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AMENDED 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT (CPA) 
 
THIS UNDERTAKING is made pursuant to Section 152 of the Consumer Protection Act (CPA). 
 
BY: RENFREW CHRYSLER INC.   
 at or near the city of Calgary, in the Province of Alberta 
 (hereinafter called the “Supplier”) 
 
TO: The DIRECTOR OF FAIR TRADING (as delegated) 
 (hereinafter called the “Director”) 
 
WHEREAS: 
 

A. At the time of the complaint, the supplier was licensed by the Alberta Motor Vehicle Industry 
Council (AMVIC) to carry on the following automotive business activities:  leasing, retail sales, 
autobody, garage and wholesale at or near Calgary in the province of Alberta. 

 
B. An administrative review was held on Jan. 8, 2020 at approximately 9:02 a.m. at the Calgary 

AMVIC office.  In attendance was the general sales manager of Renfrew Chrysler Inc. - Mr. John 
Dwerryhouse, legal counsel for the Supplier – Patrick Mahoney, law student Connor Mahoney, 

 - AMVIC investigator,  – delegate for manager of investigations south, 
and G. Gervais – Director of Fair Trading (as delegated). 

 
C. As a result of a consumer complaint with regards to the purchase of a 2018 Jeep Grand 

Cherokee Limited (the Jeep) from the Supplier, an AMVIC investigation (case file No. 18-12-015) 
was completed and consists of material contained in an application report and attached as 
schedule A. 

 
D. On Nov. 26, 2018 the consumer (CS) dropped off her 2014 Jeep Grand Cherokee Summit (the 

Summit) at the Supplier for servicing and agreed to leave the vehicle there until the repairs were 
completed.  On Nov. 28, 2018 CS received a phone call advising that the engine work had been 
completed and that the pre-owed manager was interested in purchasing the Summit and was 
prepared to give her a discount on a new vehicle. 

 
E. CS was asked to fill out a guest sheet, where she stated that the outstanding loan on the Summit 

was $30,000.  The Supplier completed a soft query of the consumer’s credit despite CS not 
providing written consent on the guest sheet.   

 
F. The Supplier provided CS with a sales sheet which stated that the 2018 Jeep was discounted 

from $70,640 to $61,073.  The sales sheet also indicated that the outstanding balance owing on 
the Summit was $31,000 and the Supplier was prepared to give the consumer $36,225 for the 
Summit.  CS expressed concerns to the salesperson regarding these amounts, as she believed 
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that her vehicle was worth $41,000 based on her research.  The salesperson advised her that 
maybe in British Columbia the vehicle would be worth more but not in Alberta and that she 
initially paid too much for the Summit.  The worksheet stated to change the running boards and 
rubber mats from the Summit to the Jeep.  While waiting, CS did her own research with regards 
to the price of the Jeep and expressed concerns to the Supplier that the Jeep was priced much 
higher than other Jeeps.  The salesperson advised her that the Jeep she test drove has the 
“Luxury II” package and that she was getting an excellent deal.  After reviewing the information 
on the “yellow sheet”, which was later identified as the bill of sale (BOS), CS had concerns over 
some of the price amounts listed.  She questioned the finance manager as to why the Summit 
value was $34,500 instead of $36,225 as indicated earlier and listed on the sales sheet.  The 
finance manager explained that the $36,225 included the goods and services tax (GST).  
However, during the administrative review, the Supplier agreed that the consumer should have 
received $36,225 for the Summit, as the value on the sales sheet is a cash value and does not 
include GST.   
 

G. After leaving the dealership CS took the opportunity to review the documents that she was 
given, at which point she realized she had purchased the Jeep and was very distraught about the 
purchase price, payments and the amount of debt burden she had just taken on.  CS found an 
advertisement from Nov. 8, 2018 with the Jeep’s vehicle identification number (VIN) and it was 
advertised for $60,760, which is $10,000 less than the deal price the Supplier offered her, before 
the “Black Friday discount”.  Furthermore the options list she was given by the salesperson was 
not for the Jeep she purchased but for a Chrysler Pacifica.  During the review, the Supplier 
acknowledged that the Jeep had been sold well above the manufacturer’s suggested retail price 
(MSRP) and that the consumer in fact did not receive a price benefit. 
 
Consumer Protection Act 
Unfair Practices 
Section 6 
(4) Without limiting subsection (2) and (3), the following are unfair practices if they are directed 
at one or more potential consumers;  
 (o) a supplier’s representation that a specific price benefit or advantage exists if it does 

not; 
 

H. CS spent a number of hours at the Supplier and was given a number of different documents and 
signed various paperwork but CS expressed that the Supplier never explained the paperwork to 
her.  “I was made to feel as though I had to sign/initial the forms. I felt overcome by the 
pressure and what I saw as helter skelter, and at no point did I actually believe I was buying a 
vehicle so much as working in a precursor model”.  CS believed that the documents she signed 
was to see what the bank would approve her for, not to actually purchase the Jeep.  The 
salesperson acknowledged that the consumer was frustrated and she expressed that it was all 
too much for her.  She was very anxious and needed to calm herself down.  CS believed that she 
was only signing a loan application.  
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I. After repeatedly questioning the Supplier regarding the price, used vehicles, the process and the 

forms, CS felt that she got incomplete responses.  CS attempted to leave the Supplier, when she 
was stopped and the salesperson said “It’s approved”, at which time the consumer returned to 
the finance office and thought she could discuss more options she was interested in now that 
the Supplier knew what she would be approved for.   

 
Consumer Protection Act 
Section 6 
(2) It is an unfair practice for a supplier, in a consumer transaction or a proposed consumer 
transaction, 

(c) to use exaggeration, innuendo or ambiguity as to a material fact with respect to the 
consumer transaction; 

 
J. The investigator reviewed a number of bills of sale (BOS) from the Supplier, of which the 

documentation fee for each was $698.  As per the BOS, the Supplier charged CS $1,698.  After 
reviewing the BOS, it is clear that the Supplier overcharged the consumer an extra $1,000 for 
documentation fees.  The Supplier could not provide an explanation as to why CS was charged 
the higher amount and agreed it was an error on their part.   
 
Consumer Protection Act 
Section 6 
(2) It is an unfair practice for a supplier, in a consumer transaction or a proposed consumer 
transaction, 

(d) to charge a price for goods or services that grossly exceeds the price at which 
similar goods or services are readily available without informing the consumer of the 
difference in price and the reason for the difference; 

 
K. The running boards and front and rubber mats were to be transferred over to the Jeep from the 

Summit, as requested however this did not occur.  The Supplier advertised the Summit with the 
running boards and sold the Summit on Jan. 14, 2019.  In addition, these items were not listed 
on the bill of sale as part of the purchase agreement.  During the administrative review, the 
Supplier acknowledged these facts.  
 
Consumer Protection Act 
Duty to maintain records 

 Section 132  
(1) Every licensee and former licensee must create and maintain  

(a) complete and accurate financial records of its operations in Alberta for at 
least 3 years after the records are made, and  
(b) other records and documents described in the regulations for  
the period specified in the regulations.  
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L. The investigator noted several errors and discrepancies in the Supplier’s paperwork not limited 

to:  discrepancies in the mortgage information CS provided to the finance manager and what 
was entered and provided to the bank an, issue with credit consent, fees, trade in values and 
the BOS. The BOS was noted to be missing several required items as per the Automotive 
Business Regulation (ABR) Section 31.2(1) and (2).  This was discussed with the Supplier during 
the administrative review for education purposes.  

 
M. The investigator noted the Supplier was cooperative throughout the investigative process and 

indicated a willingness to work with the regulator.  
 

N. During the administrative review, the Supplier advised that the two employees including the 
finance manager and the sales manager who were involved with this consumer sales transaction 
have since been dismissed.   
 

O. In addition, the Supplier stated they have changed some of their business practices.  The general 
sales manager now sits at the sales manager’s desk and is responsible for reviewing every new 
vehicle sales transaction.  The Supplier has eliminated the sales sheet they were using prior and 
have created a new form.  The MSRP sheets are now being printed off by the salespersons and 
provided to consumers. The general manager has adopted a policy of reviewing all deals that get 
put through the finance department before they go to accounting on all new and used sales.   
 

 
NOW THEREFORE THIS UNDERTAKING WITNESSES THAT: 

 
1. The Supplier acknowledges that it failed to comply with certain provisions of the CPA and ABR, 

and undertakes to the Director that the Supplier will make every effort to ensure that all future 
transactions are completed in accordance with the CPA and its related regulations. 
 

2. The Supplier undertakes to maintain accurate business records and ensure they do not over 
charge consumers or make representations or exaggerations of a price benefit or advantage 
when they do not exist, which is misleading to the consumer.    

 
3. The Supplier will review their current BOS and ensure their form as well as the completion of 

the form meet the legislative requirements as set out in Section 31.2 (1) and (2) of the ABR.  
 

4. To ensure that the Supplier is in full compliance with the CPA and its related regulations, the 
Supplier agrees to assist AMVIC with an inspection to take place between May 1, 2020 and 
Aug. 31, 2020.  
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5. The Supplier has agreed to reimburse the complainant the sum of $13,406.03, which 

represents restitution amounts to remedy the anomalies in the sales transaction ($9,566.46 the 
amount of discount misrepresented to the consumer; $1,725 the difference for the trade in 
value, $1,000 the difference in the higher amount charged for the documentation fee; $500 to 
replace or reimburse the running boards and rubber floor mats that were not transitioned 
over; and $614.57 the additional GST cost savings).  Such payment can be made by cheque or 
money order made payable to Lawson, Glod, Mahoney in trust to the complainant within 30 
days of entering into this Undertaking.  Lawson, Glod, Mahoney will facilitate the transaction 
and provide AMVIC with confirmation that complainant has received the restitution payment.  

 
6. The Supplier shall pay the sum of $3,038 to AMVIC, an amount that represents the costs AMVIC 

has incurred investigating the matters herein.  Such payment is to be made to AMVIC within 
thirty (30) days from the date of this Undertaking.  

 
7. This Undertaking will remain in force,  
 

unless: 
a. Terminated by the Director or varied with the consent of the Supplier; 
b. Varied by an Order of the Judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench where the Judge is 

satisfied that the circumstances warrant varying the provisions of the Undertaking; or 
c. Terminated by an Order of the Judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench where the Judge 

is satisfied that the act or practice that the Supplier has undertaken to refrain from 
engaging in was not unfair; however, in any such case, the termination or variance 
does not invalidate anything done under this Undertaking prior to termination or 
variance. 

 
8. The Supplier acknowledges the Director may, upon breach of any term of the Undertaking, 

institute such proceedings and take such action under the CPA as they may consider necessary. 
 
9. The Supplier acknowledges this Undertaking is a public document and will be maintained in the 

public record by the Director of Fair Trading (as delegated) as required by Section 157.1 of the 
CPA. 
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10. The Supplier acknowledges that they were advised by AMVIC, and are aware that they are 

entitled to seek independent professional advice regarding the signing of this Undertaking, and 
the Supplier acknowledges they are entering into this Undertaking voluntarily. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Supplier, has on the     8  ___ day of  April___________ , 2020        . 
 

Renfrew Chrysler Inc. 
 

PER:      “original signed by”_______  
         David Lamont 

 
 
ACCEPTED by the Director of Fair Trading on the   15__ day of        April ______ _____, 2020        . 
 
 

PER: “original signed by”_______ 
Gerald Gervais, Registrar 

DIRECTOR OF FAIR TRADING 
          (as delegated) 




