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I. SUMMARY OF THE LANDLORD’S REQUEST FOR AN ADDITIONAL RENT

INCREASE

1. Hollyburn Properties Limited and Lionsgate Communities Corp. (collectively, the

“Landlord”) apply to the Director for an order approving an additional rent increase on

the basis that the Landlord incurred the following eligible capital expenditures to the

building located at 195 21 Street in West Vancouver, British Columbia (the

“Building”):

Building Information

Age of Building

54 years old (buildings were built in 1971) (see
BC Assessment Information for Buildings [Tab

1b])

01: Hallway Carpet $87.346.39
Capital Replacement o
Expenditures 02: Balcony Remediation
3 Projects . $4,096,040.99
Project
Total) 03: Intercom Replacement $4,326.00

Total Capital Expenditures

$4,187,713.38

Total Number of Units

126!

Monthly Additional Rent Increase per Unit

$276.97

Landlord

The Building is legally owned by Hollyburn
Properties Limited and beneficially owned by
Lionsgate Communities Corp. Collectively,
Hollyburn Properties Limited and Lionsgate
Communities Corp. are the Landlord as defined
in section 1 the Residential Tenancy Act, SBC
2002, ¢ 78 (the “Act”).

Landlord’s Purchase of Buildings

The Landlord took over ownership and
operation of the Buildings on February 1, 2024
and March 22, 2024 respectively.

1 The BC Assessment information for the property where the Building is located shows 167 units [Tab 1b]. There
are three buildings on the same land parcel. Only one of the buildings is subject to this additional rent increase
application. The building that is the subject of this application has 126 units.




2. The Landlord makes this single application pursuant to section 43(3) of the Residential
Tenancy Act, SBC 2002, ¢ 78 (the “Act”) to increase the rent for all 126 rental units in
the Building for eligible capital expenditures incurred in the 18-month period preceding
the date of this application, pursuant to sections 23.1(1) and (3) of the Residential
Tenancy Regulation, BC Reg 477/2003 (the “Regulation”). The Landlord has not made a
previous application for an additional rent increase in the last 18 months (section 23.1(2),

Regulation).

3. The total amount of the additional rent increase (“ARI”) sought, per unit, per month, was

calculated using the following formula:
ARI per Unit = (Total Capital Expenditures/Total Number of Units)/120

4. Using the above-noted formula, the monthly ARI per unit per month for each Building

was calculated as follows:

ARI = (84,187,713.38/126)/120 = $276.97

5. Inthe event the ARI per Unit is more than 3% of the current monthly rent for a rental
unit, then the remaining portion of the approved increase in excess of 3% must be applied

in a later year and cannot be imposed all at once upon a tenant.

Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 37C [Tab 3] at pages 14-16

II. SUMMARY OF LAW RELATING TO ADDITIONAL RENT INCREASE
APPLICATIONS

6. The Director must grant an application for an additional rent increase for capital
expenditures when the criteria set out in section 23.1 of the Residential Tenancy

Regulation, BC Reg 477/2003 (the “Regulation’) are met.

7. The following section includes a detailed description of how the Landlord has established

all the necessary requirements for the Director to grant this application, including a
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detailed description of the work that was done, why the work was done, and past

maintenance and repairs at the building.

8. In addition to providing a detailed analysis in the next section, the Landlord has also

provided the following summary table explaining the requirements set out in the

Regulation that the Landlord must meet for the Director to grant this application and a

brief explanation of how each requirement is established by the Landlord:

ARI Requirements Established by Regulation

How Requirement Met by Landlord for the Building

The Landlord must not have applied for an
additional rent increase in the 18 months
preceding this application

(section 23.1(2) of the Regulation)

The Landlord has not applied for an additional rent increase in
the 18-months preceding this application.

The Landlord must make a single application to
increase the rent for all units on which the
Landlord intends to impose the ARI if approved

(sections 23.1(1) and (3) of the Regulation)

The Landlord has made this single application to increase the rent
for all rental units in the Building on which the Landlord intends
to impose the ARI if approved.

The capital expenditures must have been
incurred for one (or more) of the reasons set out
in section 23.1(4)(a)(i), (i1), or (iii) of the
Regulation

Capital Expenditure 01: Work was necessary to replace a major
component of a major building system that had failed, was
malfunctioning, or was inoperative (section 23.1(4)(a)(ii),
Regulation).

Capital Expenditure 02: Work was necessary to keep the
Building in a state of repair that complies with the health, safety,
and housing standards required pursuant to section 32(1)(a) of
the Act (section 23.1(4)(a)(i)), Regulation) and to replace a major
component of a major building system that had failed, was
malfunctioning, or was inoperative and had reached the end of its
useful life (section 23.1(4)(a)(i1), Regulation).

Capital Expenditure 03: Work was necessary to replace a major
component of a major building system that had failed, was
malfunctioning, or was inoperative and had reached the end of its
useful life (section 23.1(4)(a)(ii), Regulation) and to increase
security at the Building (section 23.1(4)(a)(iii)(B), Regulation).
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The Landlord paid the final invoices for each project as follows:2

e Capital Expenditure 01: November 27, 2024 (18-month
deadline: May 27, 2026)

e Capital Expenditure 02: February 4, 2026 (18-month
deadline: August 4, 2027)

e Capital Expenditure 03: December 10, 2025 (18-month
deadline: June 10, 2027)

The capital expenditures must have been
incurred in the 18 months preceding this
application

(section 23.1(4)(b) of the Regulation)

The Landlord had until May 27, 2026 to make this application.

The capital expenditures cannot be expected to As will be described in more detail in the sections that follow for
recur in the five years following this application | each capital expenditure, none of the expenses claimed in this
application are expected to recur in the next 5 years.

(section 23.1(4)(c) of the Regulation)

Capital expenditures cannot be required due to As will be described in more detail in the sections that follow for

inadequate repair or maintenance each specific capital expenditure, none of the expenses claimed
in this application were required due to the Landlord’s failure to

(section 23.1(5)(a) of the Regulation) maintain the Buildings or complete adequate repairs.

Landlord cannot apply for an additional rent The Landlord incurred all expenses claimed in this application

increase for capital expenditures that are not paid | for all capital expenditures. The Landlord has not been paid, and

by it is not entitled to be paid, from another source for any of these

capital expenditures.
(section 23.1(5)(b) of the Regulation)

ITII. TENANT DEFENCES TO ADDITIONAL RENT INCREASE APPLICATIONS

2 Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 37C [Tab 3] confirms that the 18-month period is calculated from the date
the final invoice for a project is paid by the Landlord (page 7). Although Residential Tenancy Policy Guidelines do
not have the force of law, these policy guidelines are important interpretive aids and are frequently relied on by RTB
Arbitrators to interpret the Act and Regulation (see ARI Decisions of Arbitrators R. Yee [Tab 6], M. Fox [Tab 7],
and K. Want [Tab 8]. Although prior RTB decisions are not precedential or binding on future arbitrators the way
court decisions are, an arbitrator’s decision can be set aside as unreasonable on judicial review if it deviates from
prior tribunal decisions without a very good reason (see Communications, Energy and Paperworks Union of
Canada, Local 30 v Irving Pulp & Paper, Ltd., 2013 SCC 34 at page 6 [Tab 9]). Courts in British Columbia
routinely refer to policy guidelines when interpreting the Act and Regulation (see Li v Virk, 2023 BCSC 83 [Tab
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9. A tenant’s legal authority to oppose this kind of additional rent increase application is
very limited. It’s only as specifically set out in the Act, as explained in the policy
guideline. So, for example, a tenant cannot argue that the replacements or repairs could
have been handled a different way, or in their opinion, at a lower cost. A tenant cannot
argue that they were unnecessary. A tenant cannot argue that a landlord should have
budgeted for the cost either. Also, an arbitrator lacks jurisdiction to apply discretion not
to grant an additional rent increase, when the landlord has met the requirements, because
the Act says the arbitrator “must” grant the additional rent increase when the criteria are

met.

10. The tenants only have two defences to an ARI application, and the burden of proof is on

the tenants to establish them with clear and convincing evidence. Those defences are:

a. the cost of the repairs or replacements is required because of inadequate repair or
maintenance on the part of the landlord; or

b. the landlord has been paid, or is entitled to be paid, from another source.

11. As explained by the evidence provided in the tables that follow, the work was not due to

the Building not being properly maintained or repaired by the Landlord.

12. Eventually, all building components must be replaced, even if they are well maintained.
The work in question has a life expectancy in excess of five years. Therefore, the
Director must grant this application for an additional rent increase for capital

expenditures pursuant to section 23.1(4) of the Regulation.

IV. DESCRIPTION OF ELIGIBLE CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

13. The following tables provide a detailed explanation as to how each of the above-noted
requirements have been established by the Landlord and why the Director must therefore

grant this additional rent increase.

Carpet Replacement (Capital Expenditure 01)




Reason for Work: The carpet in the common area hallways was old and required replacement. The common area
hallway carpets were last replaced in 2015 and were 10 years old at the time of replacement.

The common area hallway carpets were replaced in order to replace a major system or major component of a major
system that was failing, malfunctioning, and/or inoperative, pursuant to sections 23.1(4)(a)(i) and (ii) of the
Regulation.

Scope of Work: The existing carpet in the common area hallways of the Building was removed and replaced with
Affirma II Hardback Tile carpet (the “New Carpet”) [Tab 16 — Affirma II Hardback Tile Carpet Information
and Tab 18 — Proposal for New Carpet at the Building].

The New Carpet included a 15-year warranty. The manufacture warranted that for a period of 15 years from the date
of the invoice that the carpet would not suffer excessive surface wear, edge ravel, delamination from primary
backing, or tuft problem under ordinary indoor commercial use [Tab 17 — Warranty Terms for New Carpet].

For a before photograph of the carpet prior to replacement, see Tab 15, page 1. For after photographs of the new
carpet after replacement, see Tab 15, pages 2-3.

Building Maintenance: The Landlord has not provided maintenance records for the common area carpets at the
Building. Carpets are not routinely inspected and do not undergo routine maintenance the way other building
components (such as elevators) are inspected and maintained.

The carpet was not replaced as a result of the Landlord’s failure to maintain the Building. The carpet was 10 years
old at the time it was replaced. Carpet has an estimated useful life of approximately 12 years [Tab 4 — Residential
Tenancy Policy Guideline 40, page 9]. The common area hallway carpet had nearly reached the estimated useful
life for carpet generally, set out in Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40. Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline
40 does not differentiate between carpet used in residential units and carpet used in higher traffic common area
hallways. It is reasonable to expect that common area carpet will not last as long as carpet installed in lower traffic
areas, such as residential units. As a result, replacing carpet after 10 years in a high traffic area of the Building is
reasonable and not indicative of a failure to maintain the Building or complete necessary repairs.

Timing of Last Repair/Upgrade: The common area hallway carpets were last replaced in 2015.

Anticipated Useful Life of Repair/Upgrade: The New Carpet included a 15-year warranty [Tab 16 — Affirma II
Hardback Tile Carpet Information and Tab 17 — Warranty Terms for New Carpet]. As a result, the Landlord
does not anticipate doing any similar work in the next 15 years.

Expenditures Incurred in Past 18 Months: The date on which a capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is
the date the final payment related to the capital expenditure was made. If a landlord pays for the capital expenditure
by cheque or electronic funds transfer (“EFT”), the date the capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is the
date the landlord issued the final cheque or made the final EFT payment [Tab 3 — RTPG 37C Additional Rent
Increase for Capital Expenditures at page 7 item 3 and footnote 1]. The final EFT payment for this capital
expenditure is dated November 27, 2024. This means that the Landlord has until May 27, 2026 to apply for an
additional rent increase with respect to this capital expenditure. This application was therefore incurred within the 18
months prior to this application.




Total Cost of Work Completed (Capital Expenditures): $87,346.39
The Landlord incurred these expenses in full and is not entitled to be paid from another source for this capital
expenditure.

Description of All Work Done, Dates Costs Incurred, and Method of Payment by Landlord

Contractor Invoice No. Tab 2a Cost Date Paid Method of | Tab 2a
Pg.# Payment Pg.#
June 25, 2024 EFT 10
Exclusive Floors (564,226.24 of $92,279.11)* (0040)
(Coquitlam) Ltd. 101195 ! $87,346.39 November 27, 2024 EFT 2
($23,120.15 of $51,037.50)* (0087)
Total Cost | $87,346.39

*Only the portion of the payment that is attributable to this Building has been included in this application.

Balcony Remediation (Capital Expenditure 02)

Reason for Work: The Landlord retained Read Jones Christoffersen Ltd. (“RJC”) to assess the Building. This
included assessing the structure, Building enclosure, exterior grounds, and the mechanical, electrical, elevator, roofing,
fire suppression, and fire alarm systems at the Building. RJC’s conclusions after its assessment are found in the
Building Condition Assessment report dated February 13, 2023 (the “RJC Report”) included with the Landlord’s
evidence [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page 1].

The RJC Report included a condition assessment for each Building component assessed, categorizing each component
as being in “very good”, “good”, “fair”, “poor”, or “failed” condition [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page 2].

One of the Building components assessed by RJIC were the exterior walls and balconies at the Building. The Building
is mainly composed of conventionally reinforced cast-in-place concrete, with suspended slabs spanning to columns and
walls. The exterior walls are composed of either cast-in-place concrete or concrete panels with an exposed aggregate
finish. [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page 4]. The balconies are composed of cantilevered balcony slabs constructed from
conventionally reinforced cast-in-place concrete. Each balcony is composed of guards on two sides, constructed with
independent precast upstanding concrete walls connected to the slab. The third side of the balcony is composed of a
full-height concrete divider wall [Tab 6b — RJC Investigation Summary, page 2]. Balcony guard walls consisted of
precast concrete panels. The pre-cast concrete panels were fastened to the face of the slab edge to serve as a guard wall.
An aluminum guardrail was then side mounted to the inside face of the pre-cast guard wall [Tab 6a — RJC Report,
pages 4 and A.2]. Each unit has a balcony, meaning there are eight balconies per floor (with the exception of the first
floor which only has six units with six balconies), for a total of 126 balconies at the Building [Tab 6b — RJC
Investigation Summary, page 2].

For before photographs of the balconies at the Building, see Tab 6a at pages A.2 to A.6, Tab 6b at pages 3-6, and Tab
19.




RJC assessed the structure of the balconies at the Building as “poor”, with an estimated remaining life of 3-5 years
from the date of the report (February 2023) [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page A.2]. RJC noted the following problems with
the balconies [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page A.3]:

e concrete spalling on the balcony slabs, including at the pre-cast to balcony slab connection;
e corrosion on the surfaces of some pre-cast panel connection plates; and
e concrete spalling and exposed reinforcing steel at the precast to slab connection point on multiple balconies.

Concrete spalling is the breakdown or chipping away of the concrete’s surface, leading to the exposure of the
reinforcing steel. With exposure to moisture, the reinforcing steel can corrode. The corrosion can cause expansion of
the reinforcing steel and internal pressure on the concrete structure. This increased internal pressure can exacerbate the
spalling of the concrete. Over time, this undermines the structural integrity of the concrete structure [Tab 26 — Letter
from Ilona Cervantes at RJC].

RJC recommended that within one year of the date of the report (by February 2024), a site investigation be conducted

to visually assess the precast panel connectors to narrow down the estimated cost and options for a balcony restoration
project. RJC Engineers also recommended a balcony remediation project be completed within one year of the report to
address concrete delaminations and reinforce the existing pre-cast panel connections, as required. RJC also noted that,
depending on the outcome of the assessment, removing the precast panels and replacing them with aluminum framing

with glass infill panels could be considered [Tab 6a — RJC Report, pages A.3 and A.4].

RJC also reviewed the sealant installed around the window and door perimeters, between the flashing and concrete, at
building penetrations, and at precast concrete panel joints. RJC opined that the sealant at the perimeters of windows
and doors was in poor condition and had exceeded its expected service life of approximately 15 years in the RJC
Report. RJC also noted that the sealant at concrete to concrete joints was also in poor condition [Tab 6a — RJC
Report, page B.4]. RJC recommended the Landlord replace the sealant at window and door perimeters and concrete
joints in combination with the recommended balcony remediation work [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page B.5] and that a
pedestrian deck coating system be applied [Tab 6a — RJC Report, page B. 13].

On July 21, 2023, RJC provided the Landlord with the results of the site investigation of the balconies recommended in
the RJC Report (the “RJC Investigation Summary”) [Tab 6b — RJC Investigation Summary]. During the site
investigation, RJC reviewed the balcony upstand-to-slab connections for signs of structural damage, deterioration,
distress, or deformations and completed a concrete deterioration survey. The concrete deterioration survey consisted of
hammer sounding at the balcony surfaces to measure and map concrete deterioration [Tab 6b — RJC Investigation
Summary, page 1 and Tab 26 — Letter from Ilona Cervantes at RJC].

RJC observed the following problems with the balconies during its site investigation [Tab 6b — RJC Investigation
Summary, pages 4-6]:

e complete or partial spalling of localized balcony connections, exposing the steel connection plates. Significant
surface rust and potential cross-section loss was observed,

e concrete spalling at the concrete slab soffits and underneath the embedded steel connections. The majority of
steel plates and observed welds showed significant surface rust;

e significant rebar and steel plate connection deterioration had resulted in a significant loss of concrete, leading to
poor embedment of the steel plate connections and the welds connecting the steel plates presented visible signs
of cross-section loss; and

10




e Jlocalized top surface delamination and spalled concrete due to rebar corrosion.

The concrete upstand walls were in good condition, with only minor vertical concrete delaminations [Tab 6b — RJC
Investigation Summary, page 6].

As a result of the site investigation, RJC recommended that the existing balcony upstands and connections be repaired
or replaced with new guardrails within the next year following the site investigation [Tab 6b — RJC Investigation
Summary, page 9]. The Landlord opted to remove the existing pre-cast concrete guard walls and install new aluminum
guardrails with glass infill panels and to repair areas of delaminated concrete as necessary (the “Balcony Remediation
Project”) (see Tab 5 — Contract for Balcony Remediation Project at page 150 for before and after engineered
drawings of the Building balcony system and pages 152-158 for a description of the scope of work for the project with
engineered drawings).

The Balcony Remediation Project was required in order to maintain the building in a state of repair that complies with
the health, safety and housing standards required by section 32(1)(a) of the Act and to replace a major system or major
component of a major system that was failing, malfunctioning, and/or inoperative and had exceeded its useful life,
pursuant to sections 23.1(4)(a)(i) and (ii) of the Regulation.

Scope of Work: The Landlord retained RJC to oversee the Balcony Remediation Project [Tab 23 — RJC Balcony
Remediation Proposal]. Alumni Restorations Ltd. (“Alumni”) was selected as the general contractor to complete the
Balcony Remediation Project [Tab 5 — Contract for Balcony Remediation Work].

The following work was completed as part of the Building Remediation Project [Tab 5 — Contract for Building
Remediation Work, Tab 24c¢ — Change Order 3, Tab 24d — Change Order 4, and Tab 24e — Change Order 5]:

e all existing precast concrete balcony guard walls were removed;

e all areas with concrete deterioration due to corrosion of the reinforcing steel were repaired and corroded or
damaged reinforcing steel was replaced as needed;

e new metal guardrails with glass infill panels were installed for each balcony;

e the sealant at all window parameters and the parameters of the precast concrete panels was replaced;

e the exterior concrete walls, including the concrete and masonry block walls within the balconies, were painted;
and

e all balconies were coated with an acrylic pedestrian membrane.

To complete the above-noted work, a tree needed to be removed to accommodate the swing stage. This tree was
removed by Burley Boys Tree Service Ltd. [Tab 2b, page 105].

Building Maintenance: The balconies at the Building were original to the Building. They were therefore 54 years old
at the time the Balcony Remediation Project was completed. Concrete balconies have an estimated useful life of
approximately 25 years [Tab 4 — Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40, page 7]. The balconies had therefore
exceeded their expected useful life by nearly 30 years and were due for significant upgrades. Since the balconies had
exceeded their expected useful life, even if inadequate maintenance and repair could be proven (which is denied), it
would not preclude the Landlord from successfully applying for an additional rent increase for the Balcony
Remediation Project.

11




The policy rationale for making capital expenditures ineligible for an additional rent increase if they are due to
improper maintenance or failure to adequately repair building components (section 23.1(5)(a), Regulation) is to
incentivize landlords to take care of the rental property and to ensure that major building systems and components are
in use for their approximate expected useful life. When a major system is replaced after the end of its estimated useful
life, this capital expenditure is eligible for an additional rent increase even if that system was not adequately
maintained. This is made clear by this Tribunal in its policy guideline regarding additional rent increases for capital
expenditures [Tab 3 - Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 37C at page 9]:

An example of an ineligible capital expenditure due to the inadequate repair or maintenance of
a landlord would be if a landlord knew or ought to have known that the roof was leaking but
did not act promptly to fix the leak adequately and, as a result, had to repair structural damage,
remediate mould, and replace drywall. The roof expenditures would be eligible because the
roof was at the end of its service life. However, if the extent of the repairs or replacement
necessary is due to a landlord’s inaction, the full amount may not be eligible. For example, if
the leaking roof was not at the end of its useful life and could have been repaired instead of
being fully replaced had a landlord acted sooner, then only the amount that reflects what the
repairs would have cost would be eligible.

It is only when a major system of a major component is replaced before it has reached the end of its estimated useful life
that maintenance and repair concerns are relevant. If the major system or major component reaches or exceeds the end
of its estimated useful life, it is eligible for an additional rent increase even if it was not adequately repaired or
maintained. The Balcony Remediation Project is eligible for an additional rent increase application regardless of how
the balconies were maintained at the Building.

However, the Balcony Remediation Project was not due to inadequate maintenance and/or repair by the Landlord. JRC
provided a letter confirming that the Balcony Remediation Project was not due to inadequate maintenance and/or repair
by the Landlord [Tab 26 — Letter from Ilona Cervantes at RJC].

Timing of Last Repair/Upgrade: The Building was constructed in 1971 [Tab 1b — BC Assessment Information for
Building]. The balconies at the Building were original to the Building (54 years old at the time the Balcony
Remediation Project was completed) [Tab 26 — Letter from Ilona Cervantes at RJC]. No similar work has been
done at the Building since it was constructed in 1971.

Anticipated Useful Life of Repair/Upgrade: A concrete balcony has an estimated useful life of approximately 25
years and a concrete wall has an estimated useful life of approximately 30 years. Metal balcony railings have an
estimated useful life of approximately 40 years and glass panel railings have an estimated useful life of approximately
19 years [Tab 4 — Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40, page 7]. Exterior paint has an estimated useful life of
approximately 10 years [Tab 4, page 9]. Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40 does not provide an estimated useful
life for sealant, but RJC estimates that the sealant has an estimated useful life of approximately 10 years [Tab 26 —
Letter from Ilona Cervantes at RJC]. The work done by Alumni Restorations Ltd. is covered by a five-year labour
and materials warranty against the failure of the guardrails, concrete repairs, or waterproofing system [Tab 27 — Project
Material Specifications (Balcony Restoration Project), page 68].

Based on the above, the Landlord anticipates that no significant work will be required to be done to the balconies for
the next 20 years. The Landlord also anticipates that the exterior paint and sealant work will not need to be redone for
the next 10 years.
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Expenditures Incurred in Past 18 Months: The date on which a capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is

the date the final payment related to the capital expenditure was made. If a landlord pays for the capital expenditure by
EFT or cheque, the date the capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is the date of the final EFT payment or the
date of the final cheque [Tab 3 — RTPG 37C Additional Rent Increase for Capital Expenditures at page 7 item 3
and footnote 1]. The final payment (EFT) for this capital expenditure is dated February 4, 2026. This means that the
Landlord has until August 4, 2027 to apply for an additional rent increase with respect to this capital expenditure. This

application was therefore incurred within the 18 months prior to this application.

Total Cost of Work Completed (Capital Expenditures): $4,096,040.99

The Landlord incurred these expenses in full and is not entitled to be paid from another source for this capital

expenditure.

Description of All Work Done, Dates Costs Incurred, and Method of Payment by Landlord

Contractor Invoice No. Tab 2b Cost Date Paid Method of | Tab 2c
Pg.# Payment Pg.#

Read Jones EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 441994 88 $1,260.00 May 22, 2024 (0027) 41
Read Jones EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 447699 89 $15,655.50 July 8, 2024 (0044) 47
Read Jones August 15, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 450653 20 $735.00 2024 (0056) 28

$11,610.74 Au§83t412, (gggggg) 56
City of West Vancouver BP119251* 106 August 20

$11,426.99 2004 Mastercard 54
Read Jones September EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 453332 o1 $2,940.00 12, 2024 (0066) 29
Burley Boys Tree Service October 11, EFT
Ltd. 35663 105 $1,819.13 2004 (0074) 53
Read Jones October 25, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 455299 02 $6,352.50 2024 (0077) 30
Read Jones November EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 457776 93 $9,297.75 22,2024 (0086) 31
Read Jones December 5, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 462586 o4 $9,297.75 2024 (0088) 32
Alumni Restorations 2404 December 10, | Cheque
Ltd. (Progress Payment 1) 1-6 $346,954.67 2024 (000058) 2
Read Jones January 16, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 465200 6 $9,297.75 2025 (0099) 33
Read Jones February 6, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 466260 96 $9,297.75 2025 (0105) 60
Alumni Restorations 2418 February 20, EFT
Ltd. (Progress Payment 2) 713 $257,514.58 2025 (0108) 3
Alumni Restorations 2429 February 27, EFT
Ltd. (Progress Payment 3) 14-20 | $433,173.22 2025 (0112) 4
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($300,000.00)

February 28, EFT
2025 (0113) 5
($133,173.23)
Alumni Restorations 2432 March 17, EFT
Ltd. (Progress Payment 4) 21-27 | $222,049.95 2025 (0120) 6
Read Jones
Christoffersen Ltd. 470854 4 $9,297.75 March 27, EFT 71
Read Jones 2025 (0124)
Christoffersen Ltd. 471530 o8 $9,297.75
Alumni Restorations 2436 . EFT
Lid. (Progress Payment 5) 28-33 | $235,654.08 | April 9, 2025 (0129) 7
May 13, 2025 EFT 2
Alumni Restorations 2440 ($200,000.00) | (0142)
Ltd. (Progress Payment 6) 34-40 | $405,452.60 May 20, 2025 EFT 9
($205,452.60) (0144)
Read Jones EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 475363 99 $9,297.75 May 16, 2025 (0143) 22
Read Jones EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 477615 100 $9,297.75 June 16, 2025 (0153) 23
July 2, 2025 EFT 10
Alumni Restorations 2452 ($250,000.00) (0162)
Ltd. (Progress Payment 7) 41-47 | $329,560.05 July 8, 2025 EFT 1
($79,560.05) (0165)
Read Jones EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 485088 101 $6,588.75 July 30, 2024 (0172) 24
July 30, 2025 EFT 12
Alumni Restorations 2462 48-54 | $469.928.81 ($12:O’00t0'100) (0173)
Ltd. (Progress Payment 8) T ugust 4, EFT
2025 (0176) 13
($219,928.81)
Alumni Restorations 2467 August 28, EFT
Ltd. (Progress Payment 9) >5-61 $207,214.29 2025 (0179) 14
Read Jones September EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 487521 1021 $5:433.75 10, 2025 (0185) 25
October 7, EFT
2025 (0192) 15
Alumni Restorations 24717 62-68 | $259.630.49 ($250,000.00)
Ltd. (Progress Payment 10) T October 9,
EFT
2025 (0194) 16
($9,630.48)
s | BT
Aumni Restorations (Progres S [y | 6975 | $323.484.13 | (530.000.00) (0205)
‘ & Y October 31, EFT 8
2025 (0206)
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($250,000.00)
November 3, EFT
2025 (0208) 19

($43,484.13)
Read Jones November 3, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 493702 103 $4,924.50 2025 (0208) 26
Alumni Restorations 2502 December 10, EFT
Ltd. (Progress Payment 12) 76-82 $49,054.69 2025 (0222) 20
Read Jones December 10, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 498035 104 $5,733.00 2025 (0222) 27
Read Jones December 19, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 499660 109 $5,213.25 2025 (0228) 60

December 29, EFT 62
Alumni Restorations 2503 2025 (0230)
Ltd. (Holdback Payments) 83-87 | $387.,846.32 December 30, EFT 63

2025 (0231)
Read Jones February 4, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. >02885 1071 $5916.75 2026 (0245) 61
Read Jones February 4, EFT
Christoffersen Ltd. 504199 108 | $8,531.25 2026 (0245) 61
Total Cost | $4,096,040.99

*This invoice included a $15,000.00 deposit that was paid by the Landlord. This deposit was returned to the
Landlord so this $15,000.00 has not been included in this additional rent increase application.

Intercom Replacement (Capital Expenditure 03)

Reason for Work: Prior to the intercom replacement work, the intercom at the Building was a Linear AE-500,
phone-based intercom system (the “Former Intercom’). Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd. (“Matrix”) evaluated the
Former Intercom in early October 2025. Matrix estimated that the Former Intercom was approximately 15-20 years
old at the time of the assessment. Matrix further noted that the Former Intercom used an outdated phone-based
system, that most spare parts for the Former Intercom were no longer available, and that the microphone/speaker
module was not working at the time of the assessment [Tab 13 — Letter from Brendan Vanderveen, Matrix
Integrated Systems Ltd.].

Matrix recommended replacing the Former Intercom with a ButterflyMX intercom system (the “New Intercom”).
The New Intercom is a modern audio/video intercom with a 12” touchscreen and includes smartphone access, cloud
management, HD video, remote access, and easier tenant management compared to the Former Intercom, which was
a basic keypad and voice only intercom system. The New Intercom provided improved security (both physical and
cyber security) at the Building, as well as increased convenience for both property managers and tenants [Tab 13 —
Letter from Brendan Vanderveen, Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd.].

On October 22, 2025, Matrix provided an estimate to replace the Former Intercom with the New Intercom [Tab 14 —
Estimate for New Intercom at Building]. On November 13, 2025 Matrix replaced the Former Intercom.
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Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40 — Useful Life of Building Elements estimates that an intercom system has
an anticipated useful life of 15 years [Tab 4, page 10]. The Former Intercom was estimated to be between 15-20
years old and had therefore exceeded its expected useful life at the time it was replaced. The Former Intercom was
also malfunctioning, as the microphone/speaker module was not working [Tab 13 — Letter from Brendan
Vanderveen, Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd].

The New Intercom is an eligible capital expenditure as the expense was incurred to replace a major system or a
major component of a major system that had failed or is malfunctioning or inoperative or that is close to the end of
its useful life, pursuant to section 23.1(4)(a)(ii) of the Regulation. The New Intercom also increases security at the
Building and is an eligible capital expenditure pursuant to section 23.1(4)(a)(iii)(B) of the Regulation.

Scope of Work: The Former Intercom was removed, including all in suite intercoms. A 12” recessed Butterfly MX
intercom with power supply and postal lock was installed. New communication cables were installed to connect the
New Intercom to Building systems [Tab 14 — Estimate for New Intercom at Building].

For before photos of the Former Intercom, see Tab 12 at page 1. For after photographs of the New Intercom, see
Tab 12 at pages 2-3.

Building Maintenance: As previously described, it is only when a major system of a major component is replaced
before it has reached the end of its estimated useful life that maintenance and repair concerns are relevant. If the
major system or major component reaches the end of its estimated useful life, it is eligible for an additional rent
increase even if it was not adequately repaired or maintained [Tab 3 — Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 37C,

page 9].

In this case, the Former Intercom was estimated between 15-20 years at the time it was replaced [Tab 13 — Letter
from Brendan Vanderveen, Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd]. Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40 — Useful
Life of Building Elements estimates that an intercom system has an anticipated useful life of 15 years [Tab 4, page
10]. The Former Intercom had therefore exceeded its estimated useful life at the time it was replaced and
maintenance and repair to the Former Intercom is not relevant to determining whether it is an eligible capital
expenditure.

However, even though it is not relevant, the Former Intercom was not replaced as a result of inadequate maintenance
or repair by the Landlord [Tab 13 — Letter from Brendan Vanderveen, Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd.].

Timing of Last Repair/Upgrade: Matrix anticipated that the Former Intercom was 15-20 years old at the time of
assessment [Tab 13 — Letter from Brendan Vanderveen, Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd]. As a result, no similar
work has been done at the Buildings since approximately 2005-2010.

Anticipated Useful Life of Repair/Upgrade: Residential Tenancy Policy Guideline 40 — Useful Life of Building
Elements estimates that an intercom system has an anticipated useful life of 15 years [Tab 4, page 10]. Matrix also
estimates that the New Intercom will last approximately 15 years [Tab 13 — Letter from Brendan Vanderveen,
Matrix Integrated Systems Ltd.]. As a result, the Landlord does not anticipate doing any similar work in the next
15 years.

Expenditures Incurred in Past 18 Months: The date on which a capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is
the date the final payment related to the capital expenditure was made. If a landlord pays for the capital expenditure
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by cheque, the date the capital expenditure is considered to be incurred is the date the landlord issued the final
cheque or made the final EFT payment [Tab 3 — RTPG 37C Additional Rent Increase for Capital Expenditures
at page 7 item 3 and footnote 1]. The final EFT for this capital expenditure is dated December 10, 2025. This
means that the Landlord has until June 10, 2027 to apply for an additional rent increase with respect to this capital
expenditure. This application was therefore incurred within the 18 months prior to this application.

Total Cost of Work Completed (Capital Expenditures): $4,326.00

The Landlord incurred these expenses in full and is not entitled to be paid from another source for this capital

expenditure.

Description of All Work Done, Dates Costs Incurred, and Method of Payment by Landlord

Contractor Invoice No. Tab 2d Cost Date Paid Method of | Tab 2d
Pg.# Payment Pg.#
Matrix Integrated Systems December EFT
Litd. 4071 1-2 $4,326.00 10, 2025 (0222) 3
Total Cost $4,326.00
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