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INTRODUCTION

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

On November 27, 2023 (the “Filing Date"”), Anderson Square Holdings Ltd. (the "Company” or
“Anderson Square”) filed a Notice of Intention to Make a Proposal ("NOI") pursuant to Part III,
Division I of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3, as amended (the “"BIA").
Deloitte Restructuring Inc. ("Deloitte”) was appointed Licensed Insolvency Trustee (the “Proposal
Trustee”). The proceedings in which the Proposal Trustee was appointed are referred to herein as
the "NOI Proceedings”.

The Company is the developer of a real estate project in Richmond, British Columbia, originally
known as “ALFA” and now “Prima”, which is located at 6833 Buswell Street, Richmond, British
Columbia and consists of 109 residential strata lots and ten commercial strata lots (the “Prima
Project”). The residential strata lots include eight affordable rental housing units (the “Affordable
Housing Units”) that are currently rented and subject to restrictions on the sale and use of such
units.

As a result of filing the NOI, the Company was granted an automatic 30-day stay of proceedings to
December 27, 2023 pursuant to Section 69(1) of the BIA (the “Initial Stay”).

On December 20, 2023, the Proposal Trustee prepared the first report to Court of the Proposal
Trustee (the “First Report”) seeking an extension of time for the Company to make a proposal to
its creditors.

On December 22, 2023, the Company applied for, and this Honourable Court granted, an Order
extending the Initial Stay and the time for the Company to make a proposal to its creditors to
February 10, 2024.

On February 5, 2024, the Proposal Trustee prepared the second report to Court of the Proposal
Trustee (the “"Second Report”) seeking a further extension of time for the Company to make a
proposal to its creditors.

On February 7, 2024, the Company applied for, and this Honourable Court granted, an Order further
extending the time for the Company to make a proposal to its creditors to March 26, 2024.

On March 21, 2024, the Proposal Trustee prepared the third report to the Court of the Proposal
Trustee (the “Third Report”) seeking a further extension of time for the Company to make a
proposal to its creditors.

On March 25, 2024, the Company applied for, and this Honourable Court granted, an Order further
extending the time for the Company to make a proposal to its creditors to May 10, 2024.

On May 10, 2024, the Company filed a proposal (the “Proposal”) with the Office of the
Superintendent of Bankruptcy (the "OSB").

On May 21, 2024, the Proposal Trustee gave notice (*"Notice”) to the Company, to the OSB, and
to every known creditor affected by the Proposal, of the calling of a meeting of creditors to be held
on May 31, 2024 to consider the Proposal. The Notice included a list of creditors affected by the
Proposal and whose claims amounted to $250 or more, a Certificate of Filing of the Proposal, the
Proposal Trustee’s Report to Creditors (the “"Proposal Report to Creditors”), a statement of the
Company’s assets and liabilities, and forms (in blank) of a proof of claim and proxy and a voting
letter.

On May 31, 2024, a first meeting of creditors was held to consider the Proposal (the “General
Meeting”) and the Proposal was amended to primarily note that the Affordable Housing Units would
be excluded from the definition of “Inventory” as therein defined, as there are restrictions on the
sale and use of such units and they will not be realized upon by the Company as part of the amended
proposal (the "Amended Proposal”).



13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

At the General Meeting, the Amended Proposal was deemed approved by the required majority of
the Company’s creditors in number holding two-thirds in value of the proven claims who were
entitled to vote.

On June 3, 2024, the Amended Proposal was filed with the OSB.

On June 19, 2024, the Proposal Trustee filed the Report of Proposal Trustee on Proposal (the
“Proposal Report to Court” which outlined, among other things:

a) A timeline of the Amended Proposal, Notice, General Meeting, and Proposal Report to
Creditors;

b) Details of the Proposal Trustee’s activities at the General Meeting as outlined in this Report;

c) That the Proposal Trustee believed the Company’s insolvency was due to, among other
things, delays and cost overruns exacerbated by slow unit sales in the Prima Project;

d) That the Proposal Trustee was of the opinion that the Company’s conduct would not be
subject to censure; and

e) That the Proposal Trustee was of the opinion that the Amended Proposal was advantageous
for the Company’s creditors and that creditors would receive greater distributions under
the Amended Proposal than in a bankruptcy.

The Proposal Report to Court was filed in support of the Proposal Trustee’s application to Court on
July 3, 2024 for an order to approve the Amended Proposal (the "Court Approval Application”).

On October 24, 2024, the Proposal Trustee prepared its first Supplemental Report to the Proposal
Report (the “First Supplemental Report” and together with the First Report, Second Report, Third
Report, and the Proposal Report to Court, the “Prior Reports”). The purpose of the First
Supplemental Report was to advise the Court that the Court Approval Application had been
adjourned generally due to a dispute between the two shareholders of the Company (the
“Shareholder Dispute”).

The First Supplemental Report also provided additional information on, among other things:

a) The loan agreement with a related party, Three Road Plaza Inc. ("Three Road"”), to provide
funding during the Shareholder Dispute;

b) The Proposal Trustee’s understanding of the events that took place at the Company’s annual
general meeting;

c) The number of unsold units in the Prima Project at the time and the status of pending
offers;

d) The available cash balance at the time and the Company’s actual cash flow for the period
from May 13, 2024 to October 20, 2024;

e) The Proposal Trustee’s conclusion that the conduct of the Company would not be subject
to censure despite the Shareholder Dispute not being disclosed to the Proposal Trustee in
a timely manner; and

f) The Proposal Trustee’s conclusion that the Amended Proposal continued to be advantageous
for the Company’s creditors and that creditors would receive greater distributions under
the Amended Proposal than in a bankruptcy.

The Court Approval Application was rescheduled to December 18, 2024. It was then rescheduled
again to January 14, 2025 as the Court raised concerns (the "Amended Proposal Approval
Issue”) about the approval of the Amended Proposal by only one body of creditors (the “Pre-Sale



Buyers”). The Pre-Sale Buyers filed a claim (the “Pre-Sale Claim”) which was supported by an
amount of $13,093,900 pursuant to a judgment for damages awarded by the B.C. Supreme Court
in February 2024 (the “"Pre-Sale Judgement”) that was subject to an appeal filed by the Company
(the “Pre-Sale Judgement Appeal”).

20) The Court Approval Application was subsequently rescheduled to September 3, 2025 due to the
unknown outcome of the Pre-Sale Judgement Appeal.

21) On August 18, 2025, the BC Court of Appeal overturned the Pre-Sale Judgement against the
Company. A copy of the BC Court of Appeals’ Reasons for Judgement is attached hereto as
Appendix “A”.

22) On August 27, 2025, the Court Approval Application was adjourned generally with no rescheduled
date while the Pre-Sale Buyers and the Company assessed their positions following the Court’s
decision on the Pre-Sale Judgement.

23) On October 17, 2025, the Pre-Sale Buyers filed an application for leave to appeal to the Supreme
Court of Canada.

24) On July 30, 2026, the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed the Pre-Sale Buyers’ leave to appeal
(the “Final Pre-Sale Decision”). A copy of the Supreme Court of Canada’s decision is attached
hereto as Appendix “B”.

25) This is the Proposal Trustee’s fourth report to the Court (the “Fourth Report” or “this Report”).

PURPOSE

26) The purpose of this Fourth Report is to provide information to this Honourable Court in respect of:

a) The activities of the Proposal Trustee since the Third Report;

b) Report on the receipts and disbursements of the NOI Proceedings as outlined in the Proposal
Trustee’s statement of actual and estimated receipts and disbursements from the Filing Date
to September 21, 2026 (the “Proposal Trustee’s R&D");

c) Setout the Proposal Trustee’s recommendation regarding a final distribution of the funds held
by the Proposal Trustee in trust (the “Final Distribution”);

d) An update on the NOI Proceedings;
e) An update on the claims of creditors;

f)  An analysis of the Company’s actual cash receipts and disbursements from October 21, 2024
to July 31, 2026;

g) The Proposal Trustee’s views on the Company’s application to Court to obtain an order to,
inter alia, have the Amended Proposal and the NOI filing deemed withdrawn and cease to have
any effect going forward; and

h) Support the Proposal Trustee’s application(s) for an order(s):

i) Approving the activities of the Proposal Trustee as described in the Prior Reports and
this Report;

ii) Approving the Proposal Trustee’s R&D;

iiil) Approving and authorizing payment of the fees and disbursements of the Proposal
Trustee;



iv) Approving and authorizing payment of the fees and disbursements of the Proposal
Trustee’s legal counsel, Norton Rose Fulbright Canada LLP ("Norton Rose”);

v) Approving and authorizing the Proposal Trustee to make payment of the Final
Distribution;

vi) Discharging the Proposal Trustee from its obligations under the Amended Proposal and
releasing Deloitte from any and all liability that Deloitte may have by reason of the acts
and omissions of Deloitte while acting in its capacity as Trustee, save and except for
any claim or liability arising of fraud, willful misconduct, or gross negligence on the part
of Deloitte; and

vii) Approving any further or other relief as this Honourable Court deems just.

TERMS OF REFERENCE

27)

28)

29)

30)

In preparing this Fourth Report, the Proposal Trustee has relied upon unaudited financial and other
information supplied, and representations made to it, by certain senior management of the
Company and its directors (collectively, *"Management”) and Clark Wilson LLP (“*Clark Wilson”),
the Company’s legal counsel. Although this information has been reviewed, Deloitte has not
conducted an audit nor otherwise attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of any of the
information prepared by Management or otherwise provided by the Company in a manner that
would wholly or partially comply with Generally Accepted Assurance Standards pursuant to the CPA
Canada Handbook. Accordingly, Deloitte expresses no opinion and does not provide any other form
of assurance on the accuracy and/or completeness of any information contained in, or otherwise
used to prepare this Fourth Report.

Certain of the information referred to in this Fourth Report consists of financial forecasts and/or
projections prepared by Management. An examination or review of financial forecasts and
projections and procedures as outlined by CPA Canada has not been performed. Readers are
cautioned that since financial forecasts and/or projections are based upon assumptions about future
events and conditions that are not ascertainable, actual results will vary from those forecasts and/or
projections and the variations could be significant.

All monetary amounts contained in this Fourth Report are expressed in Canadian dollars, unless
otherwise indicated.

The Prior Reports and other reports and information in respect of the NOI Proceedings are posted
on the Proposal Trustee’s website at www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/AndersonSquare (the “Proposal
Trustee’s Website”). This Report will be posted after it has been filed with the Court.

ACTIVITIES OF THE PROPOSAL TRUSTEE

31)

The Proposal Trustee has undertaken the following activities since the date of the Third Report:
a) Reviewed and catalogued proofs of claim submitted by creditors and supporting documents;

b) Prepared a net realizable value (*NRV”) analysis upon an assessment of the value of the
Company'’s assets and potential quantum of priority claims and associated costs;

c) Issued a Notice of Partial Disallowance of Claim on May 7, 2024 (the “Plaza Disallowance”) to
Anderson Plaza Holdings Inc. ("Anderson Plaza”) with respect to its initial claim and undertook
discussions with Norton Rose regarding its appeal, as detailed later in this Report;

d) Reviewed the Company’s underutilized housing tax filings;



e)

f)

9)
h)

b))
k)

m)

n)

p)
q)
r

s)
t)

u)
V)

w)

Held discussions with Colliers Macaulay Nicolls Inc. and other real estate firms regarding the NRV
analysis and asset values included therein;

Held discussions with Norton Rose and Clark Wilson regarding the Amended Proposal and updates
required thereto;

Prepared the Proposal Report to Creditors;

Prepared the Statement of Affairs, Notice, and other documents required for the General Meeting
and issued copies to relevant stakeholders;

Reviewed and considered presale buyer voter letters and the Amended Proposal with Norton
Rose;

Held the General Meeting and prepared minutes;
Prepared the Proposal Report to Court;

Continued to monitor the Company and track actual cash flow and, and correspond with the
Company regarding the status and rationale of certain payments and other banking matters,
including consideration of the loan with Three Road and advance requests submitted;

Reviewed the pending and unconditional sales transactions in the Prima Project and the status of
the unsold units;

Performed some preliminary analysis on the potential value of the unsold units;

Worked with Norton Rose to review documents associated with the various litigation proceedings
the Company is defending to determine the potential claims against the Company and followed
up with creditors to prove claims, review the Proposal terms, prepare for the General Meeting
and subsequent Court approval applications, and generally administer the NOI Proceedings;

Corresponded with the CRA regarding the status of the Proposal and other matters;
Prepared the First Supplemental Report;

Prepared affidavits and reviewed the application for Anderson Plaza’s appeal of the Plaza
Disallowance;

Updated the Proposal Trustee’s Website;

E-filed documents with the OSB including, among other things, the Proposal, the Amended
Proposal, the Estate Information Summary, the Proposal Report to Court, the First Supplemental
Report, and other statutory documents;

Prepared the Proposal Trustee's invoices;
Maintained the trust account for the NOI Proceedings; and

Prepared this Fourth Report.

UNSOLD UNITS

32)

33)

As noted in the First Supplemental Report, the Prima Project included one unsold commercial unit
and 38 unsold residential units at that time.

Six additional residential units have been sold since the First Supplemental Report. As at the date
of this Report, 32 unsold residential units and one unsold commercial unit remain unsold



34)

35)

(collectively, the “"Unsold Units”). The Company continues to own and rent the eight Affordable
Housing Units.

The Proposal Trustee understands that three of the residential Unsold Units have sustained internal
water damage and require repairs before they can be sold. The Proposal Trustee further
understands that the strata corporation has submitted an insurance claim and is awaiting a
response from its insurer prior to commencing the repairs.

The aggregate current listing price for all 33 Unsold Units is approximately $36.7 million.

CREDITOR CLAIMS

36)

37)

38)

As outlined in the Proposal Report to Court, the following creditors had filed claims at the date of
the General Meeting:

a) The Pre-Sale Claim was dismissed pursuant to the Final Pre-Sale Decision and no claim
remains.

b) Anderson Plaza filed a secured proof of claim against the Company for approximately $64.1
million (the “Plaza Original Claim”). The Proposal Trustee issued the Plaza Disallowance
disallowing the Plaza Original Claim in the secured amount of approximately $64.1 million and
allowing the reduced amount of $46,762,798 (net of a claim for interest that was disallowed)
as an unsecured claim (the “Plaza Revised Claim”). Anderson Plaza formally appealed the
Plaza Disallowance and a Court hearing took place on October 31, 2024. On February 6, 2025,
the Court issued reasons for judgement, dismissing the appeal. As a result, Anderson Plaza
holds an unsecured claim for approximately $46.8 million.

c) Scott Construction Ltd. (“Scott”), the original general contractor for the Prima Project, filed a
secured claim for approximately $5.4 million against the Company pursuant to proceedings
under the Builder’s Lien Act, SBC 1997 c.45 (the "BLA"). Approximately $5.4 million in funds
were previously paid into Court by the Company under the trust provisions of the BLA on
December 15, 2020 (the “Lien Funds”) pursuant to a Court Order dated November 2, 2020,
upon which the lien was cancelled. The Proposal Trustee understands the Company is currently
attempting to negotiate a settlement with Scott and a tentative mediation date is scheduled
for December 2026. The Company’s counsel, Clark Wilson, has indicated that it does not know
if any of the Lien Funds will be recovered and that it does not anticipate any additional financial
exposure beyond the Lien Funds already paid into Court. Scott is an Excluded Creditor under
the Amended Proposal and the Lien Funds do not form part of the Amended Proposal.

The following additional creditors filed claims after the date of the General Meeting:

a) Canada Revenue Agency ("CRA") filed an unsecured claim against the Company for
outstanding goods and services tax for November 2023 for $3,404. As of August 11, 2026, the
Proposal Trustee understands from the Company that all pre-filing and post-filing obligations
to CRA are current, and no outstanding amounts are owing. The Company provided a CRA
statement that indicates no amounts are outstanding.

b) Three Road filed an unsecured claim against the Company for $372,323 for amounts related
to the development of the Prima Project that were funded by Three Road during 2023 (the
“Three Road Claim”). The Proposal Trustee understands that the Three Road Claim will be
paid imminently.

Three Road funded approximately $812,000 in post-filing costs for the Company as a result of
Company funds being temporarily unavailable during the Shareholder Dispute. The Proposal
Trustee reviewed and authorized this funding arrangement and understands that all amounts that
were advanced were fully paid in February 2026.



39)

40)

41)

The Proposal Trustee was made aware early in the NOI Proceedings that Lower Mainland Forming
Inc. ("LMF") may have asserted a claim as against the Lien Funds, or may have had other potential
claims against the Company. The Proposal Trustee also understands that the Company paid
approximately $483,000 into its solicitor’s trust account on trust terms pursuant to a Court Order
under the BLA to discharge the claim of lien LMF registered against the Company’s title. The
Proposal Trustee understands from Clark Wilson that the Company is currently negotiating a
settlement with LMF and that its maximum exposure is limited to the funds held in its solicitor’s
trust account. LMF never filed a claim in the NOI Proceedings and would be considered an Excluded
Creditor.

The Proposal Trustee was also made aware of a civil claim filed against the Company by Otezs
Project Marketing Group Ltd. ("Otezs”) on January 31, 2018 (BC Supreme Court No. VLC-S-S-
182465). The Proposal Trustee understands that Otezs ceased any activity relating to their claim
prior to the Filing Date and no judgement has been rendered. The Company maintains that no
balance is owed to Otezs.

The Proposal Trustee received no further proof of claims pursuant to the various notices sent to
creditors along with the formal notice to prove claims that was sent to all known creditors on March
8, 2024. The Company has confirmed that it is not aware of any other actual, contingent, pending,
or threatened claims, creditors, or collection proceedings. All of the creditors mentioned in this
section of this Report will be provided notice of the Court application.

ACTUAL CASH FLOW RESULTS

42)

43)

44)

45)

The Proposal Trustee continues to monitor the cash receipts and disbursements of the Company
and is provided monthly updates and supporting documents and bank statements from
Management.

The Company had an available cash balance of $33.5 million as at July 31, 2026 (“Current Cash
on Hand”). Since October 21, 2024, the Company has generated $1.8 million in net cash flow
without any advances from shareholders or other parties.

The Company previously held $17.0 million in a GIC account which matured on February 7, 2025.
The Company opted to retain its cash balance in an interest-bearing business banking account with
National Bank instead of a GIC due to rates in cashable GICs currently being similar to those
obtainable in the Company’s existing bank accounts.

The actual receipts and disbursements of the Company from October 21, 2024 to July 31, 2026 are
summarized in the following table:

Anderson Square Holdings Ltd. District of: Vancouver
Actual Cash Flow Division No.: 03-Vancouver
For the period from October 21, 2024 to July 31, 2026 Court No.: S-B-230561
All amounts in CAD Estate No.: 11-3014787
2024 2025 2026 Total
Date - beginning of period 2024-10-21 2024-12-30 2025-12-29 2024-10-21
Date - end of period 2024-12-29 2025-12-28 2026-07-31 2026-07-31
Opening available cash balance $ 31,673,482 $ 32,583,570 $ 35,121,803 $ 31,673,482
Total receipts $ 1,171,575 % 5,757,817 $ 1,726,167 $ 8,655,560
Total operating disbursements 156,397 2,889,539 3,244,985 6,290,920
Total professional fees 105,091 330,046 95,233 530,369
Total Disbursements $ 261,487 $ 3,219,585 $ 3,340,217 % 6,821,289
Net cash flow $ 910,088 $ 2,538,233 -$ 1,614,050 $ 1,834,271
Closing available cash balance $ 32,583,570 $ 35,121,803 $ 33,507,753 $ 33,507,753




WITHDRAWAL OF THE AMENDED PROPOSAL AND NOI FILING

46)

47)

48)

49)

50)

51)

52)

53)

The Proposal Report to Court outlined, among other things, the creditors present and eligible to
vote on the Amended Proposal and how those claims were treated by the Proposal Trustee at the
General Meeting.

As outlined in this Report, the Proposal Trustee made the initial Court Approval Application on July
3, 2024 and adjourned or rescheduled the application due to the Amended Proposal Approval Issue
raised by the Court.

The Amended Proposal Approval Issue was due to the fact that the Pre-Sale Buyers were the only
creditors eligible to vote, as Anderson Plaza was treated by the Proposal Trustee as an Excluded
Creditor (as defined in the Amended Proposal) and had no voting rights as a related party.

Further, the Pre-Sale Claim at the time was subject to the Pre-Sale Judgement Appeal, and it was
marked as “objected to” by the Proposal Trustee, but allowed to vote at the General Meeting subject
to the vote being declared invalid in the event of the objection being sustained.

As a result of the Final Pre-sale Decision, the Pre-Sale Claim was invalidated, leaving no creditors
with proven claims to vote on the Amended Proposal. As the only remaining eligible creditor is a
related party, there are no creditors who could vote in favour of the Amended Proposal.

Furthermore, as a result of the Final Pre-Sale Decision, the Proposal Trustee is of the opinion that
the Company:

a) Has experienced a material change in financial circumstances;
b) Is now solvent and capable of meeting its obligations outside of bankruptcy;

Cc) Has acted in good faith throughout the process, and no fraud, misconduct, or bad faith
exists; and

d) Has fully repaid or is in the process of repaying all creditors other than Anderson Plaza, a
related party that has been patient and supportive, with the Plaza Revised Claim expected
to be repaid through the Current Cash on Hand and the proceeds from the sale of the
Unsold Units.

Accordingly, the Proposal Trustee is of the view that no further purpose would be served by placing
the Company into bankruptcy and that the creditors of the Company would be unduly prejudiced
by an automatic assignment into bankruptcy.

In light of the foregoing, the Proposal Trustee believes that withdrawing the Amended Proposal and
the NOI filing would be just, fair, and equitable in the circumstances.

STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

54)

55)

56)

The Proposal Trustee’s R&D reflects the administration of the NOI Proceedings from the Filing Date
to September 21, 2026, and is attached hereto as Appendix “C".

As of September 21, 2026, the Proposal Trustee’s gross receipts amounted to approximately
$412,000, primarily from approximately $360,000 in advances by the Company and Three Road
and a $50,000 retainer for the Proposal Trustee’s fees.

During the same period, the Proposal Trustee made disbursements totaling approximately
$360,420, including, among other things:

a) Proposal Trustee’s legal counsel fees of approximately $165,500;



b) Proposal Trustee’s fees of approximately $158,000;
c) Sales taxes of approximately $29,500;

d) Appraisal costs of $7,500; and

e) Other miscellaneous expenses of $214.

57) The cash balance held by the Proposal Trustee in trust as of September 21, 2026 was $51,501
(the "Remaining Estate Funds”).

PROFESSIONAL FEES

58)

59)

60)

61)

The Proposal Trustee has been paid approximately $204,950 in fees and costs (excluding taxes)
from the Filing Date to September 30, 2025. These fees are more fully described in Affidavit #2 of
J. Keeble dated September 22, 2026.

Norton Rose has been paid approximately $191,000 in fees and costs (excluding taxes) from the
Filing Date to August 31, 2026. These fees are more fully described in Affidavit #1 of K. Siddall
dated September 22, 2026.

The Proposal Trustee and Norton Rose will incur further fees and disbursements to conclude its
discharge which have been estimated to total $22,500 and $19,500, respectively (the “Proposal
Completion Costs”).

The Proposal Trustee is of the view that the work performed by the Proposal Trustee and its legal
counsel was necessary and appropriate in the circumstances of the NOI Proceedings, and that the
rates charged are reasonable and in keeping with the rates charged by other Licensed Insolvency
Trustees and lawyers in the market performing similar work.

FINAL DISTRIBUTION

62)

63)

As outlined above, the Remaining Estate Funds total $51,501.

Subject to the Court granting the relief sought by the Proposal Trustee, the Proposal Trustee
proposes to pay out the funds it currently holds in its account for the Final Distribution as follows:

a) Payment of the Proposal Completion Costs and any other remaining costs incidental to the
Proposal Trustee concluding its administration of these NOI Proceedings upon its
withdrawal; and

b) Returning any residual funds to the Company.

REMAINING MATTERS TO BE COMPLETED IN THE NOI PROCEEDINGS

64)

Subject to the Court granting the relief sought by the Proposal Trustee and the Proposal Trustee
paying the Final Distribution, the Proposal Trustee will have completed its duties and obligations in
these NOI Proceedings



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

65) Based on the foregoing, the Proposal Trustee requests the Court grant the Orders cited in the
Introduction section of this Report.

All of which is respectfully submitted to the Court this 22" day of September, 2026.

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC.

In its capacity as Proposal Trustee of
Anderson Square Holdings Ltd.

and not in its personal or corporate capacity

Per:  Jgff/Keeble, CPA, CA, CIRP, LIT, CBV

nior Vice-President

10
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COURT OF APPEAL FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA

Citation: Anderson Square Holdings Ltd. v. Zhang,
2025 BCCA 288
Date: 20250818
Docket: CA49731

Between:
Anderson Square Holdings Ltd.
Appellant/
Respondent on Cross Appeal
(Defendant)
And

Baoming Zhang, Lu Fei Sun, Charlotte Ga Ling Tong, Christopher James Bak
Kan Tong, Xiao Qi Lucy Meng, Chun John Chak, Jie Gao, Xinyu Ji,
Yong Song Zhao, Hua Wei Li, Yan Zhu, Li Min Ma, Wan Cao, Qing Wei Li, Lan
Guo, Chi Sing Ng, Tsang Angela Mun Yee, Ravinder Kaur Hayer,
Chun-Yao Wang, Jian Chung Zheng, Chei Yong Lee, Xue Yu Han,

Yong Jun Jiang, Han Yun Lu, Bo Zhang, Chun Xue Chen, Yuan Tao,

Mo Yeung, Tai Fung Chan, Bao Sen Han, Peng Fei Zhu, Yuan Dong
and Vivien Lan Xu

Respondents/
Appellants on Cross Appeal
(Plaintiffs)

Before: The Honourable Mr. Justice Harris
The Honourable Justice Winteringham
The Honourable Justice Edelmann

On appeal from: An order of the Supreme Court of British Columbia, dated
February 9, 2024 (Zheng v. Anderson Square Holdings Ltd., 2024 BCSC 216,
Vancouver Docket S1912984).

Counsel for the Appellant/Respondent on C. Dennis, K.C.
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Summary:

This appeal concerns the interpretation of a termination clause in the contract
between the appellant developer and the respondent presale purchasers. The
appellant submits the judge erred in interpreting the clause as providing for the
automatic extension of the contract beyond the Outside Completion Date in the
event of delay beyond the reasonable control of the developer. In the alternative, it
submits the judge erred in finding no duty on the respondents to mitigate and in
assessing damages.

Held: Appeal allowed. The judge erred in his interpretation of the termination clause.
The appellant was entitled to terminate the contract when construction could not
complete by the Outside Completion Date. There was no breach of contract, and it is
therefore unnecessary to consider the other grounds of appeal.

Reasons for Judgment of the Honourable Mr. Justice Harris:

Introduction

[1] This appeal arises out of the interpretation of the termination provisions of
certain presale contracts in a strata development in Richmond (the “Development”).
The appellant, developer Anderson Square Holdings Ltd. (“Anderson Square”),
purported to terminate the contracts relying on two clauses of the contracts. The
presale contracts contained an “Outside Completion Date” of September 30, 2019.
Failure to be able to meet the Outside Completion Date triggered the termination
provisions in the contracts. It was common ground that the development could not

complete by that date.

[2] A key issue at trial was whether the presale contracts terminated
automatically, on notice being given, if the Outside Completion Date could not be
met (unless that date was extended by agreement), or whether the Outside
Completion Date was automatically extended for a time and the contract remained in

effect.

[3] The judge concluded that the contract did not automatically terminate on
notice. It remained in force and Anderson Square was in breach of contract (by
anticipatorily repudiating the contract) when it purported to give notice of termination.

He also concluded that Anderson Square had acted dishonestly in invoking a clause
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of the contract in giving notice. The judge then assessed damages. He held that
Anderson Square had repudiated the presale contracts when it issued the
termination notices and that the respondents did not accept the repudiation until
August 2021. As a result, the presale contracts continued in force until then. The
judge concluded that there was no duty on the respondents to mitigate until August
2021, when they accepted the repudiation. The judge assessed damages of
$13,093,900, being the difference between the purchase price agreed to in each of
the respondents’ individual presale contracts and the stated values of those units in
August 2021.

[4] Anderson Square alleges that the judge erred in his interpretation of the
termination provisions by concluding that the Outside Completion Date could be
extended under the relevant clauses without the written agreement of the parties.
Properly understood, it contends, the presale contracts terminated automatically on
notice being given when the Outside Completion Date could not be met. If it
succeeds on that ground, the appeal must be allowed. Alternatively, the judge erred
in his finding of dishonesty, departing from the rule that damages are assessed at
the date of the asserted breach (i.e., July 2019), concluding that the plaintiffs had no
obligation to mitigate their damages, and in relying on an unqualified expert for an

opinion on value.

[5] While the respondents initially filed a cross appeal of the judge’s order, this

matter was not proceeded with on appeal.
[6] For the reasons that follow, | would allow the appeal.

Background and the critical contractual terms

[7] Between May 30, 2015, and January 31, 2016, Anderson Square entered into
presale contracts with the respondents, among others, for residential strata units in
the development. As noted, the presale contracts contained an Outside Completion
Date of September 30, 2019.
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[8] On January 12, 2017, Anderson Square signed a fixed-price construction
contract with Scott Construction Ltd. (“Scott Construction”). Scott Construction

agreed to construct the development for approximately $37.8 million.

[9] On February 20, 2018, Scott Construction prepared and provided Anderson

Square with a schedule showing a completion date of September or October 2019.

[10] In the fall of 2018, a dispute arose between Anderson Square and Scott

Construction regarding delay costs.

[11] OnJuly 12, 2019, Anderson Square terminated the presale contracts with the
respondents, and other presale purchasers, by issuing termination notices. The
termination notices cited both clauses 2 and 21 of the presale contracts, which

provide as follows, in relevant part:

2. Payment of Purchase Price and Completion Date. ... If the
Completion Date has not occurred by September 30, 2019 (the “Outside
Completion Date”), this Agreement will be terminated unless all parties agree
in writing to extend, provided that, if the Vendor is delayed from completing
construction of the Development as a result of any event or circumstance
whatsoever beyond the reasonable control of the Vendor, then the Outside
Completion Date will be extended for a period equivalent to such period of

delay. ...

21. Major Outside Event. The parties agree that if (a) any event or
circumstance beyond the reasonable control of the Vendor, or (b) any
condition discovered within the Development or in the vicinity of the
Development, including, without limitation, any soil or environmental
condition, or (c) any action or step taken by any applicable governmental or
regulatory authority (any of the foregoing, a “Major Outside Event”), causes
the Vendor to be delayed from time to time in doing anything that the Vendor
is required to do hereunder, the time within which the Vendor must do that
thing will be extended for a period equivalent to such period of delay, and the
Outside Completion Date and the Presale Date will be extended by a period
equivalent to such period of delay._If a Major Outside Event in the
determination of the Vendor renders it impossible or not reasonably feasible
or economical for the Vendor to perform its obligations under this Agreement,
the Vendor may elect to terminate this Agreement by written notice to the
Purchaser, in which case the Vendor will return to the Purchaser the Deposit
and interest earned thereon.

[Emphasis added.]
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[12] The termination notices stated, among other things:

Regarding the terms and conditions in Section 2 ... there have been
unexpected serious delays in the construction works ... we regret to inform
you that the completion date of the [Development] will not occur by
September 30, 2019.

Regarding the terms and conditions in Section 21, we are also facing serious
and significant circumstances beyond our reasonable control which makes it
not economical for [Anderson Square] to perform its obligations under the
agreement. These circumstances, including but not limited to, are reported as
follows:

1. A Notice of Civil Claim has been filed by Scott Construction Ltd.
against the developer on December 11, 2018 ... The quantum of the
claim is $4,656,468.38 plus costs as of December 11, 2018. This
claim amount may increase if there is further delay in the construction
of the development.

2. The directors of [Anderson Square] have taken due efforts to
secure construction financing. However, this [Development] cannot be
granted a satisfactory commitment in this uncertain business
environment.

[13] On August 6, 2019, Scott Construction issued a notice of termination to

Anderson Square.

[14] The respondents did not accept the return of their deposits. The respondents
sued Anderson Square, Mr. Ho and Mr. Liang on November 15, 2019, claiming
specific performance.

[15] On December 31, 2019, Anderson Square retained Valley West Construction
Ltd. (“Valley West”) to complete the Development.

[16] On June 17, 2021, the respondents filed an amended notice of civil claim,

with leave, abandoning their claims for specific performance.

[17] In August 2021, the respondents’ deposits were returned. The Development
was largely completed in early 2021. Anderson Square sold the units to new

purchasers and obtained a building occupancy permit in 2022.
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Reasons for judgment

[18] The first issue addressed by the judge was whether the presale contracts
terminated automatically if not completed by September 30, 2019, absent written
agreement of the parties. That issue turned on the interpretation of the words

“provided that” in the termination provision of clause 2 of the presale contracts.

[19] The plaintiffs submitted at trial that “provided that” is inherently ambiguous.
For example, “provided that” may create an exception, a limitation, a condition, or be

a mere addition.

[20] Recognizing that the language “provided that” in clause 2 was ambiguous, the

judge resorted to general rules of construction to resolve the ambiguity.

[21] The judge dealt with an argument that the language of clause 2 in the case
before him had been authoritatively interpreted by an essentially identical clause in
Jamshid Enterprises Inc. v. Century Point Residences Ltd., 2007 BCSC 1260. In
Jamshid, the vendor purported to terminate presale contracts because the
completion date had not occurred by the outside completion date. The vendor
invoked a termination provision (also identified as clause 2) of the presale contracts

at issue in that case, which provided as follows:

... If the Completion Date has not occurred by May 31, 2005 this Contract
will be terminated unless the parties agree in writing to extend, provided that
if the Vendor is delayed from completing construction of the Property as a
result of any circumstance whatsoever beyond the reasonable control of the
Vendor, then such outside date for completion will be extended for a period
equivalent to such period of delay.

[Emphasis added.]

[22] This termination clause is substantially identical to the relevant portion of

clause 2 of the contracts in issue in the case before us.

[23] The parties in Jamshid submitted several legal questions to the court for
determination on the proper interpretation of the termination provision. Justice
Gropper decided that the clause was a provision for the benefit of both the vendor
and the purchaser that imposed temporal limits on the contractual relationship
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between the parties. She ruled that the clause was “clear on its face”: at para. 21.
Any extension to the completion date required the parties’ agreement, even where
the vendor was delayed from completing construction due to circumstances beyond
the vendor’s reasonable control. Justice Gropper reasoned that the termination

clause:

[22] ... is for the benefit of both parties. | regard the underlined portion as
a termination clause. It places temporal limits on the relationship between the
parties: if the project is not completed by May 31, 2005, the contract is
terminated and both parties are released from any further obligations, unless
they agree in writing to extend the completion date. The proviso that
immediately follows the underlined portion provides that if the parties agree in
writing to extend the outside completion date, then the period of the extension
must run as long as any period of delay that arises as a result of factors
outside the control of the vendor.

[24] ... the agreement terminates unless the parties agree in writing to
extend it. As | stated in my response to question one, the proviso following
the underlined portion of the clause is relevant to the duration of the period of
extention [sic], once such an extension is agreed to in writing by the parties.
The proviso does not affect the requirement that an extension on May 31,
2005 must be agreed to in writing by the parties. ...

[24] The judge rejected the argument that Gropper J.’s analysis applied to the
interpretation of the termination provision in clause 2 in this case. The judge did not
follow Jamshid because “Jamshid does not contain any mention of a clause similar
to Clause 21” and “the interpretation of a virtually identical Clause 2 in Jamshid

cannot be reconciled with the first part of Clause 21”: at paras. 49-50.

[25] The judge concluded that both clauses 2 and 21 of the presale contracts are
engaged where the vendor is delayed in completing construction by the Outside
Completion Date due to events beyond the vendor’s reasonable control. The judge
determined that, since clause 21 was not tied to any written consent of the parties,
the “proviso” in clause 2 ought to be treated as a “restatement”, in part, of the first
part of clause 21 (extending the Outside Completion Date after “any event or
circumstance beyond the reasonable control of the Vendor”). The judge then

concluded as follows:
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[54] To summarize, the words after “provided that” are a carve-out from
the general rule in Clause 2 that if the Competition Date [sic] has not
occurred by September 30, 2019, the Agreement will be terminated unless all
parties agree in writing to extend. | agree with the plaintiffs that Clause 2 and
the first part of Clause 21 require the Outside Completion Date to be
extended by the duration of any delay beyond the reasonable control of
Anderson Square.

[55] It appears to be uncontested that the Project’s delay was not within
the reasonable control of Anderson Square. ...

[56] Based on Clause 2 and the first part of Clause 21, it follows that the
Contracts did not terminate on September 30, 2019. Accordingly, Anderson
Square was not entitled to rely on Clause 2 to terminate the Contracts.

The alleged error in contractual interpretation

[26] Anderson Square argues that the judge ought to have followed the
interpretation in Jamshid. It says that Gropper J.’s interpretation was correct, clause
21 does not affect the interpretation of clause 2, and that there is, at least,
persuasive value in a previous interpretation of a substantially identical clause.
Anderson Square points out that it is undesirable for courts to interpret identical or
similar standard form provisions inconsistently, without good reason. Anderson

Square argues that:

37. Jamshid has provided commercial certainty over the proper
interpretation of clause 2 for over 17 years. As Wagner J. (as he then was)
cautioned in Ledcor, it is “undesirable for courts to interpret identical or very
similar standard form provisions inconsistently, without good reason”

(para. 39). Gropper J.’s interpretation of clause 2 is analytically sound,
commercially sensible and supported by a textual analysis. It was the settled
meaning of the contractual term when these parties agreed to it. There is no
good reason to depart from Jamshid.

[27] Anderson Square argues that the judge erred in concluding that both clauses
2 and 21 of the presale contracts are engaged where the vendor is delayed in
completing construction by the Outside Completion Date due to events beyond the
vendor’s reasonable control. It says the proviso in clause 2 is not a restatement of
the first part of clause 21 but rather each provision is addressed to different

circumstances.
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[28]

In making this argument, Anderson Square argues that the judge’s

interpretation falls foul of the principle that no provision of a contract should be

interpreted in a way that renders it mere surplusage. Its argument is succinctly put in

its factum:

[29]

42. The proviso in clause 2 of the Presale Contracts deals with the
duration of any extension to the Outside Completion Date where “the vendor
is delayed from completing construction of the Development as a result of
any event or circumstance whatsoever beyond the reasonable control of the
Vendor” (emphasis added). Contrary to the judge’s analysis, clause 21 is not
similarly concerned with delays to the overall completion of construction (the
ultimate issue in this case). Rather, clause 21 is limited to situations in which
the vendor is delayed in meeting specific temporal obligations under the
Presale Contracts due to a “Major Outside Event”. In those circumstances,
and only in those circumstances, the time for the vendor to complete the
specific temporal obligation is extended for a period equal to the delay, and
the Outside Completion Date also is extended for the same period.

43. In this case, there was no specific temporal contractual obligation that
the vendor (Anderson Square) could not meet such that the extension
provisions of clause 21 became engaged. The only delay was to the overall
completion of construction and the inability to complete by the Outside
Completion Date. But completing the Presale Contracts by the Outside
Completion Date was not an obligation of the vendor. The Outside
Completion Date was simply a drop-dead date, for the mutual benefit of the
parties, after which the Presale Contracts would terminate.

To support this argument, Anderson Square focuses on the following

operative language in clause 21:

44.

... if () any event or circumstance beyond the reasonable control of
the Vendor ... (any of the foregoing, a “Major Outside Event”), causes
the Vendor to be delayed from time to time in doing anything that the
Vendor is required to do hereunder, the time within which the Vendor
must do that thing will be extended for a period equivalent to such
period of delay, and the Outside Completion Date and the Presale
Date will be extended by a period equivalent to such period of delay. If
a Major Outside Event in the determination of the Vendor renders it
impossible or not reasonably feasible or economical for the Vendor to
perform its obligations under this Agreement, the Vendor may elect to
terminate this Agreement by written notice to the Purchaser, in which
case the Vendor will return to the Purchaser the Deposit and interest
earned thereon.

[Emphasis in original.]
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[30] The nub of the contention is that clause 21 draws a distinction between the
contractual obligation that is being delayed (“anything that the Vendor is required to
do hereunder” and subsequently referred to as “that thing”) and the Outside
Completion Date. The extension to the Outside Completion Date in clause 21 is
dependent on there first being another temporal obligation of the vendor that has
been delayed due to a Major Outside Event. Anderson Square was not delayed by a
Major Outside Event in meeting any temporal obligation under the presale contracts.
Accordingly, the extension provisions in clause 21 were not engaged and the only
applicable contractual provision was clause 2, which occupied the field. The judge’s
reasons for departing from Gropper J.’s settled interpretation of clause 2 in Jamshid
misconstrued, it is contended, the scope of clause 21. Properly interpreted, there is

no inconsistency between clause 21 and the interpretation of clause 2 in Jamshid.

[31] In advancing this argument, Anderson Square invites us to apply a
correctness standard of review, rather than a deferential standard, because the
presale contracts were standard form contracts and their interpretation has
precedential value.

[32] For their part, the respondents say that the presale contracts are not standard
form contracts and the judge’s conclusions should be reviewed on a deferential
standard. His interpretation, they contend, was open to him on the contractual
language and the judge properly applied the relevant principles of interpretation to
determine what the parties objectively intended when entering the presale contracts.
He did not err in departing from the interpretation of clause 2 endorsed by

Gropper J. It was open to the judge to interpret clause 2 in light of clause 21 and he
did not err as alleged by Anderson Square.

Discussion
Standard of review

[33] Presumptively, the standard of review in a contract case is deferential,
reflecting the fact that what the parties objectively intended by their contract is a

guestion of fact or mixed fact and law: Sattva Capital Corp. v. Creston Moly Corp.,
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2014 SCC 53. There is, however, an exception to the general rule in Sattva that
applies where an appeal involves the interpretation of a standard form contract, the
interpretation at issue is of precedential value, and there is no meaningful factual
matrix that is specific to the parties: Ledcor Construction Ltd. v. Northbridge
Indemnity Insurance Co., 2016 SCC 37 at para. 46.

[34] Anderson Square says this principle applies to this contract. It says the
contract is standard form in that it was entered into by all purchasers in the
development. Moreover, there is no particular factual matrix bearing on the
interpretation of the contract, as all purchasers were presented with a presale
contract containing identical termination provisions. Finally, it says the interpretation
of the relevant clauses has precedential value for the parties and the industry. The
conflict in the interpretation of clause 2 between this case and Jamshid should be
resolved on a correctness standard to ensure consistency and predictability now and

in the future.

[35] [ accept that the standard of review that applies to the judge’s interpretation of
clause 2 is correctness. Respectfully, | reject the respondents’ suggestion that there
is an insufficient basis to conclude that the precedential value of the case is
supported by wide usage. | think that the use in this case of a clause substantially
identical to the clause in Jamshid is some evidence of industry usage. | agree that,
where the meaning of a specific clause has been judicially decided, certainty in the
law and consistency in its application are central objectives for every subsequent
interpreting court: Ledcor at paras. 43—45. In my view, it is incumbent on this Court
to determine whether the interpretation of clause 2 by the judge in this case or by
Gropper J. in Jamshid is correct. The issue has the precedential value sufficient to
justify a correctness standard of review to resolve or prevent unpredictability and

uncertainty in a significant commercial setting.

[36] The respondents submit that, even if clause 2 itself is a standard clause,
there is no evidence that clause 21 is standard beyond the contracts at issue here.

They say the judge’s interpretation of clause 21, as it informed how he read clause
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2, is subject to deferential review. However, Anderson Square points to the recent
decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal in J.P. Thomson Architects Ltd. v. Greater
Essex County District School Board, 2025 ONCA 378, where the Court applied a
correctness review to the interpretation of a standard form clause within a contract,
notwithstanding that the interpretation of that clause depended on other non-
standard provisions of the contract: at paras. 17-18, 24. Moreover, this case
involves multiple contracts entered into by purchasers for whom the contract was

effectively a contract of adhesion, at least in respect of the termination provisions.

[37] Accordingly, I do not accept that we are bound to apply deferential review to
the judge’s interpretation of clause 2, even to the extent that it depends on his
interpretation of clause 21. The interplay between clauses 2 and 21 is part of the
exercise of contractual interpretation in which this Court must engage to determine if

the judge’s interpretation of clause 2 was correct.

Did the judge err in his interpretation of clause 2?

[38] The plain language of clause 2, taken in isolation, is, in my view, inherently
unclear and ambiguous. It is poorly worded. Respectfully, | do not think its meaning
Is as clear as the court found it to be in Jamshid. The interpretation offered by the
respondents has some plausibility, even if, as | conclude, their proffered
interpretation is incorrect. It may be that the clause remains in use, to the extent that
it does, because of the interpretation established by Jamshid. The interpretation
offered in that case could readily be accomplished by clearer drafting, which would
prevent the kind of issue that has arisen in this case from occurring again. It would
be wise and in the interests of all parties to contracts of this kind to adopt clearer
language in future. That said, the interpretation in Jamshid more accurately captures
the objective intention of the parties than that offered by the respondents in this

case, as | shall explain.

[39] The first reason given by the judge in support of his analysis was that the
introductory words of the proviso, the words “provided that”, are “often used in

contracts to create exceptions or carve-outs to a more general term”: at para. 48. He
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concluded that they were used in that sense here, because they were “a carve-out
from the general rule” that if construction had not completed by September 30, 2019,
the agreement would terminate unless the parties agreed in writing to extend: at
para. 54.

[40] As Anderson Square points out, however, the Jamshid interpretation also
treats the words “provided that” as a carve-out or an exception to a more general
term. Under that interpretation, the proviso creates an exception to the provision that
the parties can agree in writing to extend, by specifying that if they agree to extend,
the extension will be for no less than the period of blameless delay. The judge’s
observation that the words “provided that” generally introduce an exception or
limitation on a general term do not assist in choosing between the two offered
interpretations of the proviso.

[41] In my view, support for Anderson Square’s analysis of the way that “provided
that” operates in the final part of clause 2 can be found in the use of that phrase
elsewhere in clause 2. As Anderson Square points out, that phrase is used three
times in the clause, in contexts that render its use clearer. There is value in

interpreting the use of “provided that” consistently within the clause.

[42] In the first two uses of the phrase “provided that”, the condition described
after the use of the phrase is engaged only when the circumstances described
before the use of the phrase exist. Hence, in the first instance of the phrase, the
purchaser is required to pay the balance of the purchase price on a date established
by written notice... provided that not less than 14 days’ notice of that date will be
given. The second use of “provided that” deals with circumstances in which notice of
a completion date may be delayed... provided that at least 24 hours’ notice of the
extension of the completion date must be given. In both cases, the obligation or
entitlement following the use of the phrase constrains the operation of the obligation
or entitlement preceding the phrase. The obligations or entitlements before and after

the phrase are not alternative means to the same result. In short, the phrase
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“provided that” is used in the clause in the following way: if x, then (provided that) v,

where y constrains, limits or modifies x.

[43] | see meritin Anderson Square’s argument that internal consistency requires
taking a similar approach to the contractual function of the words “provided that”
when they occur a third time in the clause. To be consistent, a circumstance has to
arise (namely, an agreement in writing to extend), and, if it has occurred, then the
scope of that agreement is constrained by the requirement that the extension of the
Outside Completion Date be equivalent to the period of delay caused by events
beyond the reasonable control of the vendor. This is to treat the contractual function

of the phrase in this instance as alike to the other uses in the clause.

[44] In my view, reading the clause in this way treats it as operating for the benefit
of both parties. On this reading, the termination clause allocates risk in the mutual
interests of the parties, while providing a pre-determined default term of extension
for the parties to agree to in the event of blameless delay. Its commercial object is to
permit agreement to extend the Outside Completion Date, if the parties agree to do
so, while providing predictability and certainty about the term of an extension and
avoiding the need for expensive and time-consuming individual negotiations beyond

securing agreement to an extension.

[45] In my opinion, this reading protects the objectively determined intentions of
the parties, in part because they agreed to this clause in a context where it had been
judicially interpreted to have this meaning. Furthermore, this interpretation is
commercially reasonable. It holds out the prospect of achieving the purpose just
described: namely, where the parties agree to an extension it will be at least for the
length of the period of blameless delay.

[46] In my opinion, the respondents’ proposed interpretation, by contrast, has
commercially absurd results. That interpretation would mean that if there were
blameless delay, the contract would remain on foot for the duration of the delay,
unless the parties agreed otherwise. The parties would be automatically locked in for

the full extent of the period of blameless delay in construction. Such delay could be
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indefinite, leaving the purchasers’ investments trapped in the project as the vendor
works to complete construction. Furthermore, by operation of the second half of
clause 21, the vendor would have the right to terminate such an indefinite project
unilaterally, if it determined that it was “impossible or not reasonably feasible or
economical” to complete construction, but on the respondents’ interpretation of

clause 2, no such escape would be possible for the purchasers.

[47] As an aside, | would note that the legal effectiveness of the Anderson Square
interpretation may be open to question. The parties could in principle, in any event,
agree in writing to amend clause 2 and extend the Outside Completion Date for a
period less than or different to the period of blameless delay. It is not clear whether
the proviso itself will give rise to legally enforceable rights unless there is an
agreement to extend but no meeting of minds on the length of an extension. This is

not an issue we need to confront because it does not arise on the facts of this case.

[48] It seems to me that the precise operation of the proviso in any specific context
does not affect the contractual interpretation of whether, in the absence of an
agreement to extend, the contract will terminate on notice. The commercial objective
of the proviso is reasonably clear. The objective and commercial intention that the
contract will terminate unless there is agreement to extend is clear. Any uncertainty
about how the default time extension will be enforceable does not undermine that
objective intention. Parties may contractually commit themselves to an agreement
that may prove to be legally frail in practice. The legal efficacy of their bargain does
not, at least in these circumstances, determine the correct interpretation of the

parties’ objective intentions as manifested in the language of their contract.

[49] That said, the considerations above, in my view, support Anderson Square’s
interpretation of clause 2, which, as the court determined in Jamshid, is potentially
for the benefit of either party. A proper construction of clause 2, read together with
clause 21, understands the termination clause as providing an allocation of risk in
the mutual interests of the parties, while providing a pre-determined default term of

extension for the parties to agree to in the event of blameless delay.
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[50] The judge’s second reason for adopting the respondents’ proposed
interpretation concerned the interplay between the first part of clause 21 and the
proviso in clause 2. He was of the view that the first part of clause 21 was simply a
restatement of the proviso in clause 2, and that because clause 21 made no mention
of any requirement that the parties agree in writing, this supported the respondents’

interpretation of the proviso in clause 2.

[51] As noted above, Anderson Square submits that this was a misinterpretation of
clause 21. It says the first part of clause 21, which deals with situations in which, by
reason of a Major Outside Event the vendor is delayed in “doing anything that the
Vendor is required to do hereunder” does not address the situation contemplated in
clause 2, where construction drags on past the Outside Completion Date because of
delays outside the reasonable control of the vendor.

[52] | agree with Anderson Square that the judge misinterpreted clause 21,
because there was no contractual obligation on the vendor to complete construction
before the Outside Completion Date; there was no “time within which the Vendor
must do that thing” with respect to completing construction. The termination
provision provides what Anderson Square calls a “drop-dead date” beyond which, if
the development had not been completed, the contracts would not extend without
the parties’ written agreement. That is not to say, however, that the vendor was
contractually obligated to have completed the project before that date. Indeed, the
“‘completion date”, defined in clause 2 as “a date on which the Strata Lot will be
ready to be occupied and separate title for the Strata Lot will have been issued” was
to be set by the vendor or its solicitors, and the vendor was entitled to delay that
date even after notice of an estimated completion date had been delivered by the
vendor. There is nothing in clause 2, which defines both the “completion date” and
the “Outside Completion Date”, that supports the view that the vendor was
contractually obligated to complete construction before September 30, 2019. The
purpose of the “Outside Completion Date” was, rather, to set an outer time limit on
the contractual relationship between the parties, subject to their subsequent

agreement in writing to extend it.
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[53] | am also persuaded by Anderson Square’s submission that, on the judge’s
interpretation of clause 21, the portion of clause 2 at issue would be made
redundant, and this would not accord with the legal principle of contractual
interpretation that no provision should be interpreted so as to render it “mere
surplusage”: Sutter Hill Management Corporation v. Mpire Capital Corporation, 2022
BCCA 13 at para. 34, leave to appeal to SCC refd, 40112 (1 September 2022). The
judge took the view that the contract contained two different provisions which
governed the same set of circumstances using different language. If we accept as
correct the interpretations of clause 2 and clause 21 urged by Anderson Square,
then the two provisions govern different sets of circumstances, and this better

explains their existence in the contract and the differences in their phrasing.

[54] In short, | do not accept that the judge’s interpretation of clause 2 was correct
considering either the plain meaning of the words used in their context, or in light of
the interplay between clause 21 and clause 2. | am persuaded by the interpretation
of clause 2 urged by Anderson Square. The termination provision in clause 2
ensures that the parties will not be locked into their contractual obligations to one
another past the agreed Outside Completion Date, unless they agree in writing to
extend the contract. The proviso addresses situations where the delay beyond the
Outside Completion Date is not the fault of the vendor, and provides that any
agreed-to extension of the contract will be for a period at least equal to that delay.

[55] As respondent counsel conceded in oral argument, the conclusion that the
judge erred in his interpretation of clause 2 means that it is unnecessary to consider
the other grounds of appeal raised. As | accept Anderson Square’s interpretation of
clause 2, | must conclude that there was no breach of contract when Anderson
Square unilaterally terminated the contract in accordance with the termination
provision contained in clause 2. This is dispositive of both the appeal and the
underlying action; the appeal must be allowed, and the respondents’ action

dismissed.

2025 BCCA 288 (CanLll)
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Disposition

[56] For these reasons, | would allow the appeal and dismiss the underlying
action.

“The Honourable Mr. Justice Harris”

| AGREE:

“The Honourable Justice Winteringham”

| AGREE:

“The Honourable Justice Edelmann”

2025 BCCA 288 (CanLll)
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Supreme Court of Canada Judgement



Supreme Court of Canada

July 30, 2026

BETWEEN:

Baoming Zhang, Lu Fei Sun, Charlotte Ga
Ling Tong, Christopher James Bak Kan Tong,
Xiao Qt Lucy Meng, Chun John Chak, Jie
Gao, Xinyu Ji, Yong Song Zhao, Hua Wei Li,
Yan Zhu, Li Min Ma, Wan Cao, Qing Wet Li,
Lan Guo, Chi Sing Ng, Tsang Angela Mun
Yee, Ravinder Kaur Hayer, Chun-Yao Wang,
Jian Chung Zheng, Chei Yong Lee, Yong Jun
Jiang, Han Yun Lu, Bo Zhang, Chun Xue
Chen, Mo Yeung, Tai Fung Chan, Bao Sen
Han, Peng Fei Zhu, Feng Liang, and Yuan
Dong

Applicants

-and -

Anderson Square Holdings Ltd.

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The application for leave to appeal from the
judgment of the Court of Appeal for British
Columbia (Vancouver), Number CA49731,

Cour supréme du Canada

No. 42054

Le 30 juillet 2026

ENTRE:

Baoming Zhang, Lu Fei Sun, Charlotte Ga
Ling Tong, Christopher James Bak Kan
Tong, Xiao Qi Lucy Meng, Chun John Chak,
Jie Gao, Xinyu Ji, Yong Song Zhao, Hua
Wei Li, Yan Zhu, Li Min Ma, Wan Cao,
Qing Wei Li, Lan Guo, Chi Sing Ng, Tsang
Angela Mun Yee, Ravinder Kaur Hayer,
Chun-Yao Wang, Jian Chung Zheng, Chei
Yong Lee, Yong Jun Jiang, Han Yun Lu, Bo
Zhang, Chun Xue Chen, Mo Yeung, Tai
Fung Chan, Bao Sen Han, Peng Fei Zhu,
Feng Liang, et Yuan Dong

Demandeurs

-et-

Anderson Square Holdings Ltd.
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét

de la Cour d’appel de la Colombie-
Britannique (Vancouver), numéro CA49731,



No. 42054
2025 BCCA 288, dated August 18, 2025, is 2025 BCCA 288, daté du 18 aofit 2025, est
dismissed with costs. rejetée avec dépens.
Y
JS.C.C.

J.CS.C.



APPENDIX C:
Proposal Trustee’s R&D

In the Matter of the Proposal of
Anderson Square Holdings Ltd.

Proposal Trustee's Final and Estimated Statement of Receipts and Disbursements
For the Period of November 27, 2023 to September 21, 2026

Estimate to

Description Notes Actual complete Total
Receipts

Advances by Company 1 $ 360,280 $ - $ 360,280
Retainer for trustee fees 50,000 - 50,000
Interest income 1,640 100 1,740
Total receipts $ 411,921 $ 100 $ 412,021
Disbursements

Legal fees 2 $ 165,534 19,500 $ 185,034
Trustee fees 3 157,643 22,550 180,193
Sales taxes paid 29,529 3,468 32,996
Return of funds to Company - 5,983 5,983
Appraisal fees 7,500 - 7,500
Other 214 100 314
Total disbursements $ 360,420 $ 51,601 $ 412,021
Excess of receipts over disbursements $ 51,501 $ (51,501) $ -

Notes

1 Funds were advanced by the Company and another party to cover the Proposal Trustee's fees

and costs of administering the proposal.

2 An additional $12,178 in legal fees were paid using the $50,000 retainer the Company
provided directly to the Proposal Trustee's legal counsel, and an additional $13,675 in fees

were paid directly by the Company.

3 An additional $32,685 in fees and $14,622 in disbursements were paid directly by the

Company.



