report can be found in Appendix I and photographs of sample locations can be found 

in Appendix II. 

Fentanyl or carfentanyl were not detected on any of the surface wipe samples, all results indicate levels 

below 0.1 ~g/1 00cm 2 (analytical detection limit and guideline criteria). The laboratory analytical report can 

found in Appendix I. 

Table 1: Methamphetamine wipe sample results 

Sample No. Sample Location 
Methamphetamine 

(!Jg/1 00 cm2) 

D-01 Upstairs Bathroom Floor 19,000 

D-02 Upstairs Bathroom Counter 610 

D-03 Master Bedroom Wall 150 

D-04 Master Bathroom Floor 1,900 

D-05 Master Bathroom Counter 3,300 

D-06 Upstairs Bedroom by Bathroom- Desk (Yellow Residue) 100,000 

D-07 Upstairs Bedroom by Stairs- Desk (Powder) 1,000 

D-08 Garage Floor 24 

D-09 Laundry Room Floor (White Residue) 51 

D-10 Front Entrance Floor (White Powder) 240 

D-'1'1 Back Living Room Floor 480 

D-12 Kitchen Main Counter 2000 

D-13 Kitchen Floor by Fridge (Yellow Powder) 350 

0-14 Small Kitchen Counter (Next to Fridge) 750 

D-15 Back Living Room Ceiling Stain 3.3 

BLAI\IK BLANK <0.1 

Guideline Criteria {bJg/100 cm 2
) Q,1 
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The results of surface wipe sampling indicated the following: 

" Elevated methamphetamine levels above criteria were found on all tested surfaces in the 

home, indicating contamination throughout; 

" The highest methamphetamine concentrations were found in upstairs locations, where 

the production of methamphetamine likely occurred; 

" While testing was conducted to measure methamphetamine concentrations, materials 

and surfaces are likely contaminated with the chemicals used in the production of 

methamphetamine and or other illicit drugs; and 

" There was no indication of fentanyl or carfentanyl on any of the tested surfaces. 

However, fentanyl analogs were not tested for and could therefore exist on surfaces 

within the home. 

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Develop remediation specifications for removal of contaminated material and cleaning of 

remaining building surfaces and ventilation systems. Remediation to follow requirements 

of the Work Safe BC OHSR and generally include, but not be limited to: 

© 20'18 Pinchin Ltd. 

a. Remove and dispose of all carpets and curtains in the building; 

b. Detailed cleaning, or removal and replacement of the furnace and all related 

ductwork; 

c. Detailed cleaning or removal (whichever is more practicable) of all personal 

contents and appliances. 

d. Doors, Trim and Millwork: 

i. Removal of all visibly stained porous or damaged materials; 

ii. Detailed cleaning or removal (whichever is more practicable), of all 

remaining materials; 

e. Remove all drywall walls and ceilings; 

f. Floor Sheathing: 

i. Removal of all visibly stained or damaged sheathing, and detailed 

cleaning of underlying structural materials; 

ii. Detailed cleaning or removal (whichever is more practicable), of all 

remaining sheathing; 
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g. Non-porous flooring materials: 

i. Remove and dispose of all laminate flooring; 

ii. Removal of all ceramic flooring where the grout is damaged or in poor 

condition; 

iii. Detailed cleaning or removal (whichever is more practicable), of all 

remaining ceramic flooring; 

h. Removal and replacement or detailed inspection and cleaning of drain-side 

plumbing systems; and 

i. Detailed cleaning of concrete su1iaces. 

2. After remediation work has been completed, conduct clearance testing on building 

surfaces that are to remain for methamphetamine to ensure the efficacy of the work 

performed. 

Note: Pinchin advises the client to confirm anticipated clearance criteria with the City of 

Richmond prior setting a clearance criteria for this project 

5.0 TERMS AND LIMITATIONS 

This work was performed subject to the Terms and Limitations presented or referenced in the proposal for 

this project. 

Information provided by Pinchin is intended for Client use only. Pinchin will not provide results or 

information to any party unless disclosure by Pinchin is required by law. Any use by a third party of 

reports or documents authored by Pinch in or any reliance by a third party on or decisions made by a third 

party based on the findings described in said documents, is the sole responsibility of such third parties. 

Pinchin accepts no responsibility for damages suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or 

actions conducted. No other warranties are implied or expressed. 
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Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and Methamphetamine October 11, 2018 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia Pinchin File: 230039.000 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. 

6.0 CLOSURE 

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact Hussien Jaffer, Operations 

Manager for Pinchin at 604.238.2913. 

Sincerely, 

Pinchin Ud. 

Prepared by: 

John DiBella, M.Sc. (OEH) 

Project Technologist, OHS 

604.238.2987 

jdibella@pinchin.com 

Encl.: Appendix I - Laboratory Report 

Reviewed by: 

Hussien Jaffer, B.ASc, CIH, CRSP 

Operations Manager- BC OHS 

604.238.2913 

hjaffer@pinchin.com 

Appendix II - Photos of Sample Locations 

230039.000 Surface Wipe Letter. 11780 l<ingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC, Genesis Restorations. October 11 2018.docx 

Template: Master Report for Air Monitoring (Short Template), OHS. September 28, 2018 
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John Di Bellu 
Pinchin LTD 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Report Date: October 05, 2018 

Phone: (604) 238-2987 

200-13775 Commerce Parkway 
Richman, BC 

E-mail: jdibella@pinchin.com 

CANADA 

Analytical Results 

Sample ID: D-01 

Lab ID: 1827301001 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-02 

Lab ID: 1827301002 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-03 

Lab ID: 1827301003 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 I 
Client Project ID: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 
Project Manager: Paul Pope 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Upstair Bath Floor Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 OOcm") RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

19000 19000 1000 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Upstairs Bath Counte Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 00cm 2) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

610 610 10 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Master Bdroom Wall Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/100cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

150 150 10 

1\DDRESS 960 West LeVoy Drive, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84123 USA PHONE +1 801 266 7700 F/\X +1 801 268 9992 

ALS GROUP USA, CORP. An ALS Limited Company 

' ' - www.alsglobal.com - - -
RIOHT SOLUTIOnS - ! r ' 
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Analytical Results 

Sample ID: D-04 

Lab ID: 1827301004 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Carfentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-05 

Lab ID: 1827301005 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

nalyte 

1 .·entanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-06 

Lab ID: 1827301006 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Carfentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-07 

Lab ID: 1827301007 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

"rfentanyl 

1 ,~lethamphetamine 

Page 2 of 6 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 I 
Client Project ID: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 
Project Manager: Paul Pope 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Master Bath Floor Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 00cm2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

1900 1900 100 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Master Bath Counter Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 OOcm•) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

3300 3300 100 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Up Rm Bath Desk (Y) Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 00cm 2) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

100000 100000 1000 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Up Rm by Stairs Desk Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 OOcm•) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

1000 1000 100 
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Analytical Results 

Sample 10: D-08 

Lab 10: 1827301008 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample 10: D-09 

Lab 10: 1827301009 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

'3ntanyl 

~arfentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-10 

Lab 10: 1827301010 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample 10: D-11 

Lab ID: 1827301011 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Page 3 of6 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 I 
Client Project 10: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 

Project Manager: Paul Pope 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Garage Floor Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 cm2 Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 00cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

24 24 1.0 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Lndry Rm Floor Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 cm 2 Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 00cm2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

51 51 1.0 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Front Entrance Fl Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 cm 2 Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 00cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

240 240 10 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Back Living Rm Floor Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 cm 2 Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 00cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

480 480 10 
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Analytical Results 

Sample ID: D-12 

Lab ID: 1827301012 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-13 

Lab ID: 1827301013 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

·~ntanyl 

1 ...;arfentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: D-14 

Lab ID: 1827301014 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Methamphetamine 

Sample ID: Blank 

Lab ID: 1827301015 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Analyte 

Fentanyl 

Carfentanyl 

'ethamphetamine 

Pa e 4 of 6 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 I 
Client Project ID: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 
Project Manager: Paul Pope 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Kitchen Main Counter Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 00cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

2000 2000 100 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Kitchen Fl by Fridge Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) ( ug/1 OOcm•) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

350 350 10 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: Small Kitchen Counte Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/100cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 <0.10 0.10 

750 750 10 

Collected: 09/27/2018 

Sampling Location: 11780 King Fisher Dr Received: 09/28/2018 

Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area Not Applicable Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
(ug/sample) (ug/1 00cm 2

) RL (ug/sample) 

<0.10 NA 0.10 

<0.10 NA 0.10 

<0.10 NA 0.10 

Fri, 10/05/18 12:48 PM IHREP-V12.6 

CNCL - 190 
(Special)



ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 

Client Project ID: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 

Project Manager: Paul Pope 

Analytical Results 

Sample ID: D15 Collected: 09/27/2018 

Lab ID: 1827301016 Sampling Location: Bck Living Rm Ceilin Received: 09/28/2018 

Method: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS Media: Wipe Instrument: LCMS02 
Sampling Info: Area 100 em• Analyzed: 10/03/2018 (223871) 

Result Result 
Analyte (ug/sample) (ug/1 OOcm2

) RL (ug/sample) 

Fentanyl <0.10 <0.10 0.10 

Methamphetamine 3.3 3.3 0.10 

Comments 

I Quality Control: Illicit Drugs by LC/MS- (HBN: 223871) 

Due to methamphetamine levels exceeding the calibration range, the following samples were diluted and reanalyzed for 
methamphetamine: Samples 1827301001/006 were diluted 1:1 0,000; samples 1827301004/005/007/012 were diluted 1:1 ,000; 
samples 1827301002/003/010/011/013/014 were diluted 1:100 and samples 1827301008/009 were diluted 1:10. The reporting 
limits have been adjusted accordingly. 

~eport Authorization {IS/ is an electronic signature that complies with 21 CFR Part 11) 

ethod 

Illicit Drugs by LC/MS 

Laboratory Contact Information 
ALS Environmental 
960 W Levay Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84123 

Pa e 5 of6 

Analyst 

IS/ Stephen Brose 
10/05/2018 05:32 

Phone: (801) 266-7700 
Email: alslt.lab@ALSGiobal.com 
Web: www.alsslc.com 

Fri, 10/05/18 12:48 PM 

Peer Review 

IS/ Thomas Bosch 
10/05/2018 10:22 
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A 
~~ ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Workorder: I 34-1827301 I 
Client Project 10: 11780 King Fisher Dr. 092718 
Purchase Order: 230039 

General Lab Comments 
The results provided in this report relate only to the items tested. 
Samples were received in acceptable condition unless otherwise noted. 
Samples have not been blank corrected unless otherwise noted. 

Project Manager: Paul Pope 

This test report shall not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval of ALS. 

ALS provides professional analytical services for all samples submitted. ALS is not in a position to interpret the data and 
assumes no responsibility for the quality of the samples submitted. 

All quality control samples processed with the samples in this report yielded acceptable results unless otherwise noted. 

ALS is accredited for specific fields of testing (scopes) in the following testing sectors. The quality system implemented at ALS 
conforms to accreditation requirements and is applied to all analytical testing performed by ALS. The following table lists testing 
sector, accreditation body, accreditation number and website. Please contact these accrediting bodies or your ALS project 
manager for the current scope of accreditation that applies to your analytical testing. 

Testing Sector Accreditation Body Certificate Website 
(Standard) Number 

Environmental PJLA (DoD ELAP) L 17-288 http://'I'NtW.pjlabs.com 

PJLA (ISO 17025) L 17-291 http://'I'NtW.pjlabs.com 
Utah (TNI) DATA1 http://health.utah.gov/lab/labimp/ 

Nevada UT00009 http://ndep.nv.gov/bsdwllabservice.htm 

Oklahoma UT00009 http://'I'NtW.deq.state.ok.us/CSDnew/ 

Iowa lA# 376 http://'I'NtW.iowadnr.gov/lnsideDNR/RegulatoryWater.aspx 

Florida (TNI) E871067 http ://1/'NtW .dep. state. fl. us/labs/bars/sas/qa/ 

Texas (TNI) T104704456-11-1 http://'I'NtW.tceq.texas.gov/field/qa/lab_accred_certif.html 

Industrial Hygiene AIHA (ISO 17025 & AIHA 101574 http://'I'NtW.aihaaccreditedlabs.org 
IHLAP/ELLAP) 

Lead Testing: 

CPSC PJLA (ISO 17025) L 17-291 http://'I'NtW.pjlabs.com 

Soil, Dust. Paint AIHA (ISO 17025, AIHA 101574 http://'I'NtW.aihaaccreditedlabs.org 
ELLAP and NLLAP) 

Dietary Supplements PJLA (ISO 17025) L 17-291 http://'I'NtW.pjlabs.com 

Definitions 
LOD = Limit of Detection = MDL= Method Detection Limit, A statistical estimate of method/media/instrument sensitivity. 
LOQ = Limit of Quantitation = RL = Reporting Limit, A verified value of method/media/instrument sensitivity. 
ND =Not Detected, Testing result not detected above the LOD or LOQ. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
** No result could be reported, see sample comments for details. 
< This testing result is less than the numerical value. 
( ) This testing result is between the LOD and LOQ and has higher analytical uncertainty than values at or above the LOQ. 
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APPENDIX II 

Photos of Sample locations 
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Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and Methamphetamine 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia 

October 11, 2018 

Pinchin File: 230039.000 

Appendix II Genesis Restorations Ltd. 

Photo 1: Upstairs Bathroom Floor Photo 2: Upstairs Bathroom Counter 

Photo 3: Master Bedroom Wall Photo 4: Master Bathroom Floor 

© 2018 Pinchin Ltd. Page 1 of 4 
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Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and Methamphetamine October 11, 2018 

·1 '1780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia Pinchin File: 230039.000 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. Appendix II 

Photo 5: Master Bathroom Counter Photo 6: Upstairs Bedroom by Bathroom - Desk 

Photo 7 Upstairs Bedroom by Staircase - Desk Photo 8: Garage Floor 

1-IEMBEROF 

© 2018 Pinchin Ltd. Page 2 of 4 
THE PIN CHIN GROUP 

CNCL - 195 
(Special)



Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and Methamphetamine October 1·1, 2018 

11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia Pinchin File: 230039.000 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. Appendix II 

Photo 9: Laundry Room Floor Photo 10: Front Entrance Floor 

Photo 11: Back Living Room Floor Photo ·12: Kitchen Counter 

MEMBER OF 

© 2018 Pinchin Ltd. Page 3 of 4 
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Surface Wipe Samples Results Letter- Fentanyl, Carfentanyl and Methamphetamine October 11, 2018 

1 '1780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, British Columbia Pinehill File: 230039.000 

Genesis Restorations Ltd. Appendix II 

Photo 13: Kitchen Floor by Fridge Photo 14: Small Kitchen Counter next to Fridge 

Photo ·15: Bacl< Living Room Ceiling 

MEMBER OF 
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Invoice No: 
Invoice Date: 

GST Number: 
PST Number: 

MIS-01739 
09/28/2018 

R 121454003 
PST-1 000-3200 

Pursuant to Bylaw No. 7897, any unpaid board-up charges as of December 31, 2018 
will be transferred to the property owner's tax account. 

Emergency Board Up Services 
Address: 11780 Kingfisher Drive 
Date: August 28, 2018 

Labour $ 3,121.59 

SUBTOTAL: $ 3,121.59 

GST 5 % $ 156.08 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE: $ 3,277.67 
(in Canadian dollar) 

For billing inquiries, please email: receivables@richmond.ca, call: 604-276-4253 or fax: 604-276-4162 

.~rnond 

EXR-c ~,1 C'-c~ 

/)/rrp Pet c~-&Jt- ·~ -~ 
rail A rf ar th- elf 

<!-7_ v:77 _ G 7 --------City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Rd 

flich111ond BC V6Y 2C1 

Receipt: 58354/162 Nov 19, 2018 
Dated: Nov 19, 2018 01:36:44 P~1 
Stat WII : TAX 1 / YONG:315 

.i\,.:,'1-tr FIR··02808 4,200.00 
AHP~1I MIS-01739 3,277.67 

Total 7,477.67 
CHEQUE PENG HU -"/,477.67 

CNCL - 198 
(Special)



I 
\ .· .... 

·. , I' .,_ · · · ~ ; Y I ' I 1 ' , ,· ·i'l'':t ,-'!1 11 ,I 

#29 • 19257 Enlorpris• Way. Surrey. BC V3S GJB 

INVOICE TO: 

MR. PENG HU 

7520 Glacier Cres 
Richmond. BC V?A 1LG 

· D~t.criPIIon 

INVOICE 

Invoice No.: 
Date: 

P.O.# 

Sold to: 

t 17BO Kingfisher Dr. 
c!o MR. PENG HU 
Richmond. BC 

14777 
12/31/2018 

Genesis Filo # S 19DD50 t 9 

' 

INVOICE. FOR REMOVAli\ND 01SP0$Al Q~ ASBES70S CONT!\INING l.lf,TERI.•\LS FROI. I THE A60VE NOTED 
•\OOHESS. 
LESS: DEPOSIT OF 51) 'J{. MADE ON TH::. ACCOUHf 
LESS; 1Q'I',:,. HQ~bud: 

'5 • GST ij.• 5%. 
GST 

PA(J) qf 
Gur;a ,;lt r~ ... ~t7.tt;..l,uoo~ LtJ r;sT: !i1Jo:.oo 19/;6 

Pleil::;e inform the Project MnnngP.r with in 7 nays 't( ilddltlnrml ,, 

support dOCllfl\ l!'f'ltnllon is required 

Total Amount 
TERMS: DUE UPON RECEIPT· INTEREST OF 2% PER MONTH W IL 

'''I • ·, · . 
. · ' ~o~l . ·.·. ,, 

~4 .lQ1 ~!J 

-23,500.00 
·Z-150.05 

2, 120.60 

~9~ 

21.032.45 

BE CHARGED ON BALAN CES NOT PAID 5 DAYS OF INVOICE DATE I 
··- ·-----···-·--·-----·--~ -·-·-J 
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Asbestos Clearance Document 

Date: December 31 5t, 2018 

Asbestos Abatement Contractor: Genesis Abatement (Genesis Restorations Ltd) . 

Site: 11780 Kingfisher Drive Richmond BC 

Reference to the Hazardous Materials survey report 

Completed by: Pinchin Dated: October 16, 2018 

Supplemented by further testing by Genesis Restorations Ltd. 
BC Asbestos Bulk sample report dated Dec. 201h, 2018. Attached 

q-ro 

Description of Work completed: All exposed wall, ceiling, and floor coverings/finishing's were removed and disposed of. This includes 

all drywall, texture drywall, carpetlunder-pad/laminatellino sheet/vinyl tile floors, wall & ceiling insulation, all electrical/plumbing fixtures, 

electrical junction boxes, air ducts, and drains back to slab from the interior of the house. All visibly stained wood sheathing was removed 

and disposed of. All window and doors were removed and disposed of. 

All suspect asbestos materials not stated in the report have been tested and found to be negative (roof paper, lino sheet flooring) . 
Roofing is Cedar shingle and exterior ofthe house is wood siding. 

After the Asbestos removal and clean-up was complete and asbestos air clearance had been achieved 9 samples ofMeth residue were sampled 
from various areas of the house including some remaining flooring, window sills and window panes. The samples were collected and tested 
onsite by Dean Dyck & Jason Bard of Genesis Restorations using the Methchek 100 Wipe Kit. 3 of9 samples tested positive for meth residue. 
All4 of the wood sheathing samples tested negative for Meth residue, 2 of2 ofthe window pane/glass tested negative for meth residue, 1 sample 
of the peel and stick floor tile that was below laminate flooring tested positive for meth residue, 2 of2 samples taken from window sills from the 
upper area of the house tested positive for meth residue from window sills that tested positive for meth residue. 

• We recommended that all windows with frames and sills as well as the remaining peel & stick floor tile be removed and disposed of. 
This was accepted by the owner and Genesis returned to remove and dispose of all-window/door frames, sills, and panes as well 
as removal of the peel: and stick flo_or tile. f~om .. tlt.e.nodhJaundry area.l)f the.huildin~ _ . . __ . ___ .. 

··- ··· · -~--- ·-~ . ···-- ·- .. --·- - ........ . . . - ·.-·· . · . -----·-···· 

Exclusions: - any wood subfloors and/or ceramic I peel and stick floor tiles were left in place that were below 
carpet/underlay and/or laminate floors. 
All supply water lines were left in place 
Exterior areas of the house remain Intact and no materials have been removed. 
No Lead based/painted materials have been removed unless associated with the interior finishing's. Any 
remaining substrates can be disposed of as demolition waste. 

NOPA #: E798478- Submitted to WorksafeBC 

Waste Manifest documentation: completed- mailed to authorities 

Person(s) & Company who completed the visual Inspection: Dean Dyck & Jason Bard- Genesis Restorations Ltd. 

Air Clearance Sampling completed: Yes- Attached. 

Person(s) & Company collecting air samples: Jason Bard- Genesis Restorations Ltd. 

Analysis of Asbestos sampling completed by: BC Asbestos Services 

This letter is to confirm that Genesis Restorations Ltd. has removed the asbestos materials stated above at 11780 Kingfisher Drive 

Richmond BC in accordance with regulatory requirements; OH & S Regulations l WorksafeBC and Ministry of Environment Regulations 

and is clear to be demolished. 

• This clearance letter is Intended strictly for demolition of the house and should not be used as a clearance document to 

re-occupy the house, as well as all building materials that remain are not for re-use and is intended only for 

disposal/demolition waste. 

Dean Dyck- Manager 

Unit 29- 19257 Enterprise Way- Surrey BC- V3S-6J8- 604-533-3440 www.genesisrestorations.com 
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BC ASBESTOS SERVICES Ltd. 
102 - 8299 - 129 Street, Surrey BC Ph; 604-593-5300 

December 20, 2018 

Genesis Restorations 
#29 -19257 Enterprise Way 
Surrey, BC V3S 6J8 

Attention: Dean Dyck 

Reference: Bulk Asbestos Identification Results 

We have analyzed the two samples submitted for analysis on December 19, 2018 for 
11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond. 

The samples were analyzed using methodology based on National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) method # 9002, using stereo binocular 
microscopy and polarized light microscopy. All samples will be kept for three months 
after analysis. BC Asbestos Services Ltd. participates in the American Industrial Hygiene 
Association (AIHA) bulk asbestos proficiency analytical testing (BAPAT) quality control 
program. 

····-. ·.·-··.·.:.··-.·. 

We trust this is the information you require. If you have any questions, please contact 
the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

BC Asbestos Services Ltd. 
Per: David Whiteside, President 

CNCL - 201 
(Special)



BC ASBESTOS SERVICES Ltd. - 102-8299- 129 St. Surrey BC V3W OA6 

Bulk Asbestos Results 
Client: Genesis Restorations· 11780 Kingfisher or. Richmond 

BCAS Client Date Sample Description Material Type Layer Layer Other Materials Asbestos 
Sample# Sample# Analyzed # Description Type & Amount Type & Amount 

210776 P0367873 20-Dec-18 Roof Under Cedar Shingles Roof Paper 1 Tar Paper Cellulose 60 % None Detected 
#1 Non-fibrous 40 % 

210777 P0367873 20-Dec-18 North Room Main Floor Lino Sheet Flooring 1 Top Vinyl Layer Non-fibrous >99 % None Detected 
#2 on Concrete 

2 Backing Cellulose 70 % None Detected 
Non-fibrous 30 % 

3 Mastic Non-fibrous >99 % None Detected 

- .. ·-· .. - ... --· - --·-. . ~-. .. - ·~-. 
- - .. -··- ·-.-. .. _ 

1--··- . r''··-- -- .. ···-= ·- . .. -·-··..;.: -:-;•-.·:--..-.....: 

Analytical Method: NIOSH 9002 Analyst: David Whiteside Samples Collected by: Graham 
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BC ASBESTOS SERVICES Ltd. 

Air Monitoring Spreadsheet 

Project: Genesis Abatement- 11780 Kingfisher Dr. Richmond 
PO# 367861 

Sample Flow Sample 
Date Date Sample Time Rate Volume 

Sample# Sampled Analyzed Type Min) L) 
1 26-Nov-18 26-Nov-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 
2 26-Nov-18 26-Nov-18 Clean Room 380 1.96 745 
3 26-Nov-18 26-Nov-18 Ambient 380 1.96 745 
4 26-Nov-18 26-Nov-18 Blank ###### 
5 27-Nov-18 27-Nov-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 
6 27-Nov-18 27-Nov-18 Clean Room 395 1.96 774 
7 27-Nov-18 27-Nov-18 Ambient 395 1.96 774 
8 28-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 
9 28-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Clean Room 380 1.96 745 

10 28-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Ambient 380 1.96 745 
. --- --·ccn -29-Nov•18 29~oV-t8 o·ccupatiilf!al' . --·-·3{} c--T,96 ---59 

12 29-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Clean Room 410 1.96 804 
13 29-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Ambient 410 1.96 804 
14 29-Nov-18 29-Nov-18 Blank ###### 
15 3Q-Nov-18 30-Nov-1 8 Occupational 40 1.96 78 
16 30-Nov-18 30-Nov-18 Clean Room 385 1.96 755 
17 30-Nov-18 30-Nov-18 Ambient 385 1.96 755 
18 3-Dec-18 3-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 
19 3-Dec-18 3-Dec-18 Clean Room 395 1.96 774 
20 3-Dec-18 3-Dec-18 Ambient 395 1.96 774 
21 4-Dec-18 4-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 
22 4-Dec-18 4-Dec-18 Clean Room 390 1.96 764 
23 4-Dec-18 4-Dec-18 Ambient 390 1.96 764 
24 4-Dec-18 4-Dec-18 Blank ###### 

25 5-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 59 

26 5-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Clean Room 410 1.96 804 

27 5-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Ambient 410 1.96 804 

#of #of 
Fibres Fields 

4 100 
17.5 100 

3 100 
0 100 
4 100 
6 100 

2.5 100 
5.5 100 

9 100 
4 100 

·1·oo:5 --· '52' 
16 100 

3.5 100 
0 100 

73 100 
11 100 
4 100 

100.5 94 
14.5 100 
6.5 100 
102 88 

10 100 
5.5 100 

1 100 
100 81 
6.5 100 

4 100 

Air Clearance: 0.02 fib/ml 
Asbestos EL: 0.1 llb/ml 
Half Mask: 1.0 lib/mL 
PAPR: 10.0 fib.iml 

Fibre Fibre 
Density Cone. 
F/mm2 F/mL Comments 

5 0.033 Inside Enclosure 
22 0.012 Enclosure Entrance 
4 0.002 Outside Enclosure 
0 #VALUEI Field Blank 
5 0.033 Inside Enclosure 
8 0.004 Enclosure Entrance 
3 0.002 Outside Enclosure 
7 0.046 Inside Enclosure 

11 0.006 Enclosure Entrance 
5 0.003 Outside Enclosure 

··- ·'':!Ill! ·-1.612 fns•de Enclosilte ~- · 
20 0.010 Enclosure Entrance 

4 0.002 Outside Enclosure 
0 #VALUEI Field Blank 

93 0.457 Inside Enclosure 
14 0.007 Enclosure Entrance 
5 0.003 Outside Enclosure 

136 0.892 Inside Enclosure 
18 0.009 Enclosure Entrance 
8 0.004 Outside Enclosure 

148 0.967 Inside Enclosure 
13 0.006 Enclosure Entrance 
7 0.004 Outside Enclosure 
1 #VALUE! Field Blank 

157 1.030 Inside Enclosure 
8 0.004 Enclosure Entrance 
5 0.002 Outside Enclosure 

............ :----.::-,;-.: -
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BC ASBESTOS SERVICES Ltd. 

Air Monitoring Spreadsheet 

Project: Genesis Abatement - 11780 Kingfisher Dr. Richmond 
PO# 367861 

Sample Flow 
Date Date Sample Time Rate 

Sample# Sampled Analyzed Type IIMinl 
28 6-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 
29 6-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Clean Room 395 1.96 
30 6-Dec-18 6-Dec-18 Ambient 395 1.96 
31 7-Dec-18 10-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 
32 7-Dec-18 10-Dec-18 Clean Room 380 1.96 
33 7-Dec-18 10-Dec-18 Ambient 380 1.96 
34 7-Dec-18 1 o-Dec-18 Blank 
35 10-Dec-18 11-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 
36 10-Dec-18 11-Dec-18 Clean Room 385 1.96 
37 1 o-Dec-18 11-Dec-18 Ambient 385 1.96 

. .. 38 -H•f>ec::l8 'lWec=ts oc~upaliOI'lru . -·-·"So. f:-96 
39 11-Dec-18 12-Dec-18 Clean Room 415 1.96 
40 11-Dec-18 12-Dec-18 Ambient 415 1.96 
41 12-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 
42 12-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Clean Room 370 1.96 
43 12-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Ambient 370 1.96 
44 12-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Blank 
45 13-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Occupational 30 1.96 
46 13-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Clean Room 385 1.96 
47 13-Dec-18 13-Dec-18 Ambient 385 1.96 
46 14-Dec-18 14-Dec-18 fJJr Clearance 1025 2.45 
47 14-Dec-18 14-Dec-18 Air Clearance 1025 2.45 

Sample 
Volume #of #of 
I!L) Fibres Fields 

59 100 89 
774 6 100 
774 5 100 

59 19 100 
745 12 100 
745 4 100 

###### 0 100 
59 22.5 100 

755 19.5 100 
755 4.5 100 

... ·"'··sg . . '2S -- fOO 
813 12.5 100 
813 6 100 
59 5 100 

725 3.5 100 
725 4.5 100 

###### 0 100 
59 1.5 100 

755 17 100 
755 6.5 100 

2511 2 100 
2511 1 100 

Air Clearance: 0.02 flb/mL 
Asbestos EL: 0.1 flb/mL 
Half Mask: 1.0 fib/mL 
PAPR: 10.0 fib./ml 

Fibre Fibre 
Density Cone. 
F/mm2 F/mL Comments 

143 0.937 Inside Enclosure 
8 0.004 Enclosure Entrance 
6 0.003 Outside Enclosure 

24 0.158 Inside Enclosure 
15 0.008 Enclosure Entrance 
5 0.003 Outside Enclosure 
0 #VALUEI Field Blank 

29 0.188 Inside Enclosure 
25 0.013 Enclosure Entrance 

6 0.003 Outside Enclosure 
-~2' l-~<r209' fil'stciei:ric!Oslire ... ~ ·---~-

16 0.008 Enclosure Entrance 
8 0.004 Outside Enclosure 
6 0.042 Inside Enclosure 
4 0.002 Enclosure Entrance 
6 0.003 Outside Enclosure 
0 #VALUEI Field Blank 
2 0.013 Inside Enclosure 

22 O.D11 Enclosure Entrance 
8 0.004 Outside Enclosure 
3 0.000 Inside Enclosure· PASS 
1 0.000 Inside Enclosure- PASS 
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Henderson & Lee 

June 14,2019 

Legal Department 
City of Richmond 

HENDERSON & LEE 
Law Corporation 
Barristers & Solicitors 

6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Attention: Mr. T. Capuccinello Iraci 

Dear Sir: 

If-If 

#310- 4885 Kingsway 

Burnaby, BC V5H 4T2 

T: (604)558-2258 

F: {604)558-4023 

Our file no. 23 86 
Please reply to Alfonso Chen 

Email: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 

Via email: citylaw@richmond.ca 
and via fax: 604-276-403 7 

Re: Information about the Invoice with Invoice No.: MIS-02579 (the "Invoice") 
We follow up from our letter dated June 11, 2019, within which we appealed the amount of the 
Invoice. As a preliminary note, we expect that you will be providing us with an email on the next 
steps of the appeal in due course. 

We have reviewed documents and obtained information from our client, Ms. Cong, about the 
circumstances surrounding the incident that is associated with the Invoice. 

We first set out background facts about this case. 

On or about August 26, 2018, allegations were made about there being a methamphetamine grow 
operation at Ms. Cong's property located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 
(the "Property"). Ms. Cong was in China at the time. 

On or about September 8, 2018, Ms. Cong hurriedly returned to British Columbia to deal with 
issues arising from the alleged methamphetamine grow operation on the Property. 

Later in September of 2018, Ms. Cong was advised by the police that she was required to secure 
clean up services associated with the Property within 24 hours of the advisory. Ms. Cong 
complied with this requirement, having immediately contacted the only company that was 
introduced to her by police and fire rescue departments, Genesis Abatement. Ultimately, Ms. 
Cong had Genesis Abatement or its subcontractors provide preliminary investigation and clean 
up services and paid to them an approximate total of$65,375.00 CAD. 

On or about November 19, 2018, Ms. Cong again paid for a government bill associated with the 
Property in the amount of$7,477.67. Of this amount, $4,200.00 was for a Safety Inspection Fee, 
the description of which was "Special Safety Inspection- Do not occupy", and $3,277.67 was 
for "Labour" from Emergency Board Up Services. 

W: www.h end ersonleela w. corn E: alfonso@hende rs onl eelaw. corn 
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Our File#: 2386 
To : City of Richmond 
Date: June 14, 2019 
Page 2 of2 

Hit 
Henderson & Lee 

Law Corporation 

Ms. Cong did not receive any further correspondence about this matter until about May 20, 2019, 
when she received the Invoice, which stated that $67,524.22 was due. 

In the Invoice, the amount due was broken down into the following parts: 
1) RCMP: $24,243 .27; 
2) Tervita: $32,027.1 0; and 
3) 20% Administration Fee: $11,254.07. 

The total amount you are requesting for Ms. Cong to pay for, which includes fees for the RCMP 
of nearly $25,000.00, is astronomical. Ms. Cong is also not aware ofTervita having provided any 
services associated with the Property and complied with the demands of the City of Richmond in 
promptly retaining Genesis and paying for the clean-up of the Property. 

Ms. Cong has attempted to obtain further information about the amounts set out in the Invoice 
from the RCMP as well as from the City on numerous occasions. The City of Richmond directed 
Ms. Cong to contact the RCMP. The RCMP directed Ms. Cong to contact the City of Richmond. 
To date, no one has provided to her a breakdown of what the amounts relate to and why they are 
being claimed from Ms. Cong in the first place. 

Given the foregoing, this is a formal request that you provide information about the Invoice, 
including: 

1) a detailed breakdown of the fees associated with the RCMP and with Tervita that 
have been set out in the Invoice, including but not limited to: 

a. dates in which services were provided; 
b. what the rates for any labor provided by the RCMP and Tervita were; and 
c. what services the RCMP and Tervita provided; and 

2) any bylaws that you rely on to assert that Ms. Cong is responsible for each of the 
broken-down amounts that add up to the $67,524.44 set out in the Invoice. 

We also request that the City of Richmond direct all communications with regards to this matter 
to the undersigned in the future. 

Yours truly, 
Henderson & Lee Law Corporation 

~( 
Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 

W: www.hend ersonleelaw.com E: alfon so(@henderson le elaw.com 
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I-~ 
Henderson & Lee 

July 5, 2019 

Legal Department 
City of Richmond 

HENDERSON & LEE 
Law Corporation 
Barristers & Solicitors 

6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V 6Y 2C I 

4-12 

#310- 4885 Kingsway 

Burnaby, BC V5H 4T2 

T: (604)558-2258 

F: (604)558-4023 

Our file no . 2386 
Please reply to Alfonso Chen 

Email: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 

Via email: BBurns1@richmond.ca 
and: ACapuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca 

Attention: Mr. T. Capuccinello lraci and Mr. Brendan Burns 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Appeal of Fee for Invoice No.: MIS-02579 (the "Invoice") 
Thank you kindly for your follow up by email (the "Email") on June 18, 2019, in response to our 
correspondence to you about the above-noted matter. For your quick reference, this file relates to 
the property located at 11780 Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC V7E 3N7. 

After having discussed the contents of the Email, together with its attachments, with Ms. Cong, 
we have a few points to bring to your attention regarding this matter, each of which we discuss 
below. 

Hearing 

We look forward to speaking to the Invoice at the hearing, which we hope will soon have a set 
date. Ms. Cong may make travel plans for later in the year, but she also anticipates that she will 
attend the hearing. As such, we kindly ask you to let us know if there is a small range of dates 
within which the hearing will take place. 

RCMP Fees 

Since our receipt of the Email, we have had an opportunity to review the RCMP Operation 
Labour/Equipment Report (the "Report") that was attached to the EmaiL The Report is two 
pages in length and does not describe what services the RCMP fees were applied toward. We 
respectfully suggest that the Report unfortunately is not adequate for us to ascertain what the 
RCMP fees being claimed from Ms. Cong are for. The Report itself only provides basic hourly 
rates and hours spent by various RCMP officers. 

We understand that we can expect to receive more information about the RCMP fees in due 
course. In order for us to assess whether the fees fall within the permissible fees for the City of 
Richmond to impose on Ms. Cong, per the City of Richmond's Property Maintenance and Repair 

E: d i fonsc; (i.u t12 nderso n lee!a ·N.co rn 
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Our File#: 2386 
To: City of Richmond 
Date: July 5, 2019 
Page 2 of2 

Henderson & Lee 
Law Corporation 

Bylaw No. 7897, and to assess whether the imposition of such fees was reasonable, we 
respectfully suggest that we need any and all available records of what each of the RCMP 
officers did. Our position is that it would also be inadequate and improper for RCMP officers to 
now create records about what they did during those hours that were recorded in the Report 
given that approximately ten months have passed since the Report setting out the hours was 
made. 

As such, we kindly request you to provide all available records (the "Available Records") of 
what each of the RCMP officers did for those hours recorded in the Report, together with the 
dates of when each of the Available Records was made, as soon as possible. 

Tervita Fees 

We are currently assessing the document associated with the fees imposed by Tervita and thank 
you again for sending the document to us. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours truly, 
Henderson & Lee Law Corporation 

~en 
Barrister & Solicitor 

W: vV\1\l\'\/' (\ e fl d erson i j~'~: Ia vV .corn CNCL - 209 
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Henderson & Lee 

July 12,2019 

Legal Department 
City of Richmond 

HENDERSON & LEE 
Law Corporation 
Barristers & Solicitors 

6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

#310- 4885 Kingsway 

Burnaby, BC V5H 4T2 

T: (604)558-2258 

F: (604)558-4023 

Our file no. 2386 
Please reply to Alfonso Chen 

Email: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 

Via email: BBurnsl@richmond.ca 
and: ACapuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca 

Attention: Mr. T. Capuccinello Iraci and Mr. Brendan Burns 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Appeal of Fee for Invoice No.: MIS-02579 (the "Invoice") 
We write to follow up on the courtesy notice that you provided to us yesterday that our client can 
expect to receive another invoice with regards to work done on her property located at 11780 
Kingfisher Drive, Richmond, BC V7E 3N7 (the "Property"). You also advised that there could 
be additional invoices that our client will receive regarding the Property, all pursuant to Bylaw 
7897 (the "Bylaw"). 

As we advised you, our client is upset that invoices get sent, and possibly prepared, months after 
the work that based the invoices were provided. 

We have been instructed by our client to request from you the following information: 
l. What other invoices pursuant to the Bylaw can our clients expect with regards to work 

already provided on the Property? 
2. What can our client do to prevent being required to pay for additional fees or expenses 

associated with the grow-up on the Property for work not yet provided? 

As you can understand, our client wants to comply with the Bylaws but reasonably does not want 
to be issued invoices unnecessarily because the City of Richmond did not communicate with her 
exactly what you are requiring. This is why we request the above-noted information. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours truly, 
Henderson & Lee Law Corporation 

~n 
Barrister & Solicitor 

W: www.hendersonleelaw.com E: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 
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7/23/2019 Workspace Web mail :: Print 
LI-IC/--

Print I Close Window 

Subject: Re: [FWD: RE: 2386 • Letter for your attention] 

\ From: £ifft<cj15541112755@163.com> 

Date: Mon, Jul 22, 2019 4:17pm 

To: alfonso <alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com> 

~Nt ! EAUU1&.\(J{Jill~ftj:! 

1, ~1fJ B~£i!riJfRichmond WllltJ~.AIJ!:JE:~1fJJfmll;1iiX-i'-JJFf, :iliAAIE:tEfl:iJi!&lffifliW7<.1m~8j-=f Jiff{ii!{(J{Jfl~~ o iNf&:\?<o~! 9.JI;:1!hl:i!&lff 
W9ifi?<o~o 

2,•••~m~re~M~~•*~~M&i!&lff~8j.:rm•~aooam&•*••&~~~~a. ·~~~~•••~~ 0 ~~-~• 
Jt<fJf*o 
*~8j.:r~••m•~· ~~•~•••~~~~·•i!i"~a. An~••~•~~~.-~:iliAAa~•a~**·•(J{J~~~~ 

ITii~ 0 ~i,ij dlb 

On 07/22/2019 13:54, alfonso wrote: 

~%. •~I~~~~~•re~m~•~~~#~•mtl~~-~M~~om~~~•e~~••~reM~~~-~~ 
1±~:1ill1i 0 

f~~*:f.JG~i'lA±~f~B~M~. ~1~n51:11r. ~:E_Uf.llt~ftJ:, 'El.M~•Jum~•~s~~* c 'El.MRemediation permit '*o 
reoccupancy permitkE:ff-tJJ~11l!.~permit) o JS:®~*PTfi~rm~f~#t!f JL:h~o ffi~f~Z.M"~f~/f'~~-J[fi.Wff:J\ 
~~~~-~. m~•t~r~::ti~~M~:f.JG~~~A±*~~-~~M~, ~~~·~/f'~~$·M-~ff~W-~M 
To 

Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 

HENDERSON & LEE LAW CORPORATION 
Address: #310- 4885 Kingsway, Burnaby, V5H 4T2 
Tel: 604-558-2258 
Fax: 604-558-4023 
www. hendersonleelaw .com 

NOTICE: This message is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or 
I his/her agent or employee, any transmission or reproduction of the contents of this message is strictly 

https://email24.godaddy.com/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=4096IINBOX&aEmiPart=O 1/5 

CNCL - 211 
(Special)



8/6/2019 Workspace Webmail :: Print 

Print I Close Window 

Subject: RE: 2386- Richmond Fire Rescue Invoice -11780 Kingfisher Dr. 

From: alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com 

Date: Sat, Aug 03, 2019 9:26am 

To: "Burns, Brendan" <BBurns1@richmond.ca> 

Cc: "Capuccinello lraci, Tony" <ACapuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca> 

Dear Mr. Burns, 

Lf-IS 

Thank you. I email to ask if you were able to obtain the remaining pages of the Tervita Invoice that 
were not in the copy of the Tervita Invoice that you forwarded to me. If so, would you mind providing 
those pages to me? 

In addition, would you be able to advise of the process of how the RCMP cost back sheet was prepared 
and how many hours Sergeant Hsieh worked for each day of August 24 to August 27, 2018? 

I look forward to your reply. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

Alfonso Chen 
Barrister & Solicitor 

** Please note t hat I will be away on August 16, 19, ancl 20, 2019** 

HENDERSON & LEE LAW CORPORATION 
\ Address: #310- 4885 Kingsway, Burnaby, V5H 4T2 

Tel: 604-558-2258 
Fax: 604-558-4023 
www. hendersonleelaw .com 

NOTICE: This message is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or 
his/her agent or employee, any transmission or reproduction of the contents of this message is strictly 
prohibited; you are asked to contact the sender and to destroy all copies of the message in your 
possession. We thank you in advance for your cooperation and time. 

-- ----- - Original Message --------
Subject: Richmond Fire Rescue Invoice - 11780 Kingfisher Dr. 
From: "Burns,Brendan" <BBurns1@richmond.ca> 
Date: Tue, July 30, 2019 4:42pm 
To: '"alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com"' <alfonso@hendersonleelaw.com> 
Cc: "Capuccinello Iraci,Tony" <ACaRuccinelloiraci@richmond.ca> 

Dear Mr. Chen, 

Attached for your records is a copy of the invoice sent to your client by Richmond Fire Rescue (RFR), 
together with a supporting document detailing the calculation of the invoice. 

Best regards, 
Brendan 
BRENDAN BURNS 
Staff Solicitor 

City of Richmond 

https://email24.godaddy.com/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=3387IINBOX.Sent_ltems&aEmiPart=O 1/2 
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8/6/2019 

6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y 2C1 
Tel: (604) 204-8624 
Fax: (604) 276-4037 
Email: bburns1 @richmond.ca 

Workspace Webmail ::Print 

This message is intended only for the recipient(s) to whom it is addressed. Its contents are privileged and confidential. 

Any further distribution, copying, or disclosure is prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please return 

the original transmission without making a copy and notify the sender. Thank you. 

Copyright© 2003-2019. All rights reserved. 

https://email24.godaddy.com/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=3387IINBOX.Sent_ltems&aEmiPart=O 2/2 
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~ 
Henderson & Lee 

August 7, 2019 

Legal Department 

City of Richmond 

6911 No.3 Road 

Richmond, BC V6Y 2C I 

HENDERSON & LEE 
Law Corporation 
Barristers & Solicitors 

4-;!J 

#310- 4885 Kingsway, Burnaby 
BCV5H 4T2 

T: (604)558-2258 

F: (604)558-4023 

Your File No.: 18-27045 

Our File No.: 23 86 

Reply to: Cameron Lee 
Email to: cameron@hendersonleelaw.com 

Attention: Mr. T. Capuccinello Iraci and Mr. Brendan Burns 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Demand for All Invoices for 11780 Kingfisher Dr. 

We are writing to follow up on the letter sent to you on July 121\ 20 19 requesting all invoices that our 

client can expect for the work done on her property at 11780 Kingfisher Dr (the "Kingfisher Works"), 
as well as the e-mail that was sent to you on August, 3'd 20 19 requesting the remaining pages of the 

Tervita Invoice. 

We are formally demanding that all invoices, in their entirety, for the Kingfisher Works be 
submitted to us, along with a declaration that all invoices have been sent, no later than August 21st, 

2019. 

As you are well aware, the Kingfisher Works occurred almost a year ago on August 24111 - 27111
, 2018. 

Our client has been receiving invoices for the Kingfisher Works in piecemeal fashion over the course of 

the past year being the following: 

• Invoice No. FIR-02808 dated September 12111
, 2018 for the amount of $4,200.00 

• Invoice No. MIS-0 1739 dated September 281
", 2018 for the amount of$3,277.67 

• Invoice No. MIS-02579 dated May 161h, 2019 for the amount of$67,524.44 

• Invoice No. FOR-03489 dated July 2511\ 2019 for the amount of $8,526.95 

Please note that Invoice No. MIS-02579 was sent incomplete with two pages from Trevita missing. 

On July 30111
, 2019, we also received a call from you indicating that our client may receive further 

invoices in relation to the Kingfisher Works. 
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This undue delay in the sending of invoices is greatly prejudicial to our client. Not only is the delay 

preventing us from properly analyzing and investigating the invoices in preparation for the hearing in 

September, the continuous and unexpected costs are preventing our client from applying for a 

demolition/building permit and/or re-occupying the property in accordance with s. 2.4.l(c), Bylaw No. 

7897. Delays in restoring and/or re-occupying the property may subject our client to the provincial 

speculation tax, causing our client further financial distress. 

We look forward to obtaining the remaining invoices, if any, along with a declaration that all invoices 
have been sent. 

Yours truly, 

Henderson & Lee Law Corporation 
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Part V. Law and Cases regarding city and city staff' 

5-1 In Judicial Review Procedure Act 9 

S-2 Catalyst Paper Corporation v. North Cowichan (District) 

S-3 Dunsmuir 

S-4 Roncarelli v. Duplessis 

5-5 London (City) v. RSJ Holdings Ltd 
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10/28/2019 

Copyright (c) Queen's Printer, 
Victoria, British Columbia, Canada 

Judicial Review Procedure Act 

This Act is current to October 23, 2019 

License 
Disclaimer 

See the Tables of Legislative Changes for this Act's legislative history, including any changes not in 
force. 

1 Definitions 

JUDICIAL REVIEW PROCEDURE ACT 
[RSBC 1996] CHAPTER 241 

Contents 

2 Application for judicial review 

3 Error of law 

4 Existing provision limiting judicial review not affected 

5 Powers to direct tribunal to reconsider 

6 Effect of direction 

7 Power to set aside decision 

8 Power to refuse relief 

9 Defects in form, technical irregularities 

10 Interim order 

11 No time limit for applications 

12 No writ to issue 

13 Summary disposition of proceedings 

14 Sufficiency of application 

15 Notice to decision maker and right to be a party 

16 Notice to Attorney General 

17 Court may order record filed 

18 Informations in the nature of quo warranto 

19 Relationship between this Act and Crown Proceeding Act 

20 References in other enactments 

21 Application of Act in relation to laws of treaty first nations 

Definitions 

1 In this Act: 

"application for judicial review" means an application under section 2; 

"court" means the Supreme Court; 

"decision" includes a determination or order; 

"licence" includes a permit, certificate, approval, order, registration or similar form 
of permission required by law; 

"record of the proceeding" includes the following: 
CNCL - 217 
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(a) a document by which the proceeding is commenced; 

(b) a notice of a hearing in the proceeding; 

(c) an intermediate order made by the tribunal; 

(d) a document produced in evidence at a hearing before the tribunal, 
subject to any limitation expressly imposed by any other enactment 
on the extent to which or the purpose for which a document may be 
used in evidence in a proceeding; 

(e) a transcript, if any, of the oral evidence given at a hearing; 

(f) the decision of the tribunal and any reasons given by it; 

"statutory power" means a power or right conferred by an enactment 

(a) to make a regulation, rule, bylaw or order, 

(b) to exercise a statutory power of decision, 

(c) to require a person to do or to refrain from doing an act or thing that, 
but for that requirement, the person would not be required by law to 
do or to refrain from doing, 

(d) to do an act or thing that would, but for that power or right, be a 
breach of a legal right of any person, or 

(e) to make an investigation or inquiry into a person's legal right, power, 
privilege, immunity, duty or liability; 

"statutory power of decision" means a power or right conferred by an 
enactment to make a decision deciding or prescribing 

(a) the legal rights, powers, privileges, immunities, duties or liabilities of 
a person, or 

(b) the eligibility of a person to receive, or to continue to receive, a 
benefit or licence, whether or not the person is legally entitled to it, 

and includes the powers of the Provincial Court; 

"tribunal" means one or more persons, whether or not incorporated and however 
described, on whom a statutory power of decision is conferred. 

Application for judicial review 

2 (1) An application for judicial review must be brought by way of a petition 
proceeding. 

(2) On an application for judicial review, the court may grant any relief that the 
applicant would be entitled to in any one or more of the proceedings for: 

Error of law 

(a) relief in the nature of mandamus, prohibition or certiorari; 

(b) a declaration or injunction, or both, in relation to the exercise, refusal 
to exercise, or proposed or purported exercise, of a statutory power. CNCL - 218 
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3 The court's power to set aside a decision because of error of law on the face of the 
record on an application for relief in the nature of certiorari is extended so that it 
applies to an application for judicial review in relation to a decision made in the 
exercise of a statutory power of decision to the extent it is not limited or precluded 
by the enactment conferring the power of decision. 

Existing provision limiting judicial review not affected 

4 Subject to section 3, nothing in this Act permits a person to bring a proceeding 
referred to in section 2 if the person is otherwise limited or prohibited by law from 
bringing the proceeding. 

Powers to direct tribunal to reconsider 

5 (1) On an application for judicial review in relation to the exercise, refusal to 
exercise, or purported exercise of a statutory power of decision, the court may 
direct the tribunal whose act or omission is the subject matter of the 
application to reconsider and determine, either generally or in respect of a 
specified matter, the whole or any part of a matter to which the application 
relates. 

{2) In giving a direction under subsection (1), the court must 

(a) advise the tribunal of its reasons, and 

(b) give it any directions that the court thinks appropriate for the 
reconsideration or otherwise of the whole or any part of the matter 
that is referred back for reconsideration. 

Effect of direction 

6 In reconsidering a matter referred back to it under section 5, the tribunal must 
have regard to the court's reasons for giving the direction and to the court's 
directions. 

Power to set aside decision 

7 If an applicant is entitled to a declaration that a decision made in the exercise of a 
statutory power of decision is unauthorized or otherwise invalid, the court may set 
aside the decision instead of making a declaration. 

Power to refuse relief 

8 {1) If, in a proceeding referred to in section 2, the court had, before 
February 1, 1977, a discretion to refuse to grant relief on any ground, the 
court has the same discretion to refuse to grant relief on the same ground. 

(2) Despite subsection (1), the court may not refuse to grant relief in a proceeding 
referred to in section 2 on the ground that the relief should have been sought 
in another proceeding referred to in section 2. 

Defects in form, technical irregularities 

._. 
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9 (1) On an application for judicial review of a statutory power of decision, the court 
may refuse relief if 

(a) the sole ground for relief established is a defect in form or a technical 
irregularity, and 

(b) the court finds that no substantial wrong or miscarriage of justice has 
occurred. 

(2) If the decision has already been made, the court may make an order validating 
the decision despite the defect, to have effect from a time and on terms the 
court considers appropriate. 

Interim order 

10 On an application for judicial review, the court may make an interim order it 
considers appropriate until the final determination of the application. 

No time limit for applications 

11 An application for judicial review is not barred by passage of time unless 

(a) an enactment otherwise provides, and 

No writ to issue 

(b) the court considers that substantial prejudice or hardship will result to 
any other person affected by reason of delay. 

12 (1) No writ of mandamus, prohibition or certiorari may be issued. 

(2) An application for relief in the nature of mandamus, prohibition or certiorari, 
must be treated as an application for judicial review under section 2. 

Summary disposition of proceedings 

13 (1) On the application of a party to a proceeding for a declaration or injunction, 
the court may direct that any issue about the exercise, refusal to exercise or 
proposed or purported exercise of a statutory power be disposed of summarily, 
as if it were an application for judicial review. 

(2) Subsection (1) applies whether or not the proceeding for a declaration or 
injunction includes a claim for other relief. 

Sufficiency of application 

14 An application for judicial review is sufficient if it sets out the ground on which 
relief is sought and the nature of the relief sought, without specifying by which 
proceeding referred to in section 2 the claim would have been made before 
February 1, 1977. 

Notice to decision maker and right to be a party 

15 (1) For an application for judicial review in relation to the exercise, refusal to 
exercise, or proposed or purported exercise of a statutory power, the person CNCL - 220 
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who is authorized to exercise the power 

(a) must be served with notice of the application and a copy of the 
petition, and 

(b) may be a party to the application, at the person's option. 

(2) If 2 or more persons, whether styled a board or commission or any other 
collective title, act together to exercise a statutory power, they are deemed for 
the purpose of subsection (1) to be one person under the collective title, and 
service, if required, is effectively made on any one of those persons. 

Notice to Attorney General 

16 (1) The Attorney General must be served with notice of an application for judicial 
review and notice of an appeal from a decision of the court with respect to the 
application. 

(2) The Attorney General is entitled to be heard in person or by counsel at the 
hearing of the application or appeal. 

Court may order record filed 

17 On an application for judicial review of a decision made in the exercise or 
purported exercise of a statutory power of decision, the court may direct that the 
record of the proceeding, or any part of it, be filed in the court. 

Informations in the nature of quo warranto 

18 (1) Informations in the nature of quo warranto are abolished. 

(2) If a person acts in an office in which the person is not entitled to act and an 
information in the nature of quo warranto would, but for subsection (1), have 
been available against the person the court may, under an application for 
judicial review, grant an injunction restraining the person from acting and may 
declare the office to be vacant. 

(3) A proceeding for an injunction under this section may not be taken by a person 
who would not immediately before February 1, 1977, have been entitled to 
apply for an information in the nature of quo warranto. 

Relationship between this Act and Crown Proceeding Act 

19 This Act is subject to the Crown Proceeding Act. 

References in other enactments 

20 If reference is made in any other enactment to a proceeding referred to in 
section 2 or 18, the reference is deemed to be a reference to an application for 
judicial review. 

Application of Act in relation to laws of treaty first nations 

21 If a final agreement provides that the court has jurisdiction to hear an application 
for judicial review of a decision taken under a law of the treaty first nation by the 
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treaty first nation or a public institution established under a law of the treaty first 
nation, this Act applies in relation to the application as if the law of the treaty first 
nation were an enactment. 

Copyright (c) Queen's Printer, Victoria, British Columbia, Canada 
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Supreme Court of Canada Judgments 

Supreme Court of Canada 

Present: McLachlin C.J. and LeBel, Deschamps, Fish, Abella, Rothstein and Cromwell JJ. 

Heard: October 18, 2011; 

Judgment: January 20, 2012. 

File No.: 33744. 

[2012] S.C.J. No.2 [2012] A.C.S. no 2 2012 SCC 2 [2012] 1 S.C.R. 5 [2012] 1 R.C.S. 5 
316 B.C.A.C. 1 2012EXP-207 J.E. 2012-126 11 R.P.R. (5th) 1 425 N.R. 22 340 D.L.R. 
(4th) 385 26 B.C.L.R. (5th) 1 [2012] 2 W.W.R. 415 209 A.C.W.S. (3d) 697 93 M.P.L.R. 
(4th) 1 34 Admin. L.R. (5th) 175 2012 CarswellBC 17 2012 CarswellBC 18 

Catalyst Paper Corporation, Appellant; v. Corporation of the District ofNorth Cowichan, Respondent. 

(37 paras.) 

Appeal From: 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA 

Case 

Municipal law- Bylaws and resolutions- Grounds for invalidity- Unreasonableness- Ultra 
vires- Appeal by Catalyst Paper Corporation from decision upholding municipal taxation bylaw 
dismissed- Power of courts to set aside municipal bylaws was narrow, and could not be exercised 
simply because a bylaw imposed greater share of tax burden on some ratepayers than on others -
Courts reviewing bylaws for reasonableness had to approach the task against the backdrop of the 
wide variety of factors that municipal councillors could legitimately consider in enacting bylaws, 
including broad social, economic and political issues - Bylaw fell within reasonable range of 
outcomes- Adoption of bylaw did not constitute a decision that no reasonable municipal council 
could have made. 

Municipal law- Finance- Taxation- Tax levy- Rates -Appeal by Catalyst Paper 
Corporation from decision upholding municipal taxation bylaw dismissed- Power of courts to set 
aside municipal bylaws was narrow, and could not be exercised simply because a bylaw imposed 
greater share of tax burden on some ratepayers than on others- Courts reviewing bylaws for 
reasonableness had to approach the task against the backdrop of the wide variety of factors that 
municipal councillors could legitimately consider in enacting bylaws, including broad social, 
economic and political issues - Bylaw fell within reasonable range of outcomes - Adoption of 
bylaw did not constitute a decision that no reasonable municipal council could have made. 

Administrative law- Judicial review and statutory appeal- Standard of review
Reasonableness- Appeal by Catalyst Paper Corporation from decision upholding municipal 
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taxation bylaw dismissed-· Power of courts to set aside municipal bylaws was narrow, and could 
not be exercised simply because a bylaw imposed greater share of tax burden on some ratepayers 
than on others -Courts reviewing bylaws for reasonableness had to approach the task against the 
backdrop of the wide variety of factors that municipal councillors could legitimately consider in 
enacting bylaws, including broad social, economic and political issues - Bylaw fell within 
reasonable range of outcomes- Adoption of bylaw did not constitute a decision that no reasonable 
municipal council could have made. 

Appeal by Catalyst Paper Corporation from the decision upholding a municipal taxation bylaw that the appellant claimed i 

was unreasonable. The appellant had a mill located in the District of North Cowichan. As more people came to the District, : 
residential property values skyrocketed, while the value of the appellant's property remained relatively stable. The District : 
was concerned that taxing residential property at a rate that reflected its actual value relative to the value of other classes of · 
property in the District would result in unacceptable tax increases to residents. Instead, the District responded to the 
demographic shift by keeping residential property taxes low and increasing the relative tax rate on the appellant's property. 
The result is that the appellant was required to foot a grossly disproportionate part of the District's property tax levy, while it 
obtained little in exchange in terms of services. The District gradually reduced the rates on Class 4 (major industry) 
property, but the appellant sought further reductions. The appellant argued that courts could set aside municipal bylaws on 
the ground that they were unreasonable, having regard to objective factors such as consumption of municipal services. The 
District of North Cowichan, on the other hand, argued that the judicial power to overturn a municipal tax bylaw was very 
narrow; in its view, courts could not overturn a bylaw simply because it placed a disproportionate burden on a taxpayer. 

HELD: Appeal dismissed. 

The power of the courts to set aside municipal bylaws was a narrow one, and could not be exercised simply because a 
bylaw imposed a greater share of the tax burden on some ratepayers than on others. The appropriate standard of review to be 
applied was reasonableness. The critical question was what factors the court should consider in determining what lies within 
the range of possible reasonable outcomes. Courts reviewing bylaws for reasonableness had to approach the task against the 
backdrop of the wide variety of factors that elected municipal councillors could legitimately consider in enacting bylaws. 
The applicable test was this: only if the bylaw is one no reasonable body informed by these factors could have taken will the 
bylaw be set aside. The fact that wide deference was owed to municipal councils did not mean that they had carte blanche. 
Reasonableness limited municipal councils in the sense that the substance of their bylaws had to conform to the rationale of 
the statutory regime set up by the legislature. The range of reasonable outcomes was thus circumscribed by the purview of 
the legislative scheme that empowered a municipality to pass a bylaw. The relevant legislation in this case was the 
Community Charter. Section 197 gave municipalities a broad and virtually unfettered legislative discretion to establish 
property tax rates in respect of each of the property classes in the municipality, unless limited by regulation. The 
Community Charter did not support the contention that property value taxes ought to be limited by the level of service 
consumed. The bylaw was not unreasonable. Municipal councils passing bylaws were entitled to consider not merely the 
objective considerations bearing directly on the matter, but broader social, economic and political issues. While the impact 
of the bylaw on the appellant was harsh, there were countervailing considerations that the District was entitled to take into 
account, such as the impact on long-term fixed-income residents that a precipitous hike in residential property taxes might 
produce. Its approach complied with the Community Charter, which permitted municipalities to apply different tax rates to 
different classes of property. The bylaw favoured residential property owners, but it was not unreasonably partial to them. 
Consequently, the bylaw fell within a reasonable range of outcomes. The adoption of the bylaw did not constitute a decision : 
that no reasonable elected municipal council could have made. 

and Rules Cited: 
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Bylaw No. 3385, Tax Rates Bylaw, 2009, Corporation of the District of North Cowichan, 

Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, c. 26, s. 197, s. 197(3), s. 197(3)(b), s. 199(b) 

Municipal Finance Authority Act, 1979, c. 292, s. 14.1(3)(b), s. 35 

Municipal Finance Authority Act Regulation, B.C. Reg. 63/84, 

Subsequent History: 

NOTE: This document is subject to editorial revision before its reproduction in final form in the Canada Supreme Court 
Reports. 

Court Catchwords: 

Municipal law -- Bylaws -- Validity -- Standard of review applicable to municipal taxation bylaw -- What standard of 
reasonableness requires in context ofjudicial review of taxation bylaw-- Community Charter, S.B.C. 1996, c. 26, s. 197. 

Court Summary: 

One of C's four mills is located in the District of North Cowichan ("District") on Vancouver Island. C seeks to have a 
municipal taxation bylaw set aside on the basis that it is unreasonable having regard to objective factors such as 
consumption of municipal services. The District argued that reasonableness must take into account not only matters directly 
related to the treatment of a particular taxpayer, but a broad array of social, economic and demographic factors relating to 
the community as a whole. The chambers judge upheld the bylaw. The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal. 

Held: The appeal should be dismissed. 

The standard of review applicable is reasonableness. The power of the courts to set aside municipal bylaws is a narrow one, 
and cannot be exercised simply because a bylaw imposes a greater share of the tax burden on some ratepayers than on 
others. The critical question is what factors the court should consider in determining what lies within the range of possible 
reasonable outcomes. Courts reviewing bylaws for reasonableness must approach the task against the backdrop of the wide 
variety of factors that elected municipal councillors may legitimately consider in enacting bylaws, including broad social, 
economic and political issues. Only if the bylaw is one no reasonable body informed by these factors could have taken will 
the bylaw be set aside. 

The fact that wide deference is owed to municipal councils does not mean that they have carte blanche. Reasonableness 
limits municipal councils in the sense that the substance of their bylaws must conform to the rationale of the statutory i 

regime set up by the legislature. The range of reasonable outcomes is circumscribed by the purview of the legislative scheme , 
that empowers a municipality to pass a bylaw. Municipal councils must also adhere to appropriate processes and cannot act 
for improper purposes. 

The bylaw falls within a reasonable range of outcomes. The bylaw does not constitute a decision that no reasonable elected . 
municipal council could have made. The District council considered and weighed all relevant factors. The process of passing 
the bylaw was properly followed. The reasons for the bylaw were clear and the District's policy had been laid out in a five
year plan. The District's approach complies with the Community Charter, which permits municipalities to apply different tax 
rates to different classes of property. The Community Charter does not support C's contention that property value taxes 
ought to be limited by the level of service consumed. Although the bylaw favours residential property owners, it is not 
unreasonably partial to them. 
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Cases Cited 

Applied: Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, 2008 SCC 9, [2009] 1 S.C.R. 190; referred to: Thorne's 
Hardware Ltd. v. The Queen, [1983] 1 S.C.R. 106; Bell v. The Queen, [1979] 2 S.C.R. 212; O'Flanagan v. 
Ross/and (City), 2009 BCCA 182, 270 B.C.A.C. 40; Westcoast Energy Inc. v. Peace River (Regional 
District) (1998), 54 B.C.L.R. (3d) 45; Canadian National Railway Co. v. Fraser-Fort George (Regional 
District) (1996), 28 B.C.L.R. (3d) 81; Hlushak v. Fort McMurray (City) (1982), 37 A.R. 149; Ritholz v. 
Manitoba Optometric Society (1959), 21 D.L.R. (2d) 542; Canada (Citizenship and Immigration) v. 
Khosa, 2009 SCC 12, [2009] 1 S.C.R. 339; Pacific National Investments Ltd. v. Victoria (City), 2000 SCC 
64, [2000] 2 S.C.R. 919; Kruse v. Johnson, [1898] 2 Q.B. 91; Associated Provincial Picture Houses, Ltd. 
v. Wednesbury Corp., [1948] 1 K.B. 223; Lehndorf!United Properties (Canada) Ltd. v. Edmonton (City) 
(1993), 146 A.R. 37, affd (1994), 157 A.R. 169; Immeubles Port Louis Ltee v. Lafontaine (Village), 
[1991] 1 S.C.R. 326. 

Statutes and Cited 

Bylaw No. 3385, Tax Rates Bylaw, 2009, Corporation of the District ofNorth Cowichan. 

Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, c. 26, ss. 197, 199(b). 

Municipal Finance Authority Act, 1979, c. 292, s. 14.1(3)(b), ad. 1983, c. 24, s. 35. 

Municipal Finance Authority Act Regulation, B.C. Reg. 63/84. 

History and Disposition: 

APPEAL from a judgment of the British Columbia Court of Appeal (Newbury, Huddart and Saunders JJ.A.), 2010 BCCA · 
199, 286 B.C.A.C. 149, 484 W.A.C. 149, 5 B.C.L.R. (5) 203, 318 D.L.R. (4) 350, 92 R.P.R. (4) 1, 69 M.P.L.R. (4) 163, 
[2010] 7 W.W.R. 259, [2010] B.C.J. No. 700 (QL), 2010 CarsweliBC 958, affirming a decision of Voith J., 2009 BCSC · 
1420, 98 B.C.L.R. (4) 355, 66 M.P.L.R. (4) 35, 88 R.P.R. (4) 203, [2010] 7 W.W.R. 220, [2009] B.C.J. No. 2033 (QL), 
2009 CarsweliBC 2763. Appeal dismissed. 

Counsel 

Roy W Millen, Joanne Lysyk and Alexandra Luchenko, for the appellant. 

Sukhbir Manhas and Reece Harding, for the respondent. 

[Editor's note: A corrigendum was published by the Court February 21,2012. The corrections have been incorporated in this document 

and the text of the corrigendum is appended to the end of the judgment.] 
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[Editor's note: A corrigendum was published by the Court January 27, 2012. The corrections have been incorporated in this document and 

the text of the corrigendum is appended to the end of the judgment.] 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

McLACHLIN C.J. 

1 Catalyst Paper is the largest specialty paper and newsprint producer in Western North America. One of 
its four mills is located in the District of North Cowichan, on the southeastern shore of Vancouver Island. 
Nearby forests offer a plentiful supply of wood for Catalyst's operations, while proximity to the ocean 
offers cheap transportation of supply and product. Labour was historically supplied by small neighbouring 
communities. Catalyst footed a large portion of the District's modest property tax levy, without demur. 

2 In recent decades, the picture has changed. Attracted by the beauty of the Cowichan coast and the 
benignity of its climate, new residents began flocking to the District. One after another, new subdivisions 
sprang up. As the population increased, so did the need for new roads, water lines, schools, hospitals and 
the usual array of municipal services that accompany urban growth. 

3 As more people came to the District, residential property values skyrocketed, while the value of 
Catalyst's property remained relatively stable. The District was concerned that taxing residential property 
at a rate that reflected its actual value relative to the value of other classes of property in the District 
would result in unacceptable tax increases to residents, hitting long-term fixed-income residents hard. 
Instead, the District responded to the demographic shift by keeping residential property taxes low and 
increasing the relative tax rate on Catalyst's property. The total assessed value of residential property in 
North Cowichan increased 271 percent between 1992 and 2007, when the mean assessed value of a home 
in the District reached about $300,000. While residential properties account for almost 90 percent of the 
total value of property in the District, the taxes payable in respect thereof constitute only 40 percent of tax 
revenue. The tax rate for Class 1 (residential) property in 2009 was set at $2.1430 per $1,000.00, while the 
tax rate for Class 4 property (major industry), such as Catalyst's, was set at $43.3499 per $1,000.00. The 
ratio between residential property and major industrial property was thus 1:20.3 -- dramatically higher 
than the 1 :3.4 ratio that until 1984 was prescribed by regulation for all municipalities in British Columbia. 
The rate currently is among the highest in the province. 

4 Catalyst, not surprisingly, was unhappy with this state of affairs. Not only is it required to foot a grossly 
disproportionate part of the District's property tax levy, it obtains little in exchange in terms of services. It 
has its own sewer and water systems, and its own deep-sea port. Exacerbating the situation is the fact that 
in recent years, Catalyst's operation has been losing money. Catalyst cannot pick up its operation and 
move elsewhere. Its choices are to stay and pay, or to close the mill. 

5 To avert this fate, Catalyst has been pressuring the District to lower its tax assessment since 2003. It has 
had modest success. The District has conducted studies into the problem. It accepts that existing Class 4 
tax rates in North Cowichan are at undesirable levels. The work of the District's Tax Restructuring 
Committee, the reports of its financial officer, Mr. Frame, and the District's Financial Planning Bylaw, all 
recognized that existing Class 4 rates are significantly higher than they should be. As Mr. Frame put it, 
they "have gotten off track". 

6 Acknowledging the problem, the District has embarked on a gradual program to reduce the rates on 
Class 4 property, has shifted some special costs to residents ($400,000 for a swimming pool), and in 2008 
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allocated a $300,000 budget reduction to Class 4 alone. This resulted in the property taxes paid by 
Catalyst declining from 48 percent in 2007 to 44 percent in 2008, to the current 37 percent. However, for 
Catalyst, this gradual approach is too little. Having exhausted recourse to the District, its only alternative, 
it says, is to seek relief from the courts. 

7 This raises the issues of when courts of law can review municipal taxation bylaws and what principles 
guide that review. Catalyst argues that courts can set aside municipal bylaws on the ground that they are 
umeasonable, having regard to objective factors such as consumption of municipal services. The District 
of North Cowichan, on the other hand, argues that the judicial power to overturn a municipal tax bylaw is 
very narrow; in its view, courts cannot overturn a bylaw simply because it places a disproportionate 
burden on a taxpayer. 

8 The British Columbia Supreme Court ( 2009 BCSC 1420, 98 B.C.L.R. (4th) 355) and the Court of 
Appeal ( 2010 BCCA 199, 286 B.C.A.C. 149) upheld the impugned bylaw. Catalyst now appeals to this 
Court. 

9 I conclude that the power of the courts to set aside municipal bylaws is a narrow one, and cannot be 
exercised simply because a bylaw imposes a greater share of the tax burden on some ratepayers than on 
others. 

I. Analysis 

A. Judicial Review ofMunicipal Bylaws 

10 It is a fundamental principle of the rule of law that state power must be exercised in accordance with 
the law. The corollary of this constitutionally protected principle is that superior courts may be called 
upon to review whether particular exercises of state power fall outside the law. We call this function 
"judicial review". 

11 Municipalities do not have direct powers under the Constitution. They possess only those powers that 
provincial legislatures delegate to them. This means that they must act within the legislative constraints 
the province has imposed on them. If they do not, their decisions or bylaws may be set aside on judicial 
review. 

12 A municipality's decisions and bylaws, like all administrative acts, may be reviewed in two ways. 
First, the requirements of procedural fairness and legislative scheme governing a municipality may require 
that the municipality comply with certain procedural requirements, such as notice or voting requirements. 
If a municipality fails to abide by these procedures, a decision or bylaw may be invalid. But in addition to 
meeting these bare legal requirements, municipal acts may be set aside because they fall outside the scope 
of what the empowering legislative scheme contemplated. This substantive review is premised on the 
fundamental assumption derived from the rule of law that a legislature does not intend the power it 
delegates to be exercised umeasonably, or in some cases, incorrectly. 

13 A court conducting substantive review of the exercise of delegated powers must first determine the 
appropriate standard of review. This depends on a number of factors, including the presence of a privative 
clause in the enabling statute, the nature of the body to which the power is delegated, and whether the 
question falls within the body's area of expertise. Two standards are available: reasonableness and 
correctness. See, generally, Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, 2008 SCC 9, [2008] 1 S.C.R. 190, at para. 55. If 
the applicable standard of review is correctness, the reviewing court requires, as the label suggests, that 
the administrative body be correct. If the applicable standard of review is reasonableness, the reviewing 
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court requires that the decision be reasonable, having regard to the processes followed and whether the 
outcome falls within a reasonable range of alternatives in light of the legislative scheme and contextual 
factors relevant to the exercise of the power: Dunsmuir, at para. 47. 

14 Against this general background, I come to the issue before us -- the substantive judicial review of 
municipal taxation bylaws. In Thorne's Hardware Ltd. v. The Queen, [1983] 1 S.C.R. 106, at p. 115, the 
Court, referring to delegated legislation, drew a distinction between policy and legality, with the former 
being unreviewable by the courts: 

The Governor in Council quite obviously believed that he had reasonable grounds for passing 
Order in Council P.C. 1977-2115 extending the boundaries of Saint John Harbour and we cannot 
enquire into the validity of those beliefs in order to determine the validity of the Order in Council. 

(See also pp. 111-13) However, this attempt to maintain a clear distinction between policy and legality has 
not prevailed. In passing delegated legislation, a municipality must make policy choices that fall 
reasonably within the scope of the authority the legislature has granted it. Indeed, the parties now agree 
that the tax bylaw at issue is not exempt from substantive review in this sense. 

15 Unlike Parliament and provincial legislatures which possess inherent legislative power, regulatory 
bodies can exercise only those legislative powers that were delegated to them by the legislature. Their 
discretion is not unfettered. The rule of law insists on judicial review to ensure that delegated legislation 
complies with the rationale and purview of the statutory scheme under which it is adopted. The delegating 
legislator is presumed to intend that the authority be exercised in a reasonable manner. Numerous cases 
have accepted that courts can review the substance of bylaws to ensure the lawful exercise of the power 
conferred on municipal councils and other regulatory bodies: Bell v. The Queen, [1979] 2 S.C.R. 212; 
O'Flanagan v. Rossland (City), 2009 BCCA 182, 270 B.C.A.C. 40; Westcoast Energy Inc. v. Peace River 
(Regional District) (1998), 54 B.C.L.R. (3d) 45 (C.A.); Canadian National Railway Co. v. Fraser-Fort 
George (Regional District) (1996), 26 B.C.L.R. (3d) 81 (C.A.); Hlushak v. Fort McMurray (City) (1982), 
37 A.R. 149, Ritholz v. Manitoba Optometric Society (1959), 21 D.L.R. (2d) 542 (Man. C.A.). 

16 This brings us to the standard of review to be applied. The parties agree that the reasonableness 
standard applies in this case. The question is whether the bylaw at issue is reasonable having regard to 
process and whether it falls within a range of possible reasonable outcomes: Dunsmuir, at para. 47. 

17 Where the parties differ is on what the standard of reasonableness requires in the context of this case. 
This is the nub of the dispute before us. Catalyst argues that the issue is whether the tax bylaw falls within 
a range of reasonable outcomes, having regard to objective factors relating to consumption of municipal 
services, factors Catalyst has outlined in a study called the "Consumption of Services Model". The 
District of North Cowichan, on the other hand, argues that reasonableness, in the context of municipal 
taxation bylaws, must take into account not only matters directly related to the treatment of a particular 
taxpayer in terms of consumption, but a broad array of social, economic and demographic factors relating 
to the community as a whole. The critical question is what factors the court should consider in 
determining what lies within the range of possible reasonable outcomes. Is it the narrow group of 
objective consumption-related factors urged by Catalyst? Or is it a broader spectrum of social, economic 
and political factors, as urged by North Cowichan? 

18 The answer lies in Dunsmuir's recognition that reasonableness must be assessed in the context of the 
particular type of decision making involved and all relevant factors. It is an essentially contextual inquiry: 
Dunsmuir, at para. 64. As stated in Canada (Citizenship and Immigration) v. Khosa, 2009 SCC 12, [2009] 
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1 S.C.R. 339, at para. 59, per Binnie J., "[r]easonableness is a single standard that takes its colour from the 
context." The fundamental question is the scope of decision-making power conferred on the decision
maker by the governing legislation. The scope of a body's decision-making power is determined by the 
type of case at hand. For this reason, it is useful to look at how courts have approached this type of 
decision in the past: Dunsmuir, at paras. 54 and 57. To put it in terms of this case, we should ask how 
courts reviewing municipal bylaws pre-Dunsmuir have proceeded. This approach does not contradict the 
fact that the ultimate question is whether the decision falls within a range of reasonable outcomes. It 
simply recognizes that reasonableness depends on the context. 

19 The case law suggests that review of municipal bylaws must reflect the broad discretion provincial 
legislators have traditionally accorded to municipalities engaged in delegated legislation. Municipal 
councillors passing bylaws fulfill a task that affects their community as a whole and is legislative rather 
than adjudicative in nature. Bylaws are not quasi-judicial decisions. Rather, they involve an array of 
social, economic, political and other non-legal considerations. "Municipal governments are democratic 
institutions", per LeBel J. for the majority in Pacific National Investments Ltd. v. Victoria (City), 2000 
SCC 64, [2000] 2 S.C.R. 919, at para. 33. In this context, reasonableness means courts must respect the 
responsibility of elected representatives to serve the people who elected them and to whom they are 
ultimately accountable. 

20 The decided cases support the view of the trial judge that, historically, courts have refused to overturn 
municipal bylaws unless they were found to be "aberrant", "overwhelming", or if "no reasonable body 
could have adopted them", para. 80, per Voith J. See Kruse v. Johnson, [1898] 2 Q.B. 91 (Div. Ct.); 
Associated Provincial Picture Houses, Ltd. v. Wednesbury Corp., [1948] 1 K.B. 223 (C.A.); Lehndorff 
United Properties (Canada) Ltd. v. Edmonton (City) (1993), 146 A.R. 37, (Q.B.), affd (1994), 157 A.R. 
169 (C.A.). 

21 This deferential approach to judicial review of municipal bylaws has been in place for over a century. 
As Lord Russell C.J. stated in Kruse v. Johnson: 

[C]ourts of justice ought to be slow to condemn as invalid any by-law, so made under such 
conditions, on the ground of supposed unreasonableness. Notwithstanding what Cockburn C.J. 
said in Bailey v. Williamson, an analogous case, I do not mean to say that there may not be cases in 
which it would be the duty of the Court to condemn by-laws, made under such authority as these 
were made, as invalid because unreasonable. But unreasonable in what sense? If. for instance, they 
were found to be partial and unequal in their operation as between different classes; if they were 
manifestly unjust; if they disclosed bad faith; if they involved such oppressive or gratuitous 
interference with the rights of those subject to them as could find no justification in the minds of 
reasonable men, the Court might well say, "Parliament never intended to give authority to make 
such rules; they are unreasonable and ultra vires." But it is in this sense, and in this sense only, as I 
conceive, that the question of unreasonableness can properly be regarded. A by-law is not 
unreasonable merely because particular judges may think that it goes further than is prudent or 
necessary or convenient, or because it is not accompanied by a qualification or an exception which 
some judges may think ought to be there. [Emphasis added; pp. 99-1 00.] 

These are the general indicators of unreasonableness in the context of municipal bylaws. It must be 
remembered, though, that what is unreasonable will depend on the applicable legislative framework. For 
instance, Lord Russell C.J.'s reference to inequality in operation as between different classes is inapt in the 
context of many modern municipal statutes, which contain provisions that expressly allow for such 
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inequality. Subsection 197(3) of the Community Charter, which allows municipalities to set different tax 
rates for different property classes, is such a provision. 

22 Catalyst argues that Dunsmuir has changed the law and that the traditional deferential approach to the 
review of municipal bylaws no longer holds. The bylaw, it argues, must be demonstrably reasonable, 
having regard to objective criteria relating to taxation. The reasonableness standard in Dunsmuir, it says, 
means that all municipal decisions, including bylaws, must meet the test of demonstrable rationality in 
terms of process and outcome. It follows, Catalyst argues, that a municipality cannot tax major industrial 
property owners at a substantially higher rate than residential property owners, in order to avoid hardship 
to long-term or fixed-income residents in a rising housing market. Rather, the municipality should confine 
itselfto objective factors, such as those set forth in Catalyst's "Municipal Sustainability Model", in fixing 
the property tax rates of different classes of property owners. 

23 This argument misreads Dunsmuir. As discussed above, Dunsmuir described reasonableness as a 
flexible deferential standard that varies with the context and the nature of the impugned administrative act. 
In doing so, Dunsmuir expressly stated that the approaches to review developed in particular contexts in 
previous cases continue to be relevant: Dunsmuir, at paras. 54 and 57. Here the context is the adoption of 
municipal bylaws. The cases dealing with review of such bylaws relied on by the trial judge and discussed 
above continue to be relevant and applicable. To put it succinctly, they point the way to what is reasonable 
in the particular context of bylaws passed by democratically elected municipal councils. 

24 It is thus clear that courts reviewing bylaws for reasonableness must approach the task against the 
backdrop of the wide variety of factors that elected municipal councillors may legitimately consider in 
enacting bylaws. The applicable test is this: only if the bylaw is one no reasonable body informed by these 
factors could have taken will the bylaw be set aside. The fact that wide deference is owed to municipal 
councils does not mean that they have carte blanche. 

25 Reasonableness limits municipal councils in the sense that the substance of their bylaws must conform 
to the rationale of the statutory regime set up by the legislature. The range of reasonable outcomes is thus 
circumscribed by the purview of the legislative scheme that empowers a municipality to pass a bylaw. 

26 Here the relevant legislation is the Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, c. 26. Section 197 gives 
municipalities a broad and virtually unfettered legislative discretion to establish property tax rates in 
respect of each of the property classes in the municipality, unless limited by regulation. The intended 
breadth of the legislative discretion under the current legislative scheme is highlighted by the fact that the 
government of British Columbia ceased to impose regulatory limits on the ratios between tax rates in 
1985. Section 199(b) of the Community Charter allows the Lieutenant Governor in Council to make 
regulations on the relationships between Class 1 and Class 4 tax rates, and no regulation of this sort has 
been reintroduced since the repeal of the 1984 regulation, which prescribed a 1 to 3.4 ratio between 
residential and major industry tax rates: B.C. Reg. 63/84, adopted pursuant to s. 14.1(3)(b) of the 
Municipal Finance Authority Act, 1979, c. 292, the predecessor of s. 199(b) of the Community Charter. 
Special provisions of the Community Charter relating to parcel taxation, local area services, business 
improvement areas, or property value tax exemptions address particular concerns and do not detract from 
the broad power of British Columbia municipalities to vary rates between different classes of property. 

27 Nor does the Community Charter support the contention that property value taxes ought to be limited 
by the level of service consumed. Section 197 authorizes the imposition of a tax, not a fee. The 
distinguishing feature between the two is that a tax need bear no relationship to the costs of the service 
being provided, while the opposite is true for a fee. The ratio of service consumption to the different 
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property classes will differ depending on the service. In light of this, a requirement that municipalities 
impose property value taxes having in mind the level of services consumed would prevent municipalities 
from ever exercising their authority under s. 197(3)(b). 

28 Another set of limitations on municipalities passing bylaws flows from the need for reasonable 
processes. In determining whether a particular bylaw falls within the scope of the legislative scheme, 
factors such as failure to adhere to required processes and improper motives are relevant. Municipal 
councils must adhere to appropriate processes and cannot act for improper purposes. As Gonthier J. stated 
for the Court in Immeubles Port Louis Ltee v. Lafontaine (Village), [1991] 1 S.C.R. 326, "[a] municipal 
act committed for unreasonable or reprehensible purposes, or purposes not covered by legislation, is void" 
(p. 349). 

29 It is important to remember that requirements of process, like the range of reasonable outcomes, vary 
with the context and nature of the decision-making process at issue. Formal reasons may be required for 
decisions that involve quasi-judicial adjudication by a municipality. But that does not apply to the process 
of passing municipal bylaws. To demand that councillors who have just emerged from a heated debate on 
the merits of a by law get together to produce a coherent set of reasons is to misconceive the nature of the 
democratic process that prevails in the Council Chamber. The reasons for a municipal bylaw are 
traditionally deduced from the debate, deliberations and the statements of policy that give rise to the 
bylaw. 

30 Nor, contrary to Catalyst's contention, is the municipality required to formally explain the basis of a 
bylaw. As discussed above, municipal councils have extensive latitude in what factors they may consider 
in passing a bylaw. They may consider objective factors directly relating to consumption of services. But 
they may also consider broader social, economic and political factors that are relevant to the electorate. 

31 This is not to say that it is wrong for municipal councils to explain the rationale behind their bylaws. 
Typically, as in this case, modern municipal councils provide information in the form of long-term plans. 
Nor is it to say that municipalities performing decisional or adjudicative functions are exempt from giving 
reasons as discussed above. 

B. Application: Is the Bylaw Unreasonable? 

32 To summarize, the ultimate question is whether the taxation bylaw falls within a reasonable range of 
outcomes. This must be judged on the approach the courts have traditionally adopted in reviewing bylaws 
passed by municipal councils. Municipal councils passing bylaws are entitled to consider not merely the 
objective considerations bearing directly on the matter, but broader social, economic and political issues. 
In judging the reasonableness of a bylaw, it is appropriate to consider both process and the content of the 
bylaw. 

33 I turn first to process. Catalyst does not allege that the voting procedures of the District were incorrect; 
nor does it allege bad faith. Its contention is rather that the District's process is flawed because it provided 
neither formal reasons for the bylaw, nor a rational basis (viewed in terms of Catalyst's "Consumption of 
Services Model") for its decision. This contention cannot succeed. As discussed above, municipal 
councils are not required to give formal reasons or lay out a rational basis for bylaws. In any event, as the 
trial judge found, the reasons for the bylaw at issue here were clear to everyone. The District's policy had 
been laid out in a five-year plan. Discussions and correspondence between the District and Catalyst left 
little doubt as to the reasons for the bylaw. The trial judge found that the District Council considered and 
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weighed all relevant factors in making its decision. If Catalyst has a complaint, it is not with the 
procedures followed, but with the substance of the bylaw. 

34 This brings us to the content of the bylaw at issue. There can be no doubt that the impact of the bylaw 
on Catalyst is harsh. The ratio between major industrial rates and residential rates imposed is among the 
highest in British Columbia (only two municipalities exceed it) and far outside the pre-1985 norm. In 
Catalyst's present economic situation, the consequences are serious -- indeed, Catalyst suggests that the 
industrial rate threatens the continued operation of its mill in the District. 

35 However, countervailing considerations exist-- considerations that the District Council was entitled to 
take into account. The Council was entitled to consider the impact on long-term fixed-income residents 
that a precipitous hike in residential property taxes might produce. The Council has decided to reject a 
dramatic increase and gradually work toward greater equalization of tax rates between Class 4 major 
industrial property owners and Class 1 residential property owners. Acknowledging that the rates from 
Class 4 are higher than they should be, the Council is working over a period of years toward the goal of 
more equitable sharing of the tax burden. Its approach complies with the Community Charter, which 
permits municipalities to apply different tax rates to different classes of property. Specifically, nothing in 
the Community Charter requires the District to apply anything like Catalyst's "Consumption of Services 
Model". Indeed, the compelling submission made by Mr. Manhas, Counsel for the Respondent, was that it 
would be "statutorily ultra vires for the [municipality] to impose property value taxes on the basis of 
consumption alone under section 197(3)(b)" (transcript, at p. 54). The bylaw favours residential property 
owners, to be sure. But it is not unreasonably partial to them. 

36 Taking all these factors into account, the trial court, affirmed by the Court of Appeal, concluded that 
the bylaw fell within a reasonable range of outcomes. I agree. The adoption of the Tax Rates Bylaw 2009, 
Bylaw No. 3385 does not constitute a decision that no reasonable elected municipal council could have 
made. 

37 I would dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

* * * * * 

Corrigendum, released February 21, 2012 

Please note the following changes in the English version of Catalyst Paper Corp. v. North 
Cowichan(District), 2012 SCC 2, released January 20, 2012: 

The 3rd sentence of para. 34 should read : "The ratio between major industrial rates and residential 
rates imposed is among the highest in British Columbia (only two municipalities exceed it) and far 
outside the pre-1985 norm." 

Corrigendum, released January 27, 2012 

Please note the following changes in the English version of Catalyst Paper Corp. v. North Cowichan 
(District), 2012 SCC 2, released January 20, 2012: 

The last sentence of para. 29 should read : "The reasons for a municipal bylaw are traditionally 
deduced from the debate, deliberations and the statements of policy that give rise to the bylaw." 

Page 11 of 12 

CNCL - 233 
(Special)



Catalyst Paper Corp. v. North Cowichan (District), [20 12] S.C.J. No.2 

Solicitors: 

Solicitors for the appellant: Blake, Cassels & Graydon, Vancouver. 

Solicitors for the respondent: Young, Anderson, Vancouver. 

"\i 

Page 12 of 12 

CNCL - 234 
(Special)



Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, [2008] S.C.J. No.9 

Supreme Court of Canada Judgments 

Supreme Court of Canada 

Present: McLachlin C.J. and Bastarache, Binnie, LeBel, Deschamps, Fish, Abella, Charron and Rothstein 
JJ. 

Heard: May 15, 2007; 

Judgment: March 7, 2008. 

File No.: 31459. 

[2008] s.c.J. No.9 [2008] A.c.s. no 9 2008 sec 9 2008 esc 9 [2008] 1 s.c.R. 190 
[2008] 1 R.C.S. 190 329 N.B.R. (2d) 1 64 C.C.E.L. (3d) 1 164 A.C.W.S. (3d) 727 2008 
CarswellNB 124 EYB 2008-130674 J.E. 2008-547 [2008] CLLC para. 220-020 170 L.A.C. 
(4th) 1 372 N.R. 1 69 Imm. L.R. (3d) 1 291 D.L.R. (4th) 577 69 Admin. L.R. (4th) 1 95 
L.C.R.65 D.T.E.2008T-223 

David Dunsmuir, Appellant; v. Her Majesty the Queen in Right of the Province ofNew Brunswick as 
represented by Board of Management, Respondent. 

(173 paras.) 

Appeal From: 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR NEW BRUNSWICK 

Case 

Administrative law -Judicial review and statutory appeal- Standard of review
Reasonableness- Appeal by former employee regarding his termination by respondent Province 
dismissed- An adjudicator ordered appellant's reinstatement, but the reinstatement order was 
subsequently quashed- While deference was to be given to the adjudicator's determination, it did 
not reach the standard of reasonableness -The employment relationship between the parties in 
this case was governed by private law and contract law - The decision to dismiss appellant was 
properly within respondent's powers and was taken pursuant to a contract of employment- In 
these circumstances, it was unnecessary to consider any public law duty of procedural fairness. 

Administrative law - Natural justice - Duty of fairness - Procedural fairness - Appeal by 
former employee regarding his termination by respondent Province dismissed -An adjudicator 
ordered appellant's reinstatement, but the reinstatement order was subsequently quashed- While 
deference was to be given to the adjudicator's determination, it did not reach the standard of 
reasonableness- The employment relationship between the parties in this case was governed by 
private law and contract law- The decision to dismiss appellant was properly within respondent's 
powers and was taken pursuant to a contract of employment- In these circumstances, it was 
unnecessary to consider any public law duty of procedural fairness. 
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Employment law- Discipline and termination of employment- Arbitration and mediation -
Procedural fairness- Appeal by former employee regarding his termination by respondent 
Province dismissed- An adjudicator ordered appellant's reinstatement, but the reinstatement 
order was subsequently quashed- While deference was to be given to the adjudicator's 
determination, it did not reach the standard of reasonableness- The employment relationship 
between the parties in this case was governed by private law and contract law- The decision to 
dismiss appellant was properly within respondent's powers and was taken pursuant to a contract of 
employment- In these circumstances, it was unnecessary to consider any public law duty of 
procedural fairness. 

Employment law- Contract of employment- Appeal by former employee regarding his 
termination by respondent Province dismissed- An adjudicator ordered appellant's 
reinstatement, but the reinstatement order was subsequently quashed -While deference was to be 
given to the adjudicator's determination, it did not reach the standard of reasonableness- The 
employment relationship between the parties in this case was governed by private law and contract 
law - The decision to dismiss appellant was properly within respondent's powers and was taken 
pursuant to a contract of employment- In these circumstances, it was unnecessary to consider any 
public law duty of procedural fairness. 

Appeal by a former employee with respect to his dismissal from his employment at the Department of Justice of the ' 
respondent Province of New Brunswick. During the course of his employment, the appellant was reprimanded on three 
separate occasions. He also received letters that included warnings that his failure to improve his work performance would 
result in further disciplinary action up to and including dismissal. The Regional Director and the Assistant Deputy Minister : 
then came to the conclusion that the appellant was not right for the job, and a termination notice was sent to the appellant. : 
Cause for termination was not alleged, and he was given four months' pay in lieu of notice. When the appellant's grievance . 
was denied, he then referred the grievance to adjudication. During a preliminary ruling, the adjudicator found that he was 
authorized to assess the reasons underlying the respondent's decision to terminate pursuant to the Public Service Labour 
Relations Act. He then heard and decided the merits of the grievance, found that the appellant was dismissed without 
procedural fairness, and declared the termination void ab initio and ordered the appellant reinstated. On judicial review, the 
reviewing judge concluded that the correctness standard of review applied, that the adjudicator had exceeded his 
jurisdiction, and that his authority was limited to determining whether the notice period was reasonable. The reviewing : 
judge quashed the reinstatement order. In dismissing the former employee's appeal, the Court of Appeal held that the proper ' 
standard with respect to the interpretation of the adjudicator's authority under the Act was reasonableness simpliciter. On the . 
issue of procedural fairness, it found that the appellant exercised his right to grieve, and thus a finding that the duty of ' 
fairness had been breached was without legal foundation. 

HELD: Appeal dismissed. 

There were two standards of review: correctness and reasonableness. With respect to the theoretical differences between the 
standards of patent unreasonableness and reasonableness simpliciter, a review of the cases revealed that any actual 
difference between them in terms of their operation was illusory. In this case, the standard of reasonableness applied, such · 
that the decision maker should be given deference. Factors taken into consideration in favouring the reasonableness standard 
included: the Act contained a full privative clause, there existed a regime in which the decision maker had special expertise, 
and the nature of the legal question at issue was not one of central importance to the legal system or outside the specialized 
expertise of the adjudicator. However, while deference was to be given to the determination of the adjudicator, considering 
the decision in the preliminary ruling as a whole, it did not reach the standard of reasonableness. The adjudicator's reasoning 
process relied on a construction of the Act that fell outside the range of admissible statutory interpretations. The 
employment relationship between the parties in this case was governed by private law. Where a public ~mployee was 
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Supreme Court Reports 

Supreme Court of Canada 

Present: Kerwin C.J. and Taschereau, Rand, Locke, Cartwright, Fauteux, Abbott, Martland and Judson JJ. 

1958: June 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 I 1959: January 27. 

[1959] S.C.R. 121 [1959] R.C.S. 121 

Frank Roncarelli (plaintiff), appellant; and The Honourable Maurice Duplessis (defendant), respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH, APPEAL SIDE, PROVINCE OF QUEBEC 

Case 

Crown- Officers of the Crown- Powers and responsibilities -Prime Minister and Attorney
General- Quebec Liquor Commission- Cancellation of licence to sell liquor- Whether made at 
instigation of Prime Minister and Attorney-General- The Alcoholic Liquor Act, R.S.Q. 1941, c. 
255- The Attorney-General's Department Act, R.S.Q. 1941, c. 46- The Executive Power Act, 
R.S.Q. 1941, c. 7. 

Licences - Cancellation - Motives of cancellation - Done on instigation of Prime Minister and 
Attorney-General- Whether liability in damages - Whether notice under art. 88 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure required. 

The plaintiff, the proprietor of a restaurant in Montreal and the holder of a licence to sell intoxicating liquor, sued the 

defendant personally for damages arising out of the cancellation of his licence by the Quebec Liquor Commission. He 
alleged that the licence had been arbitrarily cancelled at the instigation of the defendant who, without legal powers in the 
matter, had given orders to the Commission to cancel it before its expiration. This was done, it was alleged, to punish the 
plaintiff, a member of the Witnesses of Jehovah, because he had acted as bailsman for a large number of members of his sect 
charged with the violation of municipal by-laws in connection with the distribution of literature. The trial judge gave 

judgment for the plaintiff for part of the damages claimed. The defendant appealed and the plaintiff, seeking an increase in 
the amount of damages, cross-appealed. The Court of Appeal dismissed the action and the cross-appeal. 

Held (Taschereau, Cartwright and Fauteux JJ. dissenting): The action should be maintained and the amount awarded at trial 

should be increased by $25,000. By wrongfully and without legal justification causing the cancellation of the permit, the 
defendant became liable for damages under art. I 053 of the Civil Code. 

Per Kerwin C.J.: The trial judge correctly decided that the defendant ordered the Commission to cancel the licence, and no 
satisfactory reason has been advanced for the Court of Appeal setting aside that finding of fact. 

Per Kerwin C.J. and Locke and Martland JJ.: There was ample evidence to sustain the finding of the trial judge that the 
cancellation of the permit was the result of an order given by the defendant to the manager of the Commission. There was, 

therefore, a relationship of cause and effect between the defendant's acts and the cancellation of the permit. 

The defendant was not acting in the exercise of any of his official powers. There was no authority in the Attorney-General's 

Department Act, the Executive Power Act, or the Alcoholic Liquor Act enabling the defendant to direct the cancellation of a 
permit under the Alcoholic Liquor Act. The intent and purpose of that Act placed complete control over the liquor traffic in CNCL - 237 
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the hands of an independent commission. 

Cancellation of a permit by the Commission, at the request or upon the direction of a third party, as was done in this case, 

was not a proper and valid exercise of the powers conferred upon the Commission by s. 35 of the Act. 

The defendant was not entitled to the protection provided by art. 88 of the Code of Civil Procedure since what he did was 
not "done by him in the exercise of his functions". To interfere with the administration of the Commission by causing the 

cancellation of a liquor permit was entirely outside his legal functions. It involved the exercise of powers which in law he 
did not possess at all. His position was not altered by the fact that he thought it was his right and duty to act as he did. 

Per Rand J.: To deny or revoke a permit because a citizen exercises an unchallengeable right totally irrelevant to the sale of 

liquor in a restaurant is beyond the scope of the discretion conferred upon the Commission by the Alcoholic Liquor Act. 
What was done here was not competent to the Commission and a fortiori to the government or the defendant. The act of the 
defendant, through the instrumentality of the Commission, brought about a breach of an implied public statutory duty 
toward the plaintiff. There was no immunity in the defendant from an action for damages. He was under no duty in relation 
to the plaintiff and his act was an intrusion upon the functions of a statutory body. His liability was, therefore, engaged. 

There can be no question of good faith when an act is done with an improper intent and for a purpose alien to the very 
statute under which the act is purported to be done. There was no need for giving a notice of action as required by art. 88 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, as the act done by the defendant was quite beyond the scope of any function or duty committed 

to him so far so that it was one done exclusively in a private capacity however much, in fact, the influence of public office 
and power may have carried over into it. 

Per Abbott J.: The cancellation of the licence was made solely because of the plaintiffs association with the Witnesses of 
Jehovah and with the object and purpose of preventing him from continuing to furnish bail for members of that sect. This 
cancellation was made with the express authorization and upon the order of the defendant. In purporting to authorize and 
instruct the Commission to cancel the licence the defendant was acting, as he was bound to know, without any legal 
authority whatsoever. A public officer is responsible for acts done by him without legal justification. The defendant was not 
entitled to avail himself of the exceptional provision of art. 88 of the Code of Civil Procedure since the act complained of 
was not "done by him in the exercise of his functions" but was an act done when he had gone outside his functions to 
perform it. Before a public officer can be held to be acting "in the exercise of his functions" within the meaning of art. 88, it 
must be established that at the time he performed the act complained of such public officer had reasonable ground for 
believing that such act was within his legal authority to perform. 

Per Taschereau J., dissenting: The action cannot succeed because the plaintiff did not give the notice required by art. 88 of i 

the Code of Civil Procedure to the defendant who was a public officer performing his functions. The failure to fulfil this 
condition precedent was a total bar to the claim. That failure may be raised by exception to the form or in the written plea to • 
the action, and the words "no judgment may be rendered" indicate that the Court may raise the point propio motu. Even if . 
what was said by the defendant affected the decision taken by the Commission, the defendant remained, nevertheless, a 
public officer acting in the performance of his duties. He was surely a public officer, and it is clear that he did not act in his 

personal quality. It was as legal adviser of the Commission and also as a public officer entrusted with the task of preventing 
disorders and as protector of the peace in the province, that he was consulted. It was the Attorney-General, acting in the • 
performance of his functions, who was required to give his directives to a governmental branch. It is a fallacious principle to 

hold that an error, committed by a public officer in doing an act connected with the object of his functions, strips that act of 
its official character and that its author must then be considered as having acted outside the scope of his duties. 

Per Cartwright J., dissenting: The loss suffered by the plaintiff was damnum sine injuria. Whether the defendant directed or 

merely approved the cancellation of the licence, he cannot be answerable in damages since the act of the Commission in 
cancelling the licence was not an actionable wrong. The Courts below have found, on ample evidence, that the defendant . 
and the manager of the Commission acted throughout in the honest belief that they were fulfilling their duty to the province. 

On the true construction of the Alcoholic Liquor Act, the Legislature, except in certain specified circumstances which are 
not present in the case at bar, has not laid down any rules as to the grounds on which the Commission may decide to cancel a 

permit; that decision is committed to the unfettered discretion of the Commission and its function in making the decision is 

administrative and not judicial or quasi-judicial. Consequently, the Commission was not bound to give the plaintiff an 
opportunity to be heard and the Court cannot be called upon to determine whether there existed sufficient grounds for its 
decision. Even if the function of the Commission was quasi-judicial and its order should be set aside for failure to hear the 

plaintiff, it is doubtful whether any action for damages would lie. 
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Per Fauteux J., dissenting: The right to exercise the discretion with respect to the cancellation of the permit, which under the 

Alcoholic Liquor Act was exclusively that of the Commission, was abdicated by it in favour of the defendant when he made 
the decision executed by the Commission. The cancellation being illegal, imputable to the defendant, and damageable for 

the plaintiff, the latter was entitled to succeed on an action under art. I 053 of the Civil Code. 

As the notice required by art. 88 of the Code of Civil Procedure was not given, the action, however, could not be 
maintained. The failure to give notice, when it should be given, imports nullity and limits the very jurisdiction of the Court. 

In the present case, the defendant was entitled to the notice since the illegality reproached was committed "in the exercise of 
his functions". The meaning of this expression in art. 88 was not subject to the limitations attending expressions more or less • 
identical appearing in art. 1054 of the Civil Code. The latter article deals with responsibility whereas art. 88 deals with 1 

procedure. Article 88 has its source ins. 8 of An Act for the Protection of Justices of the Peace, Cons. Stat. L.C., c. 101, 

which provided that the officer "shall be entitled" to the protection of the statute although "he has exceeded his powers or 
jurisdiction, and has acted clearly contrary to law". That section peremptorily establishes that, in pari materia, a public 
officer was not considered as having ceased to act within the exercise of his functions by the sole fact that the act committed 

by him might constitute an abuse of power or excess of jurisdiction, or even a violation of the law. An illegality is assumed 
under art. 88. The jurisprudence of the province, which has been settled for many years, is to the effect that the incidence of 
good or bad faith has no bearing on the right to the notice. 

The illegality committed by the defendant did not amount to an offence known under the penal law or a delict under art. 
I 053 of the Civil Code. He did not use his functions to commit this illegality. He did not commit it on the occasion of his 
functions, but committed it because of his functions. His good faith has not been doubted, and on this fact there was a 

concurrent finding in the Courts below. 

APPEALS from two judgments of the Court of Queen's Bench, Appeal Side, Province of Quebec [[1956] Que. Q.B. 447], 
reversing a judgment of Mackinnon J. Appeals allowed, Taschereau, Cartwright and Fauteux JJ. dissenting. 

F. R. Scott and A.L. Stein, for the plaintiff, appellant. L.E. Beaulieu, Q.C., and L. Tremblay, Q.C., for the 
defendant, respondent. 

Attorneys for the plaintiff, appellant: A.L. Stein and F .R. Scott, Montreal. Attorneys for the defendant, 
respondent: L.E. Beaulieu and Edouard Asselin, Montreal. 

THE CHIEF JUSTICE 

No satisfactory reason has been advanced for the Court of Queen's Bench (Appeal Side) [ [1956] Que. 
Q .B. 44 7] setting aside the finding of fact by the trial judge that the respondent ordered the Quebec Liquor 
Commission to cancel the appellant's licence. A reading of the testimony of the respondent and of the 
person constituting the commission at the relevant time satisfies me that the trial judge correctly decided 
the point. As to the other questions, I agree with Mr. Justice Martland. 

The appeals should be allowed with costs here and below and judgment directed to be entered for the 
appellant against the respondent in the sum of $33,123.53 with interest from the date of the judgement of 
the Superior Court, together with the costs of the action. 
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TASCHEREAU J. (dissenting) 

TASCHEREAU J. (dissenting):-- L'intime est Premier Ministre et Procureur General de la province de 
Quebec, et il occupait ces hautes fonctions dans le temps ou les faits qui ont donne naissance a ce litige se 
sont passes. 

L'appelant, un restaurateur de la Cite de Montreal, et porteur d'un permis de la Commission des 
Liqueurs pour la vente des spiritueux, lui a reclame personnellement devant la Cour superieure la somme 
de $118,741 en dommages. Il a allegue dans son action qu'il est licencie depuis de nombreuses annees, 
qu'il a toujours respecte les lois de la Province se rapportant ala vente des liqueurs alcooliques, que son 
restaurant avait une excellente reputation, et jouissait de la faveur d'une clientele nombreuse et recherchee. 

Il a allegue en outre qu'il faisait et fait encore partie de la secte religieuse des "Temoins de Jehovah", et 
que parce qu'il se serait rendu caution pour quelque 390 de ses coreligionnaires, traduits devant les 
tribunaux correctionnels de Montreal et accuses de distribution de litterature, sans permis, l'intime serait 
illegalement intervenu aupres du gerant de la Commission pour lui faire perdre son permis, qui d'ailleurs 
lui a ete enleve le 4 decembre 1946. Ce serait comme resultat de !'intervention injustifiee de l'intime que 
l'appelant aurait ete prive de son permis, et aurait ainsi souffert les dommages considerables qu'il reclame. 

LaCour superieure a maintenu l'actionjusqu'a concurrence de $8,123.53, et la Cour du bane de la reine 
[[1956] Que. Q.B. 447.], M. le Juge Rinfret etant dissident, aurait pour divers motifs maintenu l'appel et 
rejete l'action. 

L'intime a souleve plusieurs moyens a l'encontre de cette reclamation, mais je n'en examinerai qu'un 
seul, car je crois qu'il est suffisant pour disposer du present appel. Le Code de procedure civile de la 
province de Quebec contient la disposition suivante: 

Art. 88 C.P. --Nul officier public ou personne remplissant des fonctions ou devoirs publics ne 
peut etre poursuivi pour dommages a raison d'un acte par lui fait dans l'exercice de ses fonctions, 
et nul verdict ou jugement ne peut etre rendu contre lui a moins qu'avis de cette poursuite ne lui ait 
ete donne au moins un mois avant I' emission de I' assignation. 

Cet avis doit etre par ecrit; il doit exposer les causes de l'action, contenir !'indication des noms et 
de l'etude du procureur du demandeur ou de son agent et etre signifie au defendeur 
personnellement ou a son domicile. 

Le defaut de donner cet avis peut etre invoque par le defendeur, soit au moyen d'une exception ala 
forme ou soit par plaidoyer au fond. Charland v. Kay [ (1933), 54 Que. K.B. 377.]; Corporation de la 
Paroisse de St-David v. Paquet [(1937), 62 Que. K.B. 140.]; Houde v. Benoit [ [1943] Que. K.B. 713]. 

Les termes memes employes par le legislateur dans l'art. 88 C.P.C., "nul jugement ne peut etre rendu" 
contre le defendeur, indiquent aussi que la Cour ale devoir de soulever d'office ce moyen, si le defendeur 
omet ou neglige de le faire par exception a la forme, ou dans son plaidoyer ecrit. La signification de cet 
avis a un officier public, remplissant des devoirs publics, est une condition prealable, essentielle a la 
reussite d'une procedure judiciaire. S'il n'est pas donne, les tribunaux ne peuvent prononcer aucune 
condamnation en dommages. Or, dans le cas present, il est admis qu'aucun avis n'a ete donne. 

Mais, c'est la pretention de l'appelant que l'intime ne peut se prevaloir de ce moyen qui est une fin de 
non recevoir, car, les conseils ou avis qu'il aurait donnes et qui auraient ete la cause determinante de la 
perte de son permis, ne l'ont pas ete en raison d'un acte pose par lui dans l'exercice de ses fonctions. 

La preuve revele que l'appelant etait bien licencie de la Commission des Liqueurs depuis de 
nombreuses annees, que la tenue de son restaurant etait irreprochable, et que dans le cours du mois de 
decembre de l'annee 1946, alors qu'il etait toujours porteur de son permis, celui-ci lui a ete enleve parce 
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qu'il se rendait caution pour plusieurs centaines de ses coreligionnaires, distributeurs de litterature que I' on 
croyait seditieuse. 

C'etait avant le jugement de cette Cour dans Ia cause de Boucher v. Le Roi [[1951] S.C.R. 265, 2 
D.L.R. 369, 11 C.R. 85, 99 C. C. C. 1.], alors que Ia conviction etait profondement ancree parmi la 
population, que les "Temoins de Jehovah" etaient des perturbateurs de Ia paix publique, des sources 
constantes de trouble et de desordre dans Ia Province. On jugeait leur mouvement dangereux, susceptible 
de soulever une partie de Ia population contre !'autre, et de provoquer de serieuses agitations. On parlait 
meme de conspiration seditieuse, et ce n'est surement pas sans cause raisonnable, car cette opinion fut plus 
tard unanimement confirmee par cinq juges de Ia Cour du Bane de Ia Reine dans !'affaire Boucher v. Le 
Roi [[1949] Que. K.B. 238.], et egalement par quatre juges dissidents devant cette Cour (Boucher v. Le 
Roi cite supra). 

M. Archambault, alors gerant general de la Commission des Liqueurs, soupc;:onnait fortement que le 
"Frank Roncarelli" qui parses cautionnements aidait financierement ce mouvement qu'il croyait subversif, 
etait detenteur d'un permis de restaurateur pour Ia vente de liqueurs alcooliques. Il pensait evidemment 
qu'il ne convenait pas que les benefices que Roncarelli retirait de son permis de la Commission, soient 
utilises a servir la cause d'agitateurs religieux, dont les enseignements et les methodes venaient en conflit 
avec les croyances populaires. Il en informa l'intime, procureur general, qui en cette qualite est l'aviseur 
legal officiel de la province pour toutes les affaires juridiques. 

Au cours d'une premiere conversation telephonique, M. Archambault suggera a l'intime que le permis 
de Roncarelli lui soit enleve, ce que d'ailleurs il avait personnellement le droit de faire, en vertu de l'art. 35 
de Ia Loi des Liqueurs, qui est ainsi redige: 

35. --La Commission peut a sa discretion annuler un permis en tout temps. 

Or, comme l'executif de la Commission des Liqueurs ne se compose que d'un gerant general qui etait 
M. Archambault, cette discretion reposait entierement sur lui. 

L'intime lui suggera la prudence, et lui proposa de s'enquerir avec certitude si le Roncarelli, detenteur 
de permis, etait bien le meme Roncarelli qui prodiguait ses cautionnements d'une fac;:on si genereuse. 
Apres enquete, !'affirmative ayant ete etablie, M. Archambault communiqua de nouveau avec l'intime, et 
voici ce que nous dit M. Archambault dans son temoignage au sujet de ces conversations: 

Q. Maintenant, ce jour-la ou vous avez rec;:u une lettre, le 30 novembre 1946, avez-vous 
decide, ce jour-la, d'enlever la licence? 

R. Certainement, ce jour-la, j'avais appele le Premier Ministre, en !'occurrence le procureur 
general, lui faisant part des constatations, c'est-a-dire des renseignements que je possedais, 
et de mon intention d'annuler le privilege, et le Premier Ministre m'a repondu de prendre 
mes precautions, de bien verifier s'il s'agissait bien de la meme personne, qu'il pouvait y 
avoir plusieurs Roncarelli, et coetera. Alors, quand j'ai eu la confirmation de Y3 a l'effet 
que c'etait Ia meme personne, j'ai appele le Premier Ministre pour l'assurer qu'il s'agissait 
bien de Frank Roncarelli, detenteur d'un permis de la Commission des Liqueurs; et, la, le 
Premier Ministre m'a autorise, il m'a donne son consentement, son approbation, sa 
permission, et son ordre de proceder. 

Voici maintenant la version de l'intime: 

Probablement, ala suite du rapport que l'indicateur Y-3 a fait, le rapport qui est produit, M. le Juge 
Archambault m'a telephone et m'a dit: 'On est sur, c'est cette personne-la.' Et comme dans 
l'intervalle j'avais etudie le probleme et parcouru les statuts depuis !'institution de la Commission 
des Liqueurs et tous les amendements qui avaient eu lieu, et j'avais consulte, j'en suis arrive ala 
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conclusion qu'en mon arne et conscience, mon imperieux devoir c'etait d'approuver la suggestion 
tres au point du Juge et d'autoriser la cancellation d'un privilege que cet homme-la ne meritait pas, 
a mon sens, et dont il n'etait pas digne. 

Et: 

Apres a voir murement delibere et conscient et sur de faire mon devoir, j'ai dit a M. Archambault 
que j'approuvais sa suggestion d'annuler le permis, d'annuler le privilege. 

Et, plus loin: 

... j'ai dit au Juge Archambault que j'etais de son opinion, que je ne croyais pas que Roncarelli flit 
digne d'obtenir des privileges de la province apres son attitude que j'ai mentionnee tout a l'heure . 

... et lorsque le Juge Archambault m'a dit, apres verification, que c'etait la meme personne, j'ai dit: 
'Vous avez raison, cHez le permis, otez le privilege'. 

Quand on demande a l'intime s'il a donne un ordre a M. Archambault, voici ce qu'il dit: 

Non, je n'ai pas donne un ordre aM. Archambault, je viens de conter ce qui s'est passe. 

Que le permis ait ete enleve a Roncarelli comme consequence de la seule decision de M. Archambault, 
ce qu'il avait le droit de faire a sa discretion, ou que cette discretion ait ete influencee par les paroles de 
l'intime, n'a pas je crois d'effet decisif dans la determination de la presente cause. Je demeure convaincu 
que meme si les paroles de l'intime ont pu avoir quelque influence sur la decision qui a ete prise, ce 
dernier demeurait quand meme un officier public, agissant dans l'exercice de ses fonctions, et qu'il etait 
essentiel de lui donner l'avis requis par l'art. 88 C.P.C. L'absence de cet avis interdit aux tribunaux de 
prononcer aucune condamnation. 

L'intime est surement un officier public, et il me semble clair qu'il n'a pas agi en sa qualite personnelle. 
C'est bien comme aviseur legal de la Commission des Liqueurs, et aussi comme officier public charge de 
la prevention des troubles, et gardien de la paix dans la province, qu'il a ete consulte. C'est le Procureur 
General, agissant dans l'exercice de ses fonctions, qui a ete requis de donner ses directives a une branche 
gouvernementale dont il est l'aviseur. Vide: Loi concernant le Departement du Procureur General, R.S.Q. 
1941, c. 46, art. 3, Loi des liqueurs alcooliques, S.R.Q. 1941, c. 255, art 138. 

Certains, a tort ou a raison, peuvent croire que l'intime se soit trompe, en pensant qu'il devait, pour le 
maintien de la paix publique et la suppression de troubles existants, et qui mena<;aient de se propager 
davantage, conseiller l'enlevement du permis de l'appelant. Pour rna part, je ne puis admettre le fallacieux 
principe qu'une erreur commise par un officier public, en posant un acte qui se rattache cependant a l'objet 
de son mandat, enleve a cet acte son caractere officiel, et que !'auteur de ce meme acte fautif cesse alors 
d'agir dans !'execution de ses fonctions. 

Parce que l'appelant ne s'est pas conforme aux exigences de l'art. 88 C.P.C., en ne donnant pas l'avis 
requis a l'intime qui est un officier public, agissant dans l'exercice de ses fonctions, je crois que l'action ne 
peut reussir. Le defaut de remplir cette condition prealable, constitue une fin de non recevoir, qui me 
dispense d'examiner les autres aspects de cette cause. 

Je crois done que l'appel principal, de meme que l'appelloge pour faire augmenter le montant accorde 
par le juge de premiere instance, doivent etre rejetes avec depens de toutes les Cours. 

The judgement of Rand and Judson JJ. was delivered by 

RANDJ. 
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RAND J.:-- The material facts from which my conclusion is drawn are these. The appellant was the 
proprietor of a restaurant in a busy section of Montreal which in 1946 through its transmission to him 
from his father had been continuously licensed for the sale of liquor for approximately 34 years; he is of 
good education and repute and the restaurant was of a superior class. On December 4 of that year, while 
his application for annual renewal was before the Liquor Commission, the existing license was cancelled 
and his application for renewal rejected, to which was added a declaration by the respondent that no future 
license would ever issue to him. These primary facts took place in the following circumstances. 

For some years the appellant had been an adherent of a rather militant Christian religious sect known as 
the Witnesses of Jehovah. Their ideology condemns the established church institutions and stresses the 
absolute and exclusive personal relation of the individual to the Deity without human intermediation or 
intervention. 

The first impact of their proselytizing zeal upon the Roman Catholic church and community in Quebec, 
as might be expected, produced a violent reaction. Meetings were forcibly broken up, property damaged, 
individuals ordered out of communities, in one case out of the province, and generally, within the cities 
and towns, bitter controversy aroused. The work of the Witnesses was carried on both by word of mouth 
and by the distribution of printed matter, the latter including two periodicals known as "The Watch 
Tower" and "Awake", sold at a small price. 

In 1945 the provincial authorities began to take steps to bring an end to what was considered insulting 
and offensive to the religious beliefs and feelings of the Roman Catholic population. Large scale arrests 
were made of young men and women, by whom the publications mentioned were being held out for sale, 
under local by-laws requiring a licence for peddling any kind of wares. Altogether almost one thousand of 
such charges were laid. The penalty involved in Montreal, where most of the arrests took place, was a fine 
of$40, and as the Witnesses disputed liability, bail was in all cases resorted to. 

The appellant, being a person of some means, was accepted by the Recorder's Court as bail without 
question, and up to November 12, 1946, he had gone security in about 380 cases, some ofthe accused 
being involved in repeated offences. Up to this time there had been no suggestion of impropriety; the 
security of the appellant was taken as so satisfactory that at times, to avoid delay when he was absent from 
the city, recognizances were signed by him in blank and kept ready for completion by the Court officials. 
The reason for the accumulation of charges was the doubt that they could be sustained in law. Apparently 
the legal officers of Montreal, acting in concert with those of the Province, had come to an agreement with 
the attorney for the Witnesses to have a test case proceeded with. Pending that, however, there was no 
stoppage of the sale of the tracts and this became the annoying circumstance that produced the volume of 
proceedings. 

On or about November 12 it was decided to require bail in cash for Witnesses so arrested and the sum 
set ranged from $100 to $300. No such bail was furnished by the appellant; his connection with giving 
security ended with this change of practice; and in the result, all of the charges in relation to which he had 
become surety were dismissed. 

At no time did he take any part in the distribution of the tracts: he was an adherent of the group but 
nothing more. It was shown that he had leased to another member premises in Sherbrooke which were 
used as a hall for carrying on religious meetings: but it is unnecessary to do more than mention that fact to 
reject it as having no bearing on the issues raised. Beyond the giving of bail and being an adherent, the 
appellant is free from any relation that could be tortured into a badge of character pertinent to his fitness 
or unfitness to hold a liquor licence. 

The mounting resistance that stopped the surety bail sought other means of crushing the propagandist 
invasion and among the circumstances looked into was the situation of the appellant. Admittedly an 
adherent, he was enabling these protagonists to be at large to carry on their campaign of publishing what 
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they believed to be the Christian truth as revealed by the Bible; he was also the holder of a liquor licence, 
a "privilege" granted by the Province, the profits from which, as it was seen by the authorities, he was 
using to promote the disturbance of settled beliefs and arouse community disaffection generally. 
Following discussions between the then Mr. Archambault, as the personality of the Liquor Commission, 
and the chief prosecuting officer in Montreal, the former, on or about November 21, telephoned to the 
respondent, advised him of those facts, and queried what should be done. Mr. Duplessis answered that the 
matter was serious and that the identity of the person furnishing bail and the liquor licensee should be put 
beyond doubt. A few days later, that identity being established through a private investigator, Mr. 
Archambault again communicated with the respondent and, as a result of what passed between them, the 
licence, as of December 4, 1946, was revoked. 

In the meantime, about November 25, 1946, a blasting answer had come from the Witnesses. In an 
issue of one of the periodicals, under the heading "Quebec's Burning Hate", was a searing denunciation of 
what was alleged to be the savage persecution of Christian believers. Immediately instructions were sent 
out from the department of the Attorney-General ordering the confiscation of the issue and proceedings 
and were taken against one Boucher charging him with publication of a seditious libel. 

It is then wholly as a private citizen, an adherent of a religious group, holding a liquor licence and 
furnishing bail to arrested persons for no other purpose than to enable them to be released from detention 
pending the determination of the charges against them, and with no other relevant considerations to be 
taken into account, that he is involved in the issues of this controversy. 

The complementary state ofthings is equally free from doubt. From the evidence of Mr. Duplessis and 
Mr. Archambault alone, it appears that the action taken by the latter as the general manager and sole 
member of the Commission was dictated by Mr. Duplessis as Attorney-General and Prime Minister of the 
province; that that step was taken as a means of bringing to a halt the activities of the Witnesses, to punish 
the appellant for the part he had played not only by revoking the existing licence but in declaring him 
barred from one "forever", and to warn others that they similarly would be stripped of provincial 
"privileges" if they persisted in any activity directly or indirectly related to the Witnesses and to the 
objectionable campaign. The respondent felt that action to be his duty, something which his conscience 
demanded of him; and as representing the provincial government his decision became automatically that 
of Mr. Archambault and the Commission. The following excerpts of evidence make this clear: 

M. DUPLESSIS: 

R. ... Au mois de novembre 1946, M. Edouard Archambault, qui etait alors le gerant general de la 
Commission des Liqueurs m'a appele a Quebec, telephone longue distance de Montreal, et il m'a 
dit que Roncarelli qui multipliait les cautionnements a la Cour du Recorder d'une fa<;on 
desordonnee, contribuant a paralyser les activites de la Police et a congestionner les tribunaux, que 
ce nomme Roncarelli detenait un privilege de la Commission des Liqueurs de Quebec. De fait, 
Votre Seigneurie, un permis est un privilege, ce n'est pas un droit. L'article 35 de la Loi des 
Liqueurs alcooliques, paragraphe 1, a ete edicte en 1921 par le statut II, Geo. V, chap. 24, qui 
declare ceci: 

"La Commission peut, a sa discretion annuler le permis en tout temps." 

* * * 

"Je vais m'en informer et je vous le dirai." J'ai dit au Juge: "Dans l'intervalle, je vais examiner la 
question avec des officiers legaux, je vais y penser, je vais reflechir et je vais voir ce que devrai 
faire. II QuelqueS jOUfS apreS, et pendant Cet intervalle j'ai etudie le probleme, j'ai etudie deS 
dossiers, comme Procureur General et comme Premier Ministre, quelques jours apres le Juge 
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Archambault, M. Edouard Archambault, m'a telephone pour me dire qu'il etait certain que le 
Roncarelli en question, qui paralysait les activites de la Cour du Recorder qui accaparait dans une 
large mesure les services de la force constabulaire de Montreal, dont les journaux disaient avec 
raison qu'elle n'avait pas le nombre suffisant de policiers, etait bien la personne qui detenait un 
permis. Je lui ai dit: "Dans ces circonstances, je considere que c'est mon devoir, comme Procureur 
General et comme Premier Ministre, en conscience, dans l'exercice de mes fonctions officielles et 
pour remplir le mandat que le peuple m'avait confie et qu'il m'a renouvele avec une immense 
majorite en 1948, apres la cancellation du permis et apres la poursuite intentee contre moi, j'ai cru 
que c'etait mon devoir, en conscience, de dire au Juge que ce permis-la, le Gouvernement de 
Quebec ne pouvait pas accorder un privilege a un individu comme Roncarelli qui tenait l'attitude 
qu'il tenait". 

* * * 
J'ai dit: "11 y a peut-etre de pauvres personnes, de bonne foi, plus riches d'ideal que d'esprit, de 
jugement, ces personnes-la sont probablement ala merci de quelques-uns qui les exploitent, je vais 
donner une entrevue pour attirer !'attention de tout le monde sur !'article 69 du Code Criminel, qui 
declare que les complices sont responsables au meme titre que la personne qui a commis 
I' offense." 

* * * 
D. Vous n'avez pas re9u d'autres documents, c'est seulement les communications telephoniques de 
M. le Juge Archambault? 

R. Oui, certainement, un message du Juge Archambault, un autre telephone au Juge Archambault, 
des examens de la situation, on en a meme parle au Conseil des Ministres, j'ai discute le cas, j'ai 
consulte des officiers en loi et en mon arne et conscience j'ai fait mon devoir comme Procureur 
General, j'ai fait la seule chose qui s'imposait, si c'etait a recommencer je ferais pareil. 

D. Monsieur le Premier Ministre, le 8 fevrier 1947, dans le journal La Presse, paraissait un article 
intitule: "Roncarelli subit un second refus". Le sous-titre de cet article se lit comme suit: 
"L'honorable M. Duplessis refuse au restaurateur, protecteur des Temoins de Jehovah, la 
permission de poursuivre la Commission des Liqueurs." Vous trouverez, monsieur le Premier 
Ministre, presque ala fin de ce rapport, les mots suivants: 

"C'est moi-meme, a titre de Procureur General, et de responsable de l'ordre dans cette 
province, qui ai donne l'ordre ala Commission des Liqueurs d'annuler son permis referant a 
Roncarelli." 

Je vous demande, monsieur le Premier Ministre, si c'est un rapport exact de vos paroles a cette 
conference de presse? 

R. Ce que j'ai dit lors de la conference de presse, c'est ce que je viens de declarer. Je ne connaissais 
pas Roncarelli, je ne savais pas que Roncarelli avait un permis, ... lorsqu'il a attire mon attention 
sur la situation absolument anormale d'un homme beneficiant d'un privilege de la province, et 
multipliant les actes de nature a paralyser les tribunaux de la province et la police municipale de 
Montreal, c'est la que j'ai approuve sa suggestion et que j'ai dit, comme Procureur general... 

LACOUR 
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C'est une autre question que l'on vous pose, Monsieur le Premier Ministre. Voulez-vous relire la question. 
(La demande precedente est alors relue.) 

R. Ce que j'ai dit ala presse, c'est ce que je viens de dire tout a l'heure. L'article tel que produit 
n'est pas conforme textuellement ace que j'ai dit. Ce que j'ai dit, ce que je repete, c'est que le Juge 
Archambault, gerant de la Commission des Liqueurs m'a mis au fait d'une situation que j'ignorais 
et comme Procureur General, pour accomplir mon devoir, j'ai dit au Juge Archambault que j'etais 
de son opinion, que je ne croyais pas que Roncarelli fut digne d'obtenir des privileges de la 
province apres son attitude que j'ai mentionnee tout a l'heure. 

* * * 

D. Les mots que je viens de vous lire tout a l'heure, c'est cense etre textuellement les mots que 
vous avez donnes, parce que c'est precede d'une indication d'un rapport textuel: 

"Nous n'avons fait qu'exercer en ce faisant un droit formel et incontestable, nous avons rempli 
un imperieux devoir. Le permis de Roncarelli a ete annule non pas temporairement mais bien 
pour toujours." 

LE TEMOIN: Sij'ai dit cela? 

L'A VOCAT: Oui. 

R. Oui. Le permis de Roncarelli a ete annule pour ce temps-la et pour toujours. Je l'ai dit et je 
considerais que c'etait mon devoir et en mon arne et conscience j'aurais manque a mon devoir si je 
ne l'avais pas fait. 

D. Avec ces renseignements additionnels diriez-vous que les mots: "C'est moi-meme, a titre de 
Procureur General et de responsable de l'ordre dans cette province qui ai donne l'ordre ala 
Commission des Liqueurs d'annuler son permis." Diriez-vous que c'est exact? 

R. J'ai dit tout a l'heure ce qui en etait. J'ai eu un telephone de M. Archambault me mettant au 
courant de certains faits que j'ignorais au sujet de Roncarelli. Verification, identification pour voir 
si c'etait bien la meme personne, etude, reflexion, consultation et decision d'approuver la 
suggestion du gerant de la Commission des Liqueurs d'annuler le privilege de Roncarelli. 

* * * 

LACOUR: 

D. M. Stein veut savoir si vous avez donne un ordre aM. Archambault? 

R. Non, je n'ai pas donne un ordre aM. Archambault, je viens de conter ce qui s'est passe. Le juge 
Archambault m'a mis au courant d'un fait que je ne connaissais pas, je ne connaissais pas les faits, 
c'est lui qui m'a mis au courant des faits. Je ne sais pas comment on peut appeler c;a, quand la 
Procureur General, qui est a la tete d'un departement, parle a un officier, meme a un officier 
superieur, et qu'il emet une opinion, ce n'est pas directement un ordre, e'en est un sans l'etre. Mais 
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c'est ala suggestion du Juge Archambault, apres qu'il eut porte a rna connaissance des faits que 
j'ignorais, que la decision a ete prise. 

* * * 

D. Monsieur le Premier Ministre, excusez-moi si je repete encore la question, mais il me semble 
que vous n'avez pas repondu ala question que j'ai posee. Il para]'t, non seulement dans ce journal, 
mais aussi dans d'autres journaux, et cela est repete exactement dans les meme paroles, dans le 
Montreal Star, en anglais, dans la Gazette, en anglais, dans Le Canada, en fran9ais et aussi dans La 
Patrie, en fran9ais, textuellement les memes mots: "C'est moi-meme, a titre de Procureur General, 
charge d'assurer le respect de l'ordre et le respect des citoyens paisibles qui ai donne ala 
Commission des Liqueurs, l'ordre d'annuler le permis." Je vous demande si c'est possible que vous 
ayez employe presque exactement ces mots en discutant I' affaire avec les journalistes, ce jour-la? 

R. Lorsque les journalistes viennent au bureau pour avoir des entrevues, des fois les entrevues 
durent une demi-heure, des fois une heure, des fois une heure et demie; quels sont les termes 
exacts qui sont employes, on ne peut pas se souvenir exactement des termes. Mais la verite vraie 
c'est ce que j'ai dit tout a l'heure, et c'est cela que j'ai dit aux journalistes, comme Premier Ministre 
et comme Procureur General, je prends la responsabilite. Si j'avais dit au Juge Archambault: "Vous 
ne le ferez pas", il ne l'aurait probablement pas fait. Comme il me suggerait de le faire et qu'apres 
retlexion et verificationje trouvais que c'etait correct, que c'etait conforme a mon devoir, j'ai 
approuve et c'est toujours un ordre que l'on donne. Quand l'officier superieur parle, c'est un ordre 
que l'on donne, meme s'il accepte la suggestion de l'officier dans son departement, c'est un ordre 
qu'il donne indirectement. Je ne me rappelle pas des expressions exactes, mais ce sont les faits. 

* * * 

D. Referant a I' article contenue dans la Gazette du 5 decembre, c'est-a-dire le jour suivant 
l'annulation du permis, vous trouvez la les mots en anglais: 

"In statement to the press yesterday, the Premier recalled that: 'Two weeks ago, I pointed out that 
the Provincial Government had the firm intention to take the most rigorous and efficient measures 
possible to get rid of those who under the names of Witnesses of Jehovah, distribute circulars 
which in my opinion, are not only injurious for Quebec and its population, but which are of a very 
libellous and seditious character. The propaganda of the Witnesses of Jehovah cannot be tolerated 
and there are more than 400 of them now before the courts in Montreal, Quebec, Three Rivers and 
other centers.' 

'A certain Mr. Roncarelli has supplied bail for hundreds of witnesses of Jehovah. The sympathy 
which this man has shown for the Witnesses, in such an evident, repeated and audacious manner, 
is a provocation to public order, to the administration of justice and is definitely contrary to the 
aims of justice."' 

D. Je vous demande, monsieur le Premier Ministre, si ce sont les paroles presque exactes ou 
exactes que vous avez dites ala conference de presse? 

R. Que j'ai dit ici: "A certain Mr. Roncarelli has supplied bail for hundreds of witnesses of 
Jehovah. The Sympathy which this man has shown for the Witnesses, in such an evident, repeated 
and audacious manner, is a provocation to public order, to the administration of justice and is 
definitely contrary to the aims of justice." Je l'ai dit et je considere que c'est vrai. 
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* * * 

M. ARCHAMBAULT: 

D. Maintenant, ce jour-la ou vous avez re9u une lettre, le 30 novembre 1946, avez-vous decide, ce 
jour-la, d'enlever la licence? 

R. Certainement, ce jour-la, j'avais appele le Premier Ministre, en I' occurrence le procureur 
general, lui faisant part des constatations, c'est-a-dire des renseignements que je possedais, et de 
mon intention d'annuler le privilege, et le Premier Ministre m'a repondu de prendre mes 
precautions, de bien verifier s'il s'agissait bien de la meme personne, qu'il pouvait y avoir plusieurs 
Roncarelli, et coetera. Alors, quandj'ai eu la confirmation de Y3 a l'effet que c'etait la meme 
personne, j'ai rappele le Premier Ministre pour I' assurer qu'il s'agissait bien de Frank Roncarelli, 
detenteur d'un permis de la Commission des Liqueurs; et, la, le Premier Ministre m'a autorise, il 
m'a donne son consentement, son approbation, sa permission, et son ordre de proceder. 

In these circumstances, when the de facto power of the Executive over its appointees at will to such a 
statutory public function is exercised deliberately and intentionally to destroy the vital business interests 
of a citizen, is there legal redress by him against the person so acting? This calls for an examination of the 
statutory provisions governing the issue, renewal and revocation of liquor licences and the scope of 
authority entrusted by law to the Attorney-General and the government in relation to the administration of 
the Act. 

The liquor law is contained in R.S.Q. 1941, c. 255, entitled An Act Respecting Alcoholic Liquor. A 
Commission is created as a corporation, the only member of which is the general manager. By s.5 

The exercise of the functions, duties and powers of the Quebec Liquor Commission shall be vested 
in one person alone, named by the Lieutenant-Governor in Council, with the title of Manager. The 
remuneration of such person shall be determined by the Lieutenant-Governor in Council and be 
paid out ofthe revenues ofthe Liquor Commission. R.S. 1925, c.37, s.5; 1 Ed. VII (2), c. 14, ss. 1 
and 5; 1 Geo. VI, c. 22, ss. 1 and 5. 

The entire staff for carrying out the duties of the Commission are appointed by the general manager -
here Mr. Archambault -- who fixes salaries and assigns functions, the Lieutenant-Governor in Council 
reserving the right of approval of the salaries. Besides the general operation of buying and selling liquor 
throughout the province and doing all things necessary to that end, the Commission is authorized by s. 9 
(e) to "grant, refuse or cancel permits for the sale of alcoholic liquors or other permits in regard thereto 
and to transfer the permit of any person deceased". By s. 12 suits against the general manager for acts 
done in the exercise of his duties require the authority of the Chief Justice of the province, and the 
Commission can be sued only with the consent of the Attorney-General. Every officer of the Commission 
is declared to be a public officer and by R.S.Q. 1941, c. 10, s. 2, holds office during pleasure. By s. 19 the 
Commission shall pay over to the Provincial Treasurer any moneys which the latter considers available 
and by s. 20 the Commission is to account to the Provincial Treasurer for its receipts, disbursements, 
assets and liabilities. Sections 30 and 32 provide for the issue of permits to sell; they are to be granted to 
individuals only, in their own names; by s. 34 the Commission "may refuse to grant any permit"; subs. (2) 
provides for permits in special cases of municipalities where prohibition of sale is revoked in whole or 
part by by-law; subs. (3) restricts or refuses the grant of permits in certain cities the Council of which so 
requests; but it is provided that 
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... If the fyling of such by-law takes place after the Commission has granted a permit in such city 
or town, the Commission shall be unable to give effect to the request before the first of May next 
after the date offyling. 

Subsection (4) deals with a refusal to issue permits in small cities unless requested by a by-law, approved 
by a majority vote of the electors. By subs. ( 6) special power is given the Commission to grant permits to 
hotels in summer resorts for five months only notwithstanding that requests under subss. (2) and ( 4) are 
not made. Section 35 prescribes the expiration of every permit on April 30 of each year. Dealing with 
cancellation, the section provides that the "Commission may cancel any permit at its discretion". Besides 
the loss of the privilege and without the necessity of legal proceedings, cancellation entails loss of fees 
paid to obtain it and confiscation of the liquor in the possession of the holder and the receptacles 
containing it. If the cancellation is not followed by prosecution for an offence under the Act, 
compensation is provided for certain items of the forfeiture. Subsection (5) requires the Commission to 
cancel any permit made use of on behalf of a person other than the holder; s. 36 requires cancellation in 
specified cases. The sale of liquor is, by s. 42, forbidden to various persons. Section 148 places upon the 
Attorney-General the duty of 

1. Assuring the observance of this Act and of the Alcoholic Liquor Possession and 
Transportation Act (Chap. 256), and investigating, preventing and suppressing the 
infringements of such acts, in every way authorized thereby; 

2. Conducting the suits or prosecutions for infringements of this Act or of the said Alcoholic 
Liquor Possession and Transportation Act. R.S. 1925, c. 37, s. 78a; 24 Geo. V, c. 17, s. 17. 

The provisions of the statute, which may be supplemented by detailed regulations, furnish a code for the 
complete administration of the sale and distribution of alcoholic liquors directed by the Commission as a 
public service, for all legitimate purposes of the populace. It recognizes the association of wines and 
liquors as embellishments of food and its ritual and as an interest of the public. As put in Macbeth, the 
"sauce to meat is ceremony", and so we have restaurants, cafes, hotels and other places of serving food, 
specifically provided for in that association. 

At the same time the issue of permits has a complementary interest in those so catering to the public. 
The continuance of the permit over the years, as in this case, not only recognizes its virtual necessity to a 
superior class restaurant but also its identification with the business carried on. The provisions for 
assignment of the permit are to this most pertinent and they were exemplified in the continuity of the 
business here. As its exercise continues, the economic life of the holder becomes progressively more 
deeply implicated with the privilege while at the same time his vocation becomes correspondingly 
dependent on it. 

The field of licensed occupations and businesses of this nature is steadily becoming of greater concern 
to citizens generally. It is a matter of vital importance that a public administration that can refuse to allow 
a person to enter or continue a calling which, in the absence of regulation, would be free and legitimate, 
should be conducted with complete impartiality and integrity; and that the grounds for refusing or 
cancelling a permit should unquestionably be such and such only as are incompatible with the purposes 
envisaged by the statute: the duty of a Commission is to serve those purposes and those only. A decision 
to deny or cancel such a privilege lies within the "discretion" of the Commission; but that means that 
decision is to be based upon a weighing of considerations pertinent to the object of the administration. 

In public regulation of this sort there is no such thing as absolute and untrammelled "discretion", that is 
that action can be taken on any ground or for any reason that can be suggested to the mind of the 
administrator; no legislative Act can, without express language, be taken to contemplate an unlimited 
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arbitrary power exercisable for any purpose, however capricious or irrelevant, regardless of the nature or 
purpose of the statute. Fraud and corruption in the Commission may not be mentioned in such statutes but 
they are always implied as exceptions. "Discretion" necessarily implies good faith in discharging public 
duty; there is always a perspective within which a statute is intended to operate; and any clear departure 
from its lines or objects is just as objectionable as fraud or corruption. Could an applicant be refused a 
permit because he had been born in another province, or because of the colour of his hair? the legislature 
cannot be so distorted. 

To deny or revoke a permit because a citizen exercises an unchallengeable right totally irrelevant to the 
sale of liquor in a restaurant is equally beyond the scope of the discretion conferred. There was here not 
only revocation of the existing permit but a declaration of a future, definitive disqualification of the 
appellant to obtain one: it was to be "forever". This purports to divest his citizenship status of its incident 
of membership in the class of those of the public to whom such a privilege could be extended. Under the 
statutory language here, that is not competent to the Commission and a fortiori to the government or the 
respondent: McGillivray v. Kimber [(1915), 52 S.C.R. 146,26 D.L.R. 164.]. There is here an 
administrative tribunal which, in certain respects, is to act in a judicial manner; and even on the view of 
the dissenting justices in McGillivray, there is liability: what could be more malicious than to punish this 
licensee for having done what he had an absolute right to do in a matter utterly irrelevant to the Liquor 
Act? Malice in the proper sense in simply acting for a reason and purpose knowingly foreign to the 
administration, to which was added here the element of intentional punishment by what was virtually 
vocation outlawry. 

It may be difficult if not impossible in cases generally to demonstrate a breach of this public duty in the 
illegal purpose served; there may be no means, even if proceedings against the Commission were 
permitted by the Attorney-General, as here they were refused, of compelling the Commission to justify a 
refusal or revocation or to give reasons for its action; on these questions I make no observation; but in the 
case before us that difficulty is not present: the reasons are openly avowed. 

The act of the respondent through the instrumentality of the Commission brought about a breach of an 
implied public statutory duty toward the appellant; it was a gross abuse of legal power expressly intended 
to punish him for an act wholly irrelevant to the statute, a punishment which inflicted on him, as it was 
intended to do, the destruction of his economic life as a restaurant keeper within the province. Whatever 
may be the immunity of the Commission or its member from an action for damages, there is none in the 
respondent. He was under no duty in relation to the appellant and his act was an intrusion upon the 
functions of a statutory body. The injury done by him was a fault engaging liability within the principles 
of the underlying public law of Quebec: Mostyn v. Fabrigas [ 98 E.R. 1021], and under art. 1053 of the 
Civil Code. That, in the presence of expanding administrative regulation of economic activities, such a 
step and its consequences are to be suffered by the victim without recourse or remedy, that an 
administration according to law is to be superseded by action dictated by and according to the arbitrary 
likes, dislikes and irrelevant purposes of public officers acting beyond their duty, would signalize the 
beginning of disintegration of the rule of law as a fundamental postulate of our constitutional structure. 
An administration of licences on the highest level of fair and impartial treatment to all may be forced to 
follow the practice of "first come, first served", which makes the strictest observance of equal 
responsibility to all of even greater importance; at this stage of developing government it would be a 
danger of high consequence to tolerate such a departure from good faith in executing the legislative 
purpose. It should be added, however, that that principle is not, by this language, intended to be extended 
to ordinary governmental employment: with that we are not here concerned. 

It was urged by Mr. Beaulieu that the respondent, as the incumbent of an office of state, so long as he 
was proceeding in "good faith", was free to act in a matter of this kind virtually as he pleased. The office 
of Attorney-General traditionally and by statute carries duties that relate to advising the Executive, 
including here, administrative bodies, enforcing the public law and directing the administration of justice. 
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Municipal law- By-laws- Validity- Open meeting requirement- Municipality discussing and 
approving interim control by-law at closed meetings contrary to open meeting statutory 
requirement- Whether meetings properly closed because interim control by-laws may be passed 
without prior notice or hearing under provincial planning legislation - If open meeting 
requirement breached, whether Court of Appeal properly exercised its discretion to quash by-law 
for illegality- Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, ss. 239, 273 -Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 
P.13, s. 38. 

Summary: 

The appellant City passed an interim control by-law which effected a one-year freeze on all land development along a 
1 

particular corridor. RSJ, one of the affected land owners, applied for an order quashing the by-law for illegality on the : 
ground that the City discussed, and then effectively decided to pass the by-law at two closed meetings, contrary to the City's : 
statutory obligation under s. 239(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, to hold council and committee meetings in public. The • 
Ontario Superior Court of Justice dismissed RSJ's application, but the Court of Appeal set aside that decision and quashed ~ 
the by-law. The City's argument before this Court was that its meetings fell within the exception in s. 239(2)(g) of the , 
Municipal Act, 2001 because, under s. 38 of the Planning Act, an interim control by-law [page589] may be passed without 
prior notice and without holding a public hearing. Alternatively, the City argued that the Court of Appeal erred in quashing 
the by-law in the absence of any prejudice to RSJ. 

Held: The appeal should be dismissed. 

The interim control by-law provisions contained in the Planning Act in no way obviate the statutory requirement to hold 
public meetings under s. 239 of the Municipal Act, 2001. It cannot be implied from the dispensation with any notice and CNCL - 251 
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hearing requirements under s. 38(3) of the Planning Act, that s. 38 authorizes the holding of a closed meeting within the · 
meaning of the exception found in s. 239(2)(g). The City's duty to give advance notice and to hold a public meeting at which 1 

interested citizens have the right to make representations is entirely distinct from its obligation to hold its meetings in public. 
Dispensing with notice and a hearing as permitted under s. 38(3) enables a municipal council to act expeditiously in passing . 
an interim control by-law whenever circumstances may require that it do so and, as such, this is consistent with the nature of : 
this extraordinary zoning tool. However, the discussions on the interim control by-law must still be conducted in open public ' 
session. The open meeting requirement set out in s. 239 concerns a citizen's rights to observe municipal government in · 
process and reflects a clear legislative choice for increased transparency and accountability in the decision-making process 
of local governments. [para. 4] [paras. 30-32] 

The Court of Appeal properly exercised its discretion in quashing the by-law for illegality under s. 273 of the Municipal Act, 

200 I. In exercising its discretion, the court cannot act in an arbitrary manner, and the discretion must be exercised judicially 
and in accordance with established principles of law. On the question of deference, municipalities do not possess any greater . 
institutional expertise on the issue of "illegality" than the courts. Furthermore, when a municipal government improperly ' 
acts with secrecy, this undermines the democratic legitimacy of its decision, and such decisions, even when intra vires, are 
less worthy of deference. In this case, the City acted within its jurisdiction in passing the interim control by-law, but 
illegality under s. 273 is not strictly confined to matters of jurisdiction. The failure [page590] to comply with statutory 
procedural requirements may also provide sufficient grounds for quashing. The City's conduct in closing the two meetings in 
question was neither inadvertent nor trivial and the short public session during the course of which the interim by-law was 
passed without debate or discussion along with several other by-laws did nothing to cure the defect. While RSJ did not have 
the right to notice of the City's intention to pass the by-law nor any right to make representations at a public hearing, it did 
have the right, along with other citizens, to a transparent and open process. In these circumstances, the contention that RSJ 
suffered no prejudice cannot be accepted. The Court of Appeal was correct to conclude that the potentially draconian effects 
of interim control by-laws accentuate the need for the courts to jealously require that the meeting in which an interim control 
by-law is discussed be open to the public as required by s. 239(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001. In the circumstances, quashing 
the by-law was an entirely appropriate remedy. [para. 4] [paras. 37-42] 
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1. Overview 

1 On January 19, 2004, the City of London ("City") passed an interim control by-law which effected a 
one-year freeze on all land development along the Richmond Street Corridor between Huron and 
Grosvenor Streets. RSJ Holdings Inc. ("RSJ"), one of the affected land owners, applied for an order 
quashing the by-law for illegality on the ground that the City discussed, and then effectively decided to 
pass the by-law at two closed meetings, contrary to the City's statutory obligation under s. 239(1) of the 
Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, to hold council and committee meetings in public. 

[page592] 

2 RSJ's application was dismissed in first instance on the basis that the closed meetings in question fell 
within the statutory exception under s. 239(2)(e), allowing for a closed meeting when potential litigation 
is the subject matter under consideration. Having so concluded, the application judge found it unnecessary 
to deal with the City's additional contention that the closed meetings were also authorized under s. 
239(2)(f) because the subject matter under consideration was subject to solicitor-client privilege. In 
response to RSJ's appeal to the Court of Appeal for Ontario, the City reiterated its claims to litigation 
privilege and solicitor-client privilege. In addition, the City took the position that the closed meetings 
were authorized under another statute, hence triggering the exception under s. 239(2)(g). The Court of 
Appeal for Ontario rejected the City's arguments, set aside the application judge's decision, and quashed 
the by-law. 

3 The City appeals from this decision on the ground that its closed meetings were authorized under 
another statute. Since neither notice nor public hearing is required before the passing of an interim control 
by-law under the provisions of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.l3, the City contends that it may hold 
a closed meeting under s. 239(2)(g) when the subject matter under consideration is an interim control by
law. Alternatively, the City argues that the Court of Appeal erred in quashing the by-law in the absence of 
any prejudice to RSJ. 

4 I would dismiss the appeal. In my view, the Court of Appeal was correct in concluding that the interim 
control by-law provisions contained in the Planning Act in no way obviate the statutory requirement to 
hold public meetings under s. 23 9 of the Municipal Act, 200 I. I also conclude that the Court of Appeal 
properly exercised its discretion in quashing the by-law. The open meeting requirement reflects a clear 
legislative choice for increased transparency and accountability in the decision-making process of local 
governments. I do not accept the contention that RSJ has not suffered prejudice. If anything, the 
enactment of an interim by-law, given its powerful nature and potential draconian effect on affected land 
owners, enhances the need for transparency [page593] and accountability. Further, the City's disregard of 
its statutory obligation to hold public meetings in this case was neither inadvertent nor trivial. In the 
circumstances, quashing the by-law was an entirely appropriate remedy. 

2. Facts and Proceedings Below 

5 In September 2003, a group of residents of London, Ontario, who lived around Richmond Street 
complained to the City about the increase of student housing in their residential neighbourhood. In 
response, the City's Planning Committee passed a resolution on September 29, 2003, requesting the City 
Solicitor to study the issue. 
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6 In November 2003, RSJ bought a residential property on Richmond Street with the intention of 
demolishing the existing building and constructing four individual residential units in its place. To this 
end, between November 2003 and January 2004, RSJ submitted to the City a site plan for approval, 
applied for a demolition permit, and applied for a building permit. The City took no action in respect of 
RSJ's applications. 

7 In response to the Planning Committee's request of September 29, 2003, the City Solicitor delivered a 
report to the Planning Committee at its meeting of December 8, 2003. The City Solicitor reported on the 
prospect of regulating the number of bedrooms in a dwelling unit and on the use of s. 150 of the 
Municipal Act, 2001 to license student housing as a business, but made no reference to the possible 
enactment of an interim control by-law. 

8 In January 2004, the City considered the Richmond Street issue during the course of two [page594] 
meetings that were closed to the public. It is these two closed meetings that are at the heart of this appeal. 

9 The City's Planning Committee, composed of seven City Council members, held the first closed 
meeting on January 12, 2004. The Planning Committee's public agenda revealed that a confidential matter 
was to be discussed at that meeting but did not disclose what it concerned. At the meeting, the Planning 
Committee considered a report by the City's acting general manager of planning and development. The 
report recommended that a land use study be undertaken for properties along the Richmond Street 
Corridor between Huron and Grosvenor Streets, because of the concerns that had been expressed 
regarding the "potential impacts of [residential] intensification on the surrounding neighbourhood" 
("Planning Report of R. Panzer", Tab liB of the Appellant's Record, at p. 71). The Planning Committee 
also considered a draft interim control by-law which, if passed, would freeze all development in an area 
that included the part of Richmond Street where RSJ's property was located. 

10 The second closed meeting was held on the evening of January 19, 2004. The evening began with a 
public meeting of the 19-member City Council. Included on the public agenda was an item entitled 
"Committee of the Whole, in camera". The Committee of the Whole is a standing committee of the City 
Council comprising all 19 members of the City Council. Its role is to make recommendations to the City 
Council. The agenda did not reveal the subject matter of the scheduled in camera meeting. The agenda 
also listed 14 by-laws that were to be read a first, second and third time. No reference was made to an 
interim control by-law in this list. 

11 The City Council rose at 7:57p.m. and went into the Committee of the Whole for its closed meeting. 
The City agrees that, during this closed meeting, the Committee of the Whole discussed not only the 
Solicitor's report but also the planning report [page595] and the proposed interim control by-law that 
would freeze development around Richmond Street. The Committee of the Whole made two 
recommendations: first, that a land use study be undertaken concerning the area covered by the proposed 
interim control by-law and, second, that City Council approve the proposed interim control by-law. 

12 The City Council resumed in a regular public session at 10:22 p.m. The public meeting lasted until 
10:30 p.m. During this eight-minute session, the City Council introduced, gave three readings to, and 
passed 32 by-laws, including the impugned interim by-law, without public debate or discussion. 

13 RSJ brought an application under s. 273(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 for an order quashing the 
interim control by-law for illegality on the ground that the City had contravened the general obligation 
under s. 239(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 to hold all meetings in public. The Ontario Superior Court of 
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Justice dismissed RSJ's application ((2005), 10 M.P.L.R. (4th) 88). The application judge accepted the 
City's contention that both meetings of January 12 and 19 fell within the exception under s. 239(2)(e) of 
the Municipal Act, 2001 which allows municipal councils to hold closed meetings where the subject 
matter concerns "litigation or potential litigation". The application judge reasoned that there was no doubt 
that RSJ, in light of its investment in the Richmond Street property, would challenge the interim control 
by-law and, therefore, that a real potential for litigation existed at the time of the closed meetings. Having 
so concluded, the application judge found it unnecessary to deal with the City's additional contention that 
the meetings were also authorized under s. 239(2)(f) which allows for closed meetings where the subject 
matter concerns advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege. 

14 The application judge further held that any votes taken during the two closed meetings were [page596] 
procedural only and, as such, were permissible under s. 239(6)(b) of the Municipal Act, 2001. Finally, the 
application judge held that the City's failure to comply with s. 239( 4), which requires the City to state by 
resolution the general nature of the matter to be considered at the closed meeting, caused no prejudice and 
in no way affected the substantive validity of the by-law. 

15 RSJ appealed the decision to the Court of Appeal for Ontario ((2005), 16 M.P.L.R. (4th) 1). The City 
reiterated its argument that the meetings were properly closed because they concerned potential litigation 
under s. 239(2)(e), and advice that was subject to solicitor-client privilege under s. 239(2)(f). In addition, 
the City submitted that the meetings fell within the exception under s. 239(2)(g), which allows for a 
closed meeting where the subject matter under consideration is a matter in respect of which a committee 
or council may hold a closed meeting under another Act. The City argued that, since neither notice nor 
public hearing is required before the passing of an interim control by-law under the provisions of the 
Planning Act, this constitutes "a matter in respect of which ... a closed meeting" can be held "under 
another Act" within the meaning of s. 239(2)(g). The Court of Appeal rejected all three arguments, and 
quashed the interim control by-law for illegality. 

16 The City appeals this decision on the ground that the closed meetings were authorized under s. 
239(2)(g) of the Municipal Act, 2001. Alternatively, it argues that the by-law should not be quashed. 

3. Analysis 

3.1 The Open Meeting Requirement 

17 As we shall see, s. 239 of the Municipal Act, 200 I requires that all municipal meetings be open to the 
public, except where the subject matter being considered at the meeting falls within one of seven 
categories expressly set out in the statute. However, [page597] before reviewing the relevant statutory 
provisions, it may be useful to recall the state of affairs that existed in Ontario prior to the enactment of s. 
239. 

18 Prior to 1995, whether a meeting was open to the public or not generally depended not on the subject 
matter under consideration, but on the type of meeting being held. In Ontario, as well as under various 
provincial statutes, regular council meetings were generally open to the public while committee and other 
meetings were closed and could only be opened at the discretion of council (M. R. O'Connor, Open Local 
Government 2: How crucial legislative changes impact the way municipalities do business in Canada 
(2004), at p. 25). It is particularly noteworthy that one recurring problem mentioned in the 1984 Ontario 
Report of the Provincial/Municipal Working Committee on Open Meetings and Access to Information was 
that "some municipal councils employ lengthy, in-camera special and committee meetings to discuss 
matters under debate and then ratify their decision in full council in a few minutes, with minimal 
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discussion" (p. 2). See also the report of the Ontario Commission on Freedom of Information and 
Individual Privacy (Williams Commission), Public Government for Private People (1980). In the hope of 
thereby fostering democratic values, and responding to the public's demand for more accountable 
municipal government, these reports recommended compulsory open meetings of municipal councils and 
committees, subject to narrow exceptions. 

19 These recommendations were acted upon by the Government of Ontario in the early 1990s (Ontario, 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs, Open Local Government (1992), at pp. 2-3 and 31) and Bill 163 (the 
Planning and Municipal Statute Law Amendment Act, 1994, S.O. 1994, c. 23) adopted the open meeting 
requirement that is now contained in s. 239 of the Municipal Act, 2001. The open meeting requirement 
was intended to increase public confidence in the integrity of local government, [page598] by ensuring the 
open and transparent exercise of municipal power (Legislative Assembly of Ontario, Official Report of 
Debates (Hansard), No. 162, November 28, 1994, at p. 7978 (Pat Hayes)). 

20 Against this brief historical backdrop, I will now review the relevant statutory provisions. 

21 Section 239(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 broadly requires that municipal meetings be open, while s. 
239(2) lists the exceptions to this requirement: 

239. (1) Except as provided in this section, all meetings shall be open to the public. 

(2) A meeting or part of a meeting may be closed to the public if the subject matter being 
considered is, 

(a) the security of the property of the municipality or local board; 

(b) personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal or local board 
employees; 

(c) a proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the municipality or local 
board; 

(d) labour relations or employee negotiations; 

(e) litigation or potential litigation, including matters before administrative tribunals, 
affecting the municipality or local board; 

(f) advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary 
for that purpose; 

(g) a matter in respect of which a council, board, committee or other body may hold a 
closed meeting under another Act. 

22 The imperative "shall" ins. 239(1) demonstrates that, in the normal business of municipal [page599] 
government, meetings will be transparent and accessible to the public. The importance of open meetings 
is reinforced by the permissive "may" in s. 239(2), which allows but does not require municipal 
governments to close a meeting when its subject matter falls within one of the seven exceptions. By 
contrast, s. 239(3), which does not concern us on this appeal, requires that a meeting be closed to the 
public if the subject matter relates to the consideration of a request under the Municipal Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. M.56. 

23 The words "committee" and "meeting" are broadly defined ins. 238(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as 
follows: 
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"committee" means any advisory or other committee, subcommittee or similar entity of which at 
least 50 per cent of the members are also members of one or more councils or local boards; 

"meeting" means any regular, special, committee or other meeting of a council or local board. 

It is uncontested that the closed meetings held on January 12 and 19, 2004 were meetings as defined ins. 
23 8( 1 ), since all of the members of both the Planning Committee and the Committee of the Whole were 
also members of the City Council. 

24 Under the statute, even closed meetings are subject to some public scrutiny, as s. 239(4) requires 
public notice of the holding of the meeting and of its general subject matter. It reads as follows: 

239 . ... 

(4) Before holding a meeting or part of a meeting that is to be closed to the public, a municipality 
or local board or committee of either of them shall state by resolution, 

(a) the fact of the holding of the closed meeting; and 

(b) the general nature of the matter to be considered at the closed meeting. 

[page600] 

The City concedes that it breached s. 23 9( 4) in this case. 

25 The open meeting requirement is further reinforced in ss. 239(5) and 239(6) with respect to the taking 
of a vote. A meeting may only be closed to the public during a vote where the closed meeting is permitted 
or required under subss. (2) and (3) and the vote is for a procedural matter only or for giving directions or 
instructions to certain specified persons. These provisions read as follows: 

239 . ... 

(5) Subject to subsection (6), a meeting shall not be closed to the public during the taking of a 
vote. 

(6) Despite section 244 [which generally prohibits voting by ballot or other method of secret 
voting], a meeting may be closed to the public during a vote if, 

(a) subsection (2) or (3) permits or requires the meeting to be closed to the public; and 

(b) the vote is for a procedural matter or for giving directions or instructions to officers, 
employees or agents of the municipality, local board or committee of either of them or 
persons retained by or under a contract with the municipality or local board. 

26 The City no longer contends that the impugned meetings concerned matters that were subject to 
litigation or solicitor-client privilege and, in my view, rightly so. The City's sole argument is that its 
meetings fell within the exception in s. 239(2)(g) of the Municipal Act, 2001 because, under the 
provisions of the Planning Act, an interim control by-law may be passed without prior notice and without 
holding a public hearing. I therefore turn to the relevant provisions of the Planning Act. 

3.2 Interim Control By-Laws Under the Planning Act 

27 Interim control by-laws are powerful zoning tools by which municipalities can broadly freeze 
[page60 1] the development of land, buildings and structures within a municipality. The power to enact an 
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interim control by-law has been aptly described as "an extraordinary one, typically exercised in a situation 
where an unforeseen issue arises with the terms of an existing zoning permission, as a means of providing 
breathing space during which time the municipality may study the problem and determine the appropriate 
planning policy and controls for dealing with the situation" (R. G. Doumani and P. A. Foran, Ontario 
Planning Act and Commentary (2004/2005 ed. 2004), at p. 46). As the wording of the Planning Act makes 
clear however, there are few statutory constraints on the use of this "extraordinary" power. 

28 As the City correctly notes, the sole statutory precondition, which has been fulfilled in this case, is that 
council first direct that a land use study take place concerning the area covered by the interim control by
law. The governing provision iss. 38 of the Planning Act, the relevant parts of which read as follows: 

38.--(1) Where the council of a local municipality has, by by-law or resolution, directed that a 
review or study be undertaken in respect of land use planning policies in the municipality or in any 
defined area or areas thereof, the council of the municipality may pass a by-law (hereinafter 
referred to as an interim control by-law) to be in effect for a period of time specified in the by-law, 
which period shall not exceed one year from the date of the passing thereof, prohibiting the use of 
land, buildings or structures within the municipality or within the defined area or areas thereof for, 
or except for, such purposes as are set out in the by-law. 

(2) The council of the municipality may amend an interim control by-law to extend the period of 
time during which it will be in effect, provided the total period of time does not exceed two years 
from the date of the passing of the interim control by-law. 

(3) No notice or hearing is required prior to the passing of a by-law under subsection (1) or (2) but 
the clerk (page602] of the municipality shall, in the manner and to the persons and public bodies 
and containing the information prescribed, give notice of a by-law passed under subsection (1) or 
(2) within thirty days of the passing thereof. 

(4) Any person or public body to whom notice of a by-law was given under subsection (3) may, 
within sixty days from the date of the passing ofthe by-law, appeal to the Municipal Board by 
filing with the clerk of the municipality a notice of appeal setting out the objection to the by-law 
and the reasons in support of the objection. 

29 The City argues that since the public has no right to advance notice of the proposed interim control by
law and no right to participate in the process of passing such a by-law, it follows that, at least by 
implication, the enactment of an interim control by-law is a "matter in respect of which a council ... may 
hold a closed meeting under another Act" within the meaning of s. 239(2)(g) of the Municipal Act, 2001. I 
disagree. 

30 The City's duty to give advance notice and to hold a public meeting at which interested citizens have 
the right to make representations is entirely distinct from its obligation to hold its meetings in public. In 
order to understand what kind of notice and hearing is in effect dispensed with under s. 38(3), it is 
instructive to look at ss. 34(12) and 34(13) of the Planning Act which set out the usual notice and hearing 
requirements that must be met before a zoning by-law may be passed under that section. These provisions 
currently read as follows: 

34 . ... 

(12) Before passing a by-law under this section, except a by-law passed pursuant to an order of the 
Municipal Board made under subsection (11) or (26), 

(a) the council shall ensure that, 
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(i) sufficient information and material is made available to enable the public to 
understand [page603] generally the zoning proposal that is being considered by the 
council, and 

(ii) at least one public meeting is held for the purpose of giving the public an 
opportunity to make representations in respect of the proposed by-law; and 

(b) in the case of a by-law that is required by subsection 26(9) or is related to a 
development permit system, the council shall ensure that at least one open house is 
held for the purpose of giving the public an opportunity to review and ask questions 
about the information and material made available under subclause (a)(i). 

(13) Notice of the public meeting required under subclause (12)(a)(ii) and of the open house, if 
any, required by clause (12)(b), 

(a) shall be given to the prescribed persons and public bodies, in the prescribed manner; 
and 

(b) shall be accompanied by the prescribed information. 

31 The dispensation with any notice and hearing requirements under s. 38(3) of the Planning Act enables 
a municipal council to act expeditiously in passing an interim control by-law whenever circumstances 
may require that it do so and, as such, it is consistent with the nature of this extraordinary zoning tool. By 
way of example, RSJ filed affidavit evidence from a London City councillor describing how, in July 1992, 
the City Council became aware that a property owner had begun cutting down trees on his property, 
creating a risk of damage to the land and adjoining land. The property was zoned "Open Space". London 
City Council therefore urgently convened a special session at 10:00 a.m. on July 3, 1992 to consider, 
discuss, and ultimately pass an interim control by-law in respect of a particular property. No advance 
notice or hearing was required. However, all discussions were conducted in open public session. 

[page604] 

32 This example demonstrates the clear distinction between a citizen's right to notice and participation, 
and his or her right to observe municipal government in process. The open meeting requirement set out in 
s. 239 of the Municipal Act, 2001 concerns the latter. In my view, nothing contained in s. 38 of the 
Planning Act authorizes the holding of a closed meeting within the meaning of the exception found ins. 
239(2)(g) of the Municipal Act, 2001. A clear example of another Act that falls within this exception can 
be found under s. 2.1(7) of the Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. E.9. It 
reads as follows: 

2.1 ... 

(7) The council of a municipality shall close to the public a meeting or part of a meeting if the 
subject matter being considered is the council's approval for the purpose of subsection (5). 

The Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act requires municipalities to "develop and implement 
an emergency management program" in order to "identifY and assess the various hazards and risks to 
public safety that could give rise to emergencies and identifY the facilities and other elements of the 
infrastructure that are at risk of being affected by emergencies" (ss. 2.1(1) and 2.1(3)). Hence, for obvious 
security reasons related to the confidential nature of some information contained in this emergency 
management program, the Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act explicitly allows 
municipalities to hold meetings that are closed to the public (s. 2.1(7)). In stark contrast, there is nothing 
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concerning the nature of an interim by-law or in the language of s. 38 of the Planning Act that lends 
support to the City's contention. 

33 I therefore conclude that the City breached s. 239 of the Municipal Act, 2001 by closing its committee 
and council meetings of January 12 and 19, 2004 during its discussion of the interim control by-law No. 
C.P.-1438-33. The remaining question is whether the Court of Appeal properly exercised [page605] its 
discretion to quash the City's interim control by-law for this illegality. I therefore turn to the question of 
remedy. 

3.3 Quashing a By-Law for Illegality 

34 RSJ's application was brought under s. 273 of the Municipal Act, 2001. The relevant parts of this 
provision read as follows: 

273. (1) Upon the application of any person, the Superior Court of Justice may quash a by-law of a 
municipality in whole or in part for illegality. 

(2) In this section, 

"by-law" includes an order or resolution. 

(4) The court may direct that nothing shall be done under the by-law until the application is 
disposed of. 

(5) An application to quash a by-law in whole or in part ... shall be made within one year after the 
passing of the by-law. 

35 "Illegality" is not defined under the statute. In its ordinary meaning, it is a broad generic term that 
encompasses any non-compliance with the law. However, s. 273 must be read in conjunction with other 
provisions. Under s. 38(4) of the Planning Act, an appeal from an interim control by-law lies to the 
Ontario Municipal Board ("OMB"). In turn, s. 36 of the Ontario Municipal Board Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 
0.28, gives the OMB exclusive jurisdiction "in all cases and in respect of all matters in which jurisdiction 
is conferred on it by this Act or by any other general or special Act". 

36 In first instance, the City raised the threshold question whether the court should entertain the 
[page606] application or defer the matter to the OMB. Based on principles established in Country Pork 
Ltd. v. Ashfield (Township) (2002), 60 O.R. (3d) 529 (C.A.), the application judge assumed jurisdiction, 
stating as follows (at paras. 26-27): 

In determining whether the court ought to assume jurisdiction in this case, it is necessary to 
consider the nature of the attack: Country Pork Ltd. v. Ashfield (Township) (2002), 60 O.R. (3d) 
529 (Ont. C.A.). Section 273(1) of the Act is "not a vehicle for consideration of the merits of a 
municipality's decision to pass the bylaw, or whether it conforms to proper municipal planning 
principles" (at p. 542). Those matters are for the OMB and fall within its specialized expertise. 

Based on the material before me and the applicants' submissions during argument, I am satisfied 
that this application involves "a direct frontal attack on the underlying validity and legality of the 
bylaw" as set out in Country Pork (supra), thereby attracting the jurisdiction of the Superior Court. 
I am not being asked to rule on the merits of the City's decision nor whether proper planning 
principles were considered. 
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37 In my view, this approach is sound. While the language in s. 273(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 is 
broad, the supervisory jurisdiction of the Superior Court, when considered in context, is more limited and 
should not be read as usurping the role of the OMB and its specialized expertise. The question of 
jurisdiction is no longer before this Court. Nonetheless, the City argues that the overarching principle 
which should govern the court on as. 273 review of a municipal by-law is one of deference. While this 
approach may be appropriate on a review of the merits of a municipal decision, in my view, the City's 
argument is misguided here. Municipalities are creatures of statute and can only act within the powers 
conferred on them by the provincial legislature: Shell Canada Products Ltd. v. Vancouver (City), [1994] 1 
S.C.R. 231, at p. 273. On the question of "illegality" which is central to as. 273 review, municipalities do 
not possess any greater institutional expertise than the courts -- "[t]he test on jurisdiction and questions of 
law is correctness": Nanaimo (City) v. Rascal Trucking Ltd., [2000] 1 S.C.R. 342, 2000 SCC 13, at para. 
29. 

[page607] 

38 In light of the particular statutory provision that occupies us -- the open meeting requirement -- I 
would add the following comment on the principle of deference. The dissent of McLachlin J. (as she then 
was) in Shell Canada is often cited as a broad statement of the deference that courts owe to municipal 
governments. In large part, this deference is founded upon the democratic character of municipal 
decisions. Indeed, McLachlin J. recognized that deference to municipal decisions "adheres to the 
fundamental axiom that courts must accord proper respect to the democratic responsibilities of elected 
municipal officials and the rights of those who elect them" (p. 245). Municipal law was changed to require 
that municipal governments hold meetings that are open to the public, in order to imbue municipal 
governments with a robust democratic legitimacy. The democratic legitimacy of municipal decisions does 
not spring solely from periodic elections, but also from a decision-making process that is transparent, 
accessible to the public, and mandated by law. When a municipal government improperly acts with 
secrecy, this undermines the democratic legitimacy of its decision, and such decisions, even when intra 
vires, are less worthy of deference. 

39 The power to quash a by-law for illegality contained in s. 273(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 is 
discretionary. Of course, in exercising its discretion, the court cannot act in an arbitrary manner. The 
discretion must be exercised judicially and in accordance with established principles of law. Hence, when 
there is a total absence of jurisdiction, a court acting judicially will quash the by-law. In other cases, a 
number of factors may inform the court's exercise of discretion including the nature [page608] of the by
law in question, the seriousness of the illegality committed, its consequences, delay, and mootness. For a 
helpful discussion on the discretionary power to quash a municipal by-law, see Immeubles Port Louis Ltee 
v. Lafontaine (Village), [1991] 1 S.C.R. 326. 

40 In this case, it is not contested that the City acted within its jurisdiction in passing the interim control 
by-law. There is only one statutory precondition to passing an interim control by-law, namely the 
stipulation ins. 38(1) of the Planning Act requiring a municipal council to direct that a land use study be 
undertaken, and the City complied with that condition. Further, the interim control by-law was voted on 
and passed during an open meeting of the City Council in compliance with the voting requirements for 
passing a by-law. However, illegality under s. 273 is not strictly confined to matters of jurisdiction. The 
failure to comply with statutory procedural requirements that do not go to jurisdiction may nonetheless 
provide sufficient grounds for quashing. 

41 In this case, I would not interfere with the Court of Appeal's exercise of discretion. The City's conduct 
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in closing the two meetings in question was neither inadvertent nor trivial. In fact its council meeting of 
January 19,2004 was conducted in a manner that is rather reminiscent of the problems reported more than 
20 years ago that led to the passing of the statutory open meeting requirement. It is worth repeating the 
words of the Working Committee quoted earlier: "some municipal councils employ lengthy, in-camera 
special and committee meetings to discuss matters under debate and then ratify their decision in full 
council in a few minutes, with minimal discussion". In my view, the eight-minute public session during 
the course of which the interim by-law was passed without debate or [page609] discussion along with 31 
other by-laws did nothing to cure the defect. 

42 Further, while RSJ did not have the right to notice of the City's intention to pass the by-law nor any 
right to make representations at a public hearing, it did have the right, along with other citizens, to a 
transparent and open process. The Court of Appeal was correct to conclude that the potentially draconian 
effects of interim control by-laws accentuate the need for the courts to jealously require that "the meeting 
in which an interim control by-law is discussed be open to the public as required by s. 239(1) of the Act" 
(para. 27). In these circumstances, I do not accept the contention that RSJ suffered no prejudice. 

4. Disposition 

43 For these reasons, I would dismiss the appeal with costs. 
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