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Annotated British Columbia Human Rights Code provides
insightful commentary, legislation, regulations, case digests and a
research guide. This resource also includes human rights digests,
categorized by subject, of reported and unreported decisions, dating
from 1976, from the B.C. courts and the British Columbia Human
Rights Tribunal.

What’s New in this Update:

This release adds digests to Chapter 3 (Digest Annotations — 2012
Forward).
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Highlights
This release includes case law updates, including the fol-
lowing decisions of interest:

Chapter 3 — II. Digests — 2012 Forward — NEW digest — Hu-
man rights — Practice and procedure — Commissions, tribu-
nals and boards of inquiry — Complaints and pleadings —
Summary dismissal of complaint Claimant was black man of
Jamaican origin — Claimant claimed to be singled out for differential
and adverse treatment and denied advocacy support or legal repre-
sentation based on race, ancestry, colour, place of origin and sex —
Human Rights Tribunal declined to accept complaint on basis that it
did not set out arguable contravention of Human Rights Code, and
dismissed applications for reconsideration and recusal of one tribunal
member — Claimant’s application for judicial review of decisions of
tribunal was dismissed — Trial judge found tribunal properly
determined there was no connection between alleged harm and al-
leged ground of discrimination — Trial judge found discretionary
screening process was not patently unreasonable — Complainant ap-
pealed — Appeal dismissed — Determination to dismiss complaint
was not patently reasonable -- Tribunal made proper finding that
complainant had not alleged facts that, if proved, could establish that
his protected characteristics were factor in allegedly adverse treat-
ment he received — Complainant’s subjective belief was not sufficient
to create causal nexus of discrimination — Determination on recusal
was also not patently unreasonable, and did not give rise to apprehen-
sion of bias — Procedural fairness was observed — Not shown that
chambers judge was biased due to appearances before tribunal,
interactions with Member such as coaching moot teams, and practic-
ing Indigenous law: Coote v. British Columbia Civil Liberties Associa-
tion, 2025 BCSC 822

Chapter 3 — II. Digests — 2012 Forward — NEW digest — Hu-
man rights — What constitutes discrimination — Disability —
Physical disability — Housing — Complainant tenant of base-
ment suite filed human rights complaint against landlord and her re-
spondent family members, alleging discrimination on basis of disabil-
ity in their conduct after relatives moved into upper suite, and
alleging retaliation -- Complaint upheld -- Use of parking, laundry,
common areas and storage were services that were term of tenancy
such that Human Rights Tribunal had jurisdiction with respect to
events in areas outside complainant’s suite -- Issue estoppel applied
regarding findings of Residential Tenancy Branch, given parties’
participation in proceedings before Branch and that allowing re-
litigation of same factual issues would undermine principles of final-
ity and consistency -- Branch had determined that respondents at-
tempted to unilaterally change terms of complainant’s tenancy by
removing services, and repeatedly attempted to evict her -- Given
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respondents’ undisputed desire to take possession of entire house, it
was accepted that they engaged in harassing behaviour over entire
period of respondents’ co-tenancy with complainant as means to force
her to leave -- Adverse impact of respondents’ conduct on complain-
ant was exacerbated because of her disabilities -- Adverse impacts
included requirement that complainant remove personal items from
common areas and storage into her unit, home inspections that used
this artificially manufactured clutter as premise for eviction attempts
-- Respondents harassed complainant, guests, and service providers
and, as she had difficulty leaving home because of disability, hindered
her access to support services and social connections -- Complainant
experienced adverse impacts connected to disability by respondents
limiting her laundry use, despite inconsistent nature of her pain and
flareups, denying her safe storage for her scooter, and restricting use
of driveway and backyard -- Respondents’ eviction attempts were, at
core, attempts to evade obligations to accommodate complainant’s
disabilities -- Respondents’ conduct was not justified, as their ulterior
motive of trying to make complainant’s tenancy so intolerable that
she would move out, undermined any claims of bona fide standards
and accommodation to point of undue hardship: Lloyd v. Fernanda
Almeida and others (No.2), 2026 BCHRT 12
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