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[2026] NZTT 5464995, 5502492

TENANCY TRIBUNAL AT CHRISTCHURCH | TE TARAIPIUNARA RETIHANGA KI 
ŌTAUTAHI

APPLICANT: Taranjeet Singh and Kamaljeet Kaur

 Tenant

RESPONDENT: Iron Bridge Property Management (Wgtn) Limited 

 Landlord

TENANCY ADDRESS: Flat 6, 296 Bealey Avenue, Christchurch Central, 
Christchurch 8013

ORDER

1. The landlord’s request for name suppression is refused.

2. The landlord’s application is dismissed.

3. Iron Bridge Property Management (Wgtn) Limited Wendy Harrison must pay 
Taranjeet Singh and Kamaljeet Kaur $28.00 immediately, being the filing fee.

4. The Bond Centre is to pay the bond of $1,660.00 (BN-00029268) to Taranjeet 
Singh and Kamaljeet Kaur immediately.

Reasons:

1. Both parties attended the hearing. Ms Harrison represented Iron Bridge.

2. The landlord has applied for $602.90 compensation for damage to the window 
at the front of the premises, payment from the bond, and reimbursement of the 
filing fee following the end of the tenancy.

3. The tenants have applied for repayment of the bond.
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Background

4. This tenancy began on 5 February 2024 and ended on 5 February 2025.

5. The tenancy was managed by the owner of the premises initially. Rentwise 
Property Management took over for a short time in September 2025 and then 
Iron Bridge took over from them in November when the premises were sold.

6. In September, contractors came to the premises and carried out work to relevel 
them and other adjoining flats. The tenants moved out of the premises for 10 
days while the work was undertaken.

7. The venetian blinds on the window at the front of the premises were too narrow 
for the window and so the tenants affixed a combination black and opaque 
material to the inside of the window for privacy. 

8. The tenants had bought a house for themselves and so they moved out of the 
premises on 15 January 2026.

9. Mr Singh returned to the premises on 31 January to clean them and he said that 
after he removed the material from the window, he saw that the window was 
cracked. He messaged Iron Bridge immediately and informed them of the 
damage.

10. Ms Harrison said that Mr Singh called her a few days before 28 January and 
reported the damage and then on 28 January she went to the premises and 
saw the damage herself. 

11. There is no ingoing report or other inspection reports in evidence. Iron Bridge 
did not fully inspect the premises until after the tenancy ended.

Relevant Law

12. The tenant must not carelessly or intentionally damage the premises.

13. A landlord must prove that damage to the premises occurred during the tenancy 
and is more than fair wear and tear. If this is established, to avoid liability, the 
tenant must prove they did not carelessly or intentionally cause or permit the 
damage.

14. There are limits on the tenant’s liability for damage depending on the landlord’s 
insurance. Those limits have no application in this case.

Evidence and Discussion

15. The parties agree that the damage occurred during the tenancy. It is therefore 
up to the tenants to disprove liability for the damage.

16. Both sides have suggested and provided some evidence based on the belief 
that the nature of the damage to the window can be used to determine how the 
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damage was caused. I don’t accept that. There is a science that studies the 
mechanics of how different types of damage to glass was caused. No such 
expert evidence has been produced. I take judicial notice (meaning from my 
own knowledge) that it is an extremely technical and uncertain science. 
Therefore, I do not accept that the type of damage to the glass assists me to 
determine the likely cause of the damage.

17. The tenants deny that they caused the damage. They say it was not there when 
the tenancy began, and they first noticed it on 31 January. They say that it was 
likely caused when the premises were relevelled in September. They pointed to 
evidence of subsidence affecting the structure of the premises both before and 
after the relevelling.

18. The landlord says that the damage was likely caused by an impact and because 
the damage was to the inside pane of the double-glazed window, it must have 
been caused by the tenants.

19. I prefer the tenants’ evidence in relation to the discovery of the damage. Ms 
Harrison said that she took a photograph of the window on 28 January, after 
she was told about it by Mr Singh, but when she produced it on her mobile 
telephone, it was date stamped 2 February.

20. The email chain beginning on 31 January is also consistent with Mr Singh’s 
evidence that he noticed the damage and reported it to Ms Harrison. 

21. I also note that there is no suggestion that the tenants were anything other than 
model tenants. There was no other damage and there are no other claims on 
the bond. 

22. As well, if the damage was caused by an impact, how could that happen? The 
apparent centre of the damage in in the upper part of the living room window. It 
is difficult to see how that could happen accidently. There is no suggestion that 
the damage was caused intentionally and if there had been, there is no 
evidence to support it. 

23. The theory that the damage occurred because of the relevelling is entirely 
plausible. Those of us who experienced the Canterbury earthquakes know the 
damage that can result when a building moves.

24. The material that covered the window during the tenancy would have made the 
damage difficult to see from both the inside and the outside. Ms Harrison says 
that she saw the damage when the material was still in place, but she did not 
take a photograph of it. I would have expected her to do so.
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Result

25. These were good tenants who have given a plausible explanation for the 
damage that exculpates them, and I find that they have proved that they are not 
responsible for it.

26. It follows that the landlord’s application must be dismissed and the bond must 
be paid to the tenants.

27. Because the tenants have wholly succeeded, I have reimbursed them the filing 
fee.

28. The landlord has not succeeded and there is no reason to grant them name 
suppression.

  
R Armstrong
18 May 2026
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Please read carefully:
Visit justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals for more information on rehearings 
and appeals.

Rehearings
You can apply for a rehearing if you believe that a substantial wrong or miscarriage of justice 
has happened. For example:
• you did not get the letter telling you the date of the hearing, or
• the adjudicator improperly admitted or rejected evidence, or
• new evidence, relating to the original application, has become available.

You must give reasons and evidence to support your application for a rehearing.
A rehearing will not be granted just because you disagree with the decision.
You must apply within five working days of the decision using the Application for Rehearing 
form: justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Forms/TT-Application-for-rehearing.pdf 

Right of Appeal
Both the landlord and the tenant can file an appeal. You should file your appeal at the District 
Court where the original hearing took place. The cost for an appeal is $260. You must apply 
within 10 working days after the decision is issued using this Appeal to the District Court 
form: justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals

Grounds for an appeal
You can appeal if you think the decision was wrong, but not because you don’t like the 
decision. For some cases, there’ll be no right to appeal. For example, you can’t appeal:
• against an interim order
• a final order, or the failure to make an order, where the amount in dispute on appeal is 

less than $1000
• a final order to undertake work, or the failure to make an order, where the value of the 

work in dispute on appeal is less than $1000.

Enforcement
Where the Tribunal made an order about money or property this is called a civil debt. The 
Ministry of Justice Collections Team can assist with enforcing civil debt. You can contact the 
collections team on 0800 233 222 or go to justice.govt.nz/fines/civil-debt for forms and 
information.

Notice to a party ordered to pay money or vacate premises, etc.
Failure to comply with any order may result in substantial additional costs for enforcement. It 
may also involve being ordered to appear in the District Court for an examination of your 
means or seizure of your property. 

If you require further help or information regarding this matter, visit tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-
decisions or phone Tenancy Services on 0800 836 262.

Mēna ka hiahia koe ki ētahi atu awhina, kōrero ranei mo tēnei take, haere ki tenei ipurangi 
tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions, waea atu ki Ratonga Takirua ma runga 0800 836 262 
ranei.

https://www.justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Forms/TT-Application-for-rehearing.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals/
https://www.justice.govt.nz/fines/about-civil-debt/
https://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions
https://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions
http://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions/
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A manaomia nisi faamatalaga poo se fesoasoani, e uiga i lau mataupu, asiasi ifo le matou aupega 
tafailagi: tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions, pe fesootai mai le Tenancy Services i le 
numera 0800 836 262.
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