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Civil Resolution Tribunal 
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BETWEEN:  

RYAN DAVID LEE 

 

APPLICANT 

AND: 

AUTOCANADA MR MOTORS GP INC. 

 

RESPONDENT 

REASONS FOR DECISION 

Tribunal Member: Deanna Rivers 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The applicant, Ryan David Lee, bought a used Toyota Tacoma from the 

respondent, AutoCanada MR Motors GP Inc., doing business as Maple Ridge 

Chrysler Jeep Dodge Ram (dealership). He says the dealership misrepresented that 

the Tacoma did not have an aftermarket lift kit. He claims $4,800 for costs to 
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remove the modifications and recalibrate the safety sensors. Mr. Lee represents 

himself.  

2. The dealership says it did not misrepresent the Tacoma. Lawyer Andrew Bieg 

represents the dealership.  

3. For the following reasons, I dismiss Mr. Lee’s claims.  

JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURE 

4. The Civil Resolution Tribunal (CRT) has jurisdiction over small claims brought under 

Civil Resolution Tribunal Act (CRTA) section 118. The CRT’s mandate is to provide 

dispute resolution services accessibly, quickly, economically, informally, and 

flexibly. In resolving disputes, the CRT must apply principles of law and fairness. 

These are the CRT’s formal written reasons. 

5. CRTA section 42 says the CRT may accept as evidence information that it 

considers relevant, necessary, and appropriate, whether or not the information 

would be admissible in court.  

6. CRTA section 39 says the CRT has discretion to decide the hearing’s format. Here, 

I find that I am properly able to assess and weigh the documentary evidence and 

submissions before me. Further, bearing in mind the CRT’s mandate that includes 

proportionality and a speedy resolution of disputes, I find that an oral hearing is not 

necessary in the interests of justice. 

7. The dealership says that Mr. Lee also made a complaint against it with the Vehicle 

Sales Authority (VSA), which regulates vehicle dealerships in BC. The dealership 

says that the VSA dismissed Mr. Lee’s complaint. The VSA’s findings are not 

binding on me. So, I have not considered the outcome of the VSA complaint in this 

decision. 

8. Mr. Lee relied on information generated by ChatGPT and Claude, generative 

artificial intelligence (AI) tools. Previous CRT and court decisions have declined to 
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rely on AI-generated evidence, because of its inherent unreliability. See, for 

example, Bahia v. ICBC, 2025 BCCRT 453. He also relied on statements from 

internet forums or message boards. Although the CRT has the authority to accept 

hearsay evidence, I find this evidence is not reliable because neither the authors 

nor their qualifications are identified. So, I give this evidence no weight.  

ISSUES 

9. The issues in this dispute are: 

a. Did the dealership misrepresent the Tacoma? 

b. Did the dealership breach the Business Practices and Consumer Protection 

Act (BPCPA)? 

c. If so, what remedy is appropriate? 

EVIDENCE AND ANALYSIS 

10. As the applicant in this civil dispute, Mr. Lee must prove his claims on a balance of 

probabilities, meaning it is more likely than not. I have read all the parties’ evidence 

and submissions but refer only to what is necessary to explain my decision.  

What happened? 

11. The facts in this dispute are mostly undisputed, except where I state otherwise.  

12. In December 2023, the dealership completed an inspection of the Tacoma, found 

the shocks were leaking, and replaced the front shocks with Bilstein 5100 shocks, 

which the parties agree were aftermarket or non-OEM (original equipment 

manufacturer) parts. I note that in argument, Mr. Lee uses the words struts and 

shocks interchangeably. Shocks or shock absorbers are dampers that control the 

vertical bounce of a vehicle. Struts are a structural assembly that bears the weight 
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of the vehicle. I find the dealership replaced the front shocks, and use that term in 

this decision.  

13. On January 27, 2024, Mr. Lee bought the Tacoma. He was given the inspection 

report, and took it for a test drive. The inspection report has a section for 

Alterations/Modifications. Beside “Lift Kit” there is a check beside “No.” 

14. On May 28, 2024, Mr. Lee brought the Tacoma to a local Toyota repair shop 

(Toyota Victoria) for an inspection for a different issue. He says while driving the 

vehicle, the technician noticed that aftermarket shocks were installed. The invoice 

does not mention the shocks. There is no statement from the technician.  

15. On February 28, 2025, Mr. Lee again brought the Tacoma to Toyota Victoria. The 

invoice states he asked it to check the suspension. It says he had a cabinet in the 

truck box, which triggered the pre-collision alarm, and he wanted a recommendation 

to address this issue. The invoice also states “shop foreman looked at vehicle. Not 

at factory height.” 

Did the dealership misrepresent the Tacoma? 

16. Mr. Lee says that the dealership misrepresented the Tacoma.  

17. There are two types of legal misrepresentation, fraudulent and negligent. Fraudulent 

misrepresentation occurs when the seller makes a false statement of fact that the 

seller knew was false or was reckless about whether it was true or false, the 

misrepresentation induced the buyer to purchase the vehicle, and the buyer 

suffered a loss. See Ban v. Keleher, 2017 BCSC 1132, at paragraph 16. 

18. Negligent misrepresentation occurs when the seller carelessly or negligently makes 

a representation to the buyer that is untrue, inaccurate, or misleading, and the buyer 

reasonably relies on the misrepresentation and suffers a loss. See Ban, paragraph 

31. The applicable standard of care in a used car sale is for the seller to take 

“reasonable care” to not mislead the buyer about the vehicle’s condition. See for 

example Daniel v. Watkinson, 2019 BCPC 319, at paragraph 57. 
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19. Mr. Lee says that the shocks installed are a component used for lifting the 

suspension of vehicles, so he says this amounts to a lift kit. He also says the shocks 

changed the rake (how level it sits from front to back) of the vehicle, created 

excessive rear squat when towing or hauling, and affected the pre-collision 

detection system. He says that Toyota Canada does not endorse the use of 

aftermarket or non-OEM components.  

20. The dealership argues that new shocks are not a lift kit. It says the new shocks 

have the same specifications as the original, and do not affect the rake, load 

capacity, or pre-collision detection system. It says with a used vehicle, it is not 

reasonable to assume that all parts will be OEM.  

21. I accept that different shocks can affect how the vehicle performs, even if both types 

are compatible with the vehicle. I also accept that manufacturers generally 

recommend consumers use parts they manufacture.  

22. The evidence shows that Bilstein shocks can be used to lift the height of a vehicle. 

However, I agree with the dealership that the new shocks are not a lift kit. As Mr. 

Lee noted, shocks are only one component of a lift kit used to raise the frame of a 

vehicle. Further, the evidence shows the Bilstein 5100 shocks can be adjusted to 

provide a front lift height from stock to 2 inches by adjusting the circlip to different 

grooves. So, I find that the dealership did not misrepresent the Tacoma by checking 

“no” beside lift kit on the vehicle inspection report. The inspection report did not 

indicate whether or not any vehicle components were OEM.  

23. Mr. Lee also argues that having a vehicle with safety features, including the pre-

collision detection system, was important to him. He says changing the rake of the 

vehicle could require recalibration of the safety system. Mr. Lee provided numerous 

bulletins from Toyota which warn that non-OEM parts could affect various systems. 

He says he relied “entirely” on the vehicle inspection report.  

24. However, Mr. Lee did not provide evidence the dealership knew the safety features 

were especially important to him or that he relied on the vehicle inspection report. 
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Further, there is no evidence, other than Mr. Lee’s statement, that the new shocks 

affected the Tacoma’s pre-collision detection system. There is also no evidence 

from a mechanic that the shocks created a problem with the safety system.  

25. In this dispute, I find Mr. Lee has not proved the dealership made a false or 

misleading statement about the Tacoma having a lift kit, or that the shocks affected 

the Tacoma’s safety features.  

Did the dealership breach the BPCPA? 

26. Mr. Lee also argues that the BPCPA applies.  

27. BPCPA section 5(1) says that a supplier must not commit or engage in a deceptive 

act or practice in a consumer transaction. A deceptive act or practice is a supplier’s 

representation or conduct that has the capability, tendency, or effect of deceiving or 

misleading a consumer. BPCPA section 4(3) sets out specific circumstances that 

constitute a deceptive act or practice. Section 4(3)(a)(ii) and (iii) say that a 

deceptive act or practice includes a representation that goods are of a particular 

standard, quality, grade, style, or model that they are not, or have a particular prior 

history or usage that they do not have.  

28. For the same reasons I set out above, I find the dealership did not misrepresent the 

Tacoma, and so did not breach the BPCPA.  

29. As a result, I dismiss Mr. Lee’s claims.  

30. Under CRTA section 49 and CRT rules, the CRT will generally order an 

unsuccessful party to reimburse a successful party for CRT fees and reasonable 

dispute-related expenses. As Mr. Lee was not successful, I dismiss his claim for 

reimbursement of CRT fees. The dealership did not pay CRT fees or claim dispute-

related expenses. 

ORDER 

31. I dismiss Mr. Lee’s claims. 
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Deanna Rivers, Tribunal Member 
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