
In December 2011, six community organizations active in the Côte-des-Neiges – 
Notre-Dame-de-Grâce Borough1 submitted a brief on the application of the By-
law concerning the sanitation, maintenance and safety of dwelling units. Over 
the past two years, certain changes related to the recommendations of our brief 
have been made, including the revision of the visiting card, the sending of a no-
tice to tenants, the addition of one inspection position in 2012, and the introduc-
tion of a preventive inspection project (central city resources and one additional 
inspection position in the Borough).  The community workers’ ability to report 
complaints was also recognized.  
 
We acknowledge these positive changes. However, our work in the field leads us 
to recognize that much still must be done to ensure the right to decent housing 
for all residents of our borough. In fact, community organizations are faced with 
a growing number of tenants experiencing major housing problems, such as 
mould, vermin, cockroaches, repairs, bedbugs and other issues. Very often, 
these are problems that affect the health of tenants and their families. 
 
In the context of a new administration, we wish, through this document, to iden-
tify the issues we consider priorities and propose recommendations.  
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1.3 The inspector’s 
report  
 

The inspector’s report 
is essential when the 
tenant is defending a 
case at the Rental 
Board (the notices give 
an idea of the content, 
but the full report will 
be transferred to the 
Rental Board for evi-
dence within the con-
text of a hearing). This 

report is not given 
automatically to the 
tenant, who must make 
a request for informa-
tion to obtain a copy. 
This process normally 
takes approximately 20 
to 30 days.  
 
This practice represents 
an obstacle for tenants 
in defending their 
rights. Furthermore, 
this data is public and 

should be provided 
automatically. The Ho-
chelaga-Maisonneuve 
Borough makes the file 
available to tenants 
who visit its office.  
 
Recommendation:  
3) That the inspection re-
port be accessible to the 
tenant automatically, ei-
ther sent by mail, or at 
least upon visiting the 
Borough office.  

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES AND COMMUNICAT ION WITH TENANTS  

1.1  The reply form/ “coupon-
réponse” (also called teleproc-
essing) 
 

In some cases, the inspectors send a 
“reply form” letter before proceeding 
with an inspection. If the tenant does 
not complete and return this docu-
ment, follow-up of the file is not guar-
anteed. We find this policy often poses 
a problem for the tenant, who does not 
understand the letter and/or does not 

realize that the reply form must be re-
turned.  
 
Furthermore, the reply form/coupon-
réponse is sent in French only, and lan-
guage barriers are common for CDN resi-
dents. We have seen cases where the 
tenant does not send back the “reply 
form”, his or her file is closed, he or she 
is not notified and the problem falls be-
tween the cracks. 
 
Before an inspector visits, it is relevant 
to know whether the landlord has ful-

filled his or her obligations. However, 
considering the impacts of this require-
ment on the accessibility of the inspec-
tion service and the delays this in-
volves, we believe the reply form is not 
the solution to this problem. Further-
more, we understand this form is used 
in a minority of cases.  
 
Recommendation: 
1) That the reply form (“coupon-
réponse”) be abolished.   

Administrative procedures and mechanisms for communication with tenants are key factors in access to inspection 
services. We identify three issues in this regard.  

lows tenants to follow the 
progress of their file.  
 
However, we find that this 
document is not yet sent sys-
tematically and that tenants 
are sent the notices three 
weeks later than the land-
lords, which prevents tenants 
from being really up to date 
on the progress of their file.  

 

1.2  The notices  
 

During the past year, the 
Borough introduced the prac-
tice of sending the tenant a 
copy of the non-compliance 
notice and the deadline given 
for the work, to inform the 
tenant about the develop-
ments concerning his or her 
complaint. This new practice 
is important, because it al-

Recommendation:  
2)  That the notice systemati-
cally be sent simultaneously 
to the tenant and the land-
lord.  



statements of offence, and the 
criteria for these decisions are 
unclear. Often the tenant must 
notify the SPI if the work required 
has not been performed by the 
landlord. As previously men-
tioned, the tenant is not always 
aware of the deadlines and exten-
sions granted by the inspector.  
 
 When the deadlines imposed 
on the landlord by the SPI are not 
respected (the work is not com-
pleted / begun), the SPI often 
grants an extension. The SPI says 
it trusts landlords who show 
“good faith”, meaning that they 
begin certain work. From our per-
spective this is often simply a way 
for the owner to calm the situa-
tion while performing a few mi-
nor interventions, without risking 
consequences. 
 
 The inspectors do not do sys-
tematic follow-up after the state-
ment of offence to check whether 
the work has been performed.  

 
It is the Borough’s responsibility 
to ensure that each file is fol-

2.1  Follow-up 
 

Our organizations note a lack of sys-
tematic and rigorous follow-up on 
the part of the Permits and Inspec-
tion Department (SPI*), at several 
stages of the process. Consequently,  
the burden of follow-up of a com-
plaint often rests on the tenants’ 
shoulders. This situation significantly 
hinders the effectiveness of the en-
forcement of the By-law concerning 
the sanitation, maintenance and 
safety of dwelling units.   
 
Many community workers from our 
organizations are called on to inter-
vene in cases where the inspection 
is not followed up. Some workers 
are told that it is very difficult for 
the inspectors to follow up, because 
they have too many files at the 
same time, or because there is a 
shortage of administrative re-
sources.  
 
The community workers find more 
specifically that: 
  Non-compliance notices are not 
followed up systematically. The in-
spectors decide what follow-up they 
prioritize and when they issue the 

lowed from beginning to end, within 
the shortest possible time, to ensure 
the right to a decent dwelling. A lack 
of rigorous follow-up sends the mes-
sage that the deadlines granted are 
not serious and that there will not 
necessarily be any consequences if 
the work is not performed promptly. 
Moreover, the longer the process 
drags on, the more the tenant may 
have health consequences and the 
greater the risk the problems will 
worsen. 
  
Recommendations: 
4) That there be systematic, rigorous 
and diligent follow-up at each stage 
of the process: 
-Respond rapidly to all complaints; 
-Follow up with the landlord and the 
tenant immediately after the expira-
tion of the deadline in notices of non
-compliance and statements of of-
fence;  
-Do not extend the deadlines if the 
work is not done;  
-Ensure that the problem is really 
resolved. 
 
 
*Service des permis et inspections  

FOLLOW-UP OF COMPLAINTS AND DEADLINES GRANTED 

We remind you that the Standing Committee on Economic and Urban Development and Housing issued recommendations last 
June 26 on the Assessment of Municipal Action for Improvement of Housing Sanitation*. Our requests are fully consistent with 
the recommendation of this committee’s report entitled “Access facilitated for tenants”**:  

 
Considering several recommendations submitted to the Committee proposing means or improvements to the 
existing means to facilitate citizens’ understanding of the mechanisms at their disposal to make complaints 
regarding sanitation and to be informed of the follow-up in processing their complaint;  
R-4: That the best practices in this matter be identified and that they be disseminated and implemented 
throughout the territory.  
R-5: That the procedure for tenants to access the inspection file regarding their dwelling be revised so 
that it is as simple as possible, while accounting for the issue of protection of personal information.  
 

*Bilan de l’action municipale pour l’amélioration de la salubrité des logements.  
**Our translation 
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2.2  Deadlines are 
too long 
 

Regarding the deadlines 
granted, we have one ad-
ditional observation: 
 
We find that the standard 
30-day deadline is long 
for many problems (for 
example, extermination 
of vermin, plumbing or 
door repairs, minor and 
midlevel repairs, etc.).  

For work that is not struc-
tural and for which the 
landlord does not need a 
permit, shorter deadlines 
would make it possible to 
resolve problems faster 
or identify situations 
where the owner does 
not respond, so that 
other steps can be taken.  
 
Recommendation: 
5) That the deadlines 
granted to the landlord 
for work/exterminations 

be reduced (for example, 
systematically impose 
deadlines of 7, 10 or 15 
days instead of 30 days for 
work that is not structural 
and for which the landlord 
does not need a permit). 

T H E  I N S P E C TO R S ’  M A N D AT E  A N D  I N T E R V E N T I O N S  I N  C A S E S  
O F  M O U L D /  WAT E R  I N F I LT R AT I O N /  E XC E S S I V E  M O I S T U R E  

trations and moulds, which pre-
vents a real sustainable resolu-
tion of these problems. For ex-
ample, if there is mould around a 
window, the inspector will only 
ask the landlord to remove the 
mould and repaint the affected 
surface. The inspector will not 
ask where the mould comes from 
and why it developed.  

 
b) The inspectors analyze the 
water infiltration and mould 
problems in isolation instead of 
in relation to other factors pre-
sent in the dwelling or the build-
ing structure/ envelope. For ex-
ample, the presence of efflores-
cence5 on the exterior walls, the 
condition of the roof, the pres-
ence of a negative slope of the 
ground adjacent to the building, 
foundation damage, etc. Such an 
examination would make it possi-
ble to understand the source of 
the water infiltrating into the 
dwellings and why it infiltrates. 

Such a systematic and comprehen-
sive inspection of the building makes 
it possible to establish a much more 
complete diagnosis and therefore 
explain to the landlord what must be 
repaired to really eliminate the prob-
lem in the tenant’s dwelling and 
throughout the building.  
 
c) Similarly, the inspectors do not 
have tools to detect water infiltra-
tions or mould that are not visible, 
and they limit their intervention to 
visual inspections. This way of pro-
ceeding is problematic, because in 
many cases, the water infiltrations 
are not visible. A moisture detector 
and an infrared camera can identify 
moisture or the presence of water 
inside the drywall.  

Our organizations are confronted 
with a large number of mould and 
excessive moisture problems. A study 
by the Direction de santé publique 
(2011) concluded that, in the CLSC 
Côte-des-Neiges territory in 2006, 
excessive moisture or mould prob-
lems were present in 38.4% of homes 
with children ages 6 months to 12 
years.2 The percentage was 38.1% for 
the CLSC NDG – Montréal-oust terri-
tory3.  We are concerned both by the 
scope of these problems and by their 
impacts on residents’ health.4  
 
Our work of the past few years and 
the collaborations between the com-
munity organizations and the Direc-
tion de santé publique allow us to 
make several observations regarding 
the SPI’s interventions in case involv-
ing mould, water infiltration and ex-
cessive moisture. 
 
a)  In practice, the inspectors do not 
have the formal mandate to identify 
the source or the cause of water infil-
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All these approaches involve several 
consequences:  
 

 By removing the mould and re-
painting, the landlord will only cover 
up the problem, because this is what 
the Borough asks for. Therefore, since 
the problem is not resolved at the 
source, it will reappear rapidly (the 
visible aspect of the mould or the 
water infiltrations).  
 
 Tenants may continue to have 
mould-related health problems, be-
cause mould continues to be present 
inside the wall, even if it is no longer 
visible.  
 
 Overall, if the mould, water infil-
tration and excessive moisture prob-
lems are not resolved, the neighbour-
hood housing will continue to dete-
riorate. The more extensive the prob-
lems become, the more difficult and 
costly it is to  resolve them.  
 
 Due to the non-identification of 
the source/cause of the mould and 
infiltrations, landlords often accuse 

the tenants of creating these prob-
lems. However, in its mould and wa-
ter infiltration investigations con-
ducted in over 400 dwellings over the 
past five years, the Direction de la 
santé publique de Montréal con-
cluded the tenants were very rarely 
and never exclusively at fault in these 
cases.6 
 
 Apart from non-resolution of the 
problems, this situation has major 
impacts on tenants who bring a case 
against their landlords at the Rental 
Board. The landlords, who are much 
better off economically than CDN 
tenants, only have to hire a lawyer or 
an “expert” (there are no standards 
for companies in this field), who man-
age to convince the Régie du loge-
ment commissioners that the mould 
problems are caused by the tenants’ 
behaviour. The tenants, who cannot 
afford to pay for experts, should be 
able to count on the city inspectors 
who, if they were interested in the 
root causes of the problems, would 
restore the balance to these unequal 
means of defence at the Rental 

Board, by demonstrating that the 
problems come from the building 
structure.  
   
Our collaboration with the Direction 
de santé publique has allowed us to 
see the work of hygienists who have 
developed extensive expertise on 
water infiltration and mould prob-
lems affecting dwellings and buildings 
in Montreal, and whose work leads to 
the full resolution of these problems.  

We feel there is no reason that bor-
ough inspectors should not be as 
fully trained and equipped as this 
DSP team.   

housing inspections (inspect the 
envelope and the roof of the build-
ing to establish connections with 
what is happening inside the dwell-
ings). 
 
8) That the Borough train the in-
spectors better. That the Borough 
organize training on water infiltra-
tions, moulds and excessive mois-
ture with the Direction de santé 
publique, which has developed rec-
ognized expertise in this field.  
 
9) That the Borough provide the 
inspectors with tools to allow them 
to detect the presence of water in-

Recommendations: 
We call on the Borough to develop 
clear direction and a clear procedure 
to act effectively on the problem of 
moulds and excessive moisture. Spe-
cifically, we request: 
 
6) That the Borough broaden its in-
spection mandate by diagnosing the 
sources of water infiltration and 
mould problems and by obliging 
landlords to intervene at this level.  
 
7) That the Borough broaden its 
mandate by favouring a comprehen-
sive and systematic approach in 

filtrations inside walls and floors 
(moisture detectors and infrared 
cameras) and stop limiting their in-
tervention to visual inspection of 
these problems. 
 
10) That the Borough stop asking 
landlords to perform surface repairs 
of the problems and stop tolerating 
this practice by not verifying, during 
follow-up, whether the problems 
have been resolved at the source.  
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Use of coercive  
measures 
 

The By-law concerning the 
sanitation, maintenance and 
safety of dwelling units gives 
the City and the Boroughs 
several powers that put 
pressure on delinquent land-
lords. These powers include, 
for example, issuing state-
ments of offence and per-
forming work in place of the 
landlord. We find that these 
tools are not used often and 
that a conciliatory approach  

 
 
 
is favoured with landlords. 
For example: 
 

 From 2009 to 2011, the 
Borough’s Permits and 
Inspections Department 
(SPI) conducted 5,398 in-
spections. During this pe-
riod, a total of 1,913 no-
tices of offence were is-
sued, and only 316 state-

ments of offence
7
.
  
 

 

 
 
 

 In 2012, we can see there 
was an effort to use these 
recourses more. Out of 
1,969 inspections, 215 
statements of offence 

were issued
8
.  

 

 The Borough rarely uses 
ticketing, which allows a 
statement of offence to be 
issued on the spot. It also 
rarely performs the work  
in place of the landlord.  

4) APPROACHES AND OR IENTATIONS   
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pacts on the residents’ 
health and safety. During a 
meeting between commu-
nity workers and the SPI, the 
Borough affirmed it had 
found that the introduction 
of a fee of $125 per addi-
tional inspection produced 
more immediate responses 
from landlords and that 
problems were solved 
faster. This indicates that 
coercive measures are more 
effective in inducing the 
desired changes.        
 
 The application of a coer-
cive approach sends a clear 
message that By-law of-
fences will not be tolerated. 
This would have a deterrent 
effect on certain landlords. 
  
 Concerning delinquent 
landlords, the substantial 
fines prescribed in the By-
law can be a source of fi-
nancing for the Borough or 
for the City. This money 
could be reinvested in the 
inspection service and in 

preventive measures.  
 
 The situations covered by 
the By-law concern health 
and safety, and offences in 
these matters deserve seri-
ous consequences. It is nei-
ther logical nor acceptable 
for a person who parks in 
the wrong place to receive 
an immediate fine, while 
landlords who do not fulfill 
their obligations have 
weeks, if not months or 
years, to correct the situa-
tion, before punitive meas-
ure apply.  
 
Needless to say, the prob-
lem of delays at the Munici-
pal Court, that renders the 
fines set out in the by-law 
essentially useless in prac-
tice, must be resolved. 

According to our discussions 
with the Borough, the con-
ciliatory approach is fa-
voured in part due to the 
lack of adequate resources 
(to free municipal inspectors 
to go to Municipal Court). 
The problem of waiting peri-
ods at the Municipal Court 
(about 6 to 12 months) is 
also identified as an obsta-
cle.  
 
The lack of a sufficient fund 
and the time necessary to 
recover the money have 
been identified as impedi-
ments to performing work in 
place of the landlord.   
 
In our opinion, there must 
be much more widespread 
use of the coercive meas-
ures already set out in the 
By-law, for several reasons:  
 
 We are convinced that 
increased use of these pow-
ers will provide a quicker 
response from the landlord, 
which would limit the im-



Recommendations: 
 

11) That the use of all  
coercive measures pro-
vided in the By-law be 
favoured: 
 statement of offence; 
 issuing multiple state-
ments of offence, when 
necessary; 
 ticketing; 
performance of the 

work in place of the  
 landlord.  

     
12)  That the waiting peri-
ods at the Municipal 
Court be reduced and that 
all cases of sanitation and 
safety in dwellings be 
heard quickly, particularly 
by: 
 allocating adequate 
resources; 
 improving collabora-
tion between the Borough 
and the Court through  

involvement of the person 
designated as liaison offi-
cer;  
ensuring the efficient 
operation of a courtroom 
dedicated to housing sani-
tation and safety cases.  
 

2,888  dwellings and 150 buildings in 
the CDN-NDG Borough, the greatest 
number inspected in all Montréal 
boroughs11.  These figures demon-
strate the scope of the needs. How-
ever, community groups’ experience 
demonstrates that a very high pro-
portion of tenants do not complain. 
This means the needs are even 
greater. 
 
 With the initiatives that seek to 
encourage tenants to make com-
plaints (by the Borough, the commu-
nity groups and the CSSS), the SPI 
must be able to respond to a growing 
number of complaints. 
 
We wish to see a substantial increase 
in resources over three years, in or-
der to allow an intensive campaign 
against unsanitary conditions in our 
Borough. We believe such an initia-
tive for a targeted period can have a 
long-term effect in countering the 
deterioration of our district’s rental 

housing stock. We recognize this 
will represent a major investment, 
but we note that the increased 
use of fines could generate addi-
tional revenues. 
 
A substantial increase in resources 
should include funds for various 
aspects of the service:   
  Hiring of several additional 
inspectors, particularly:  
- To ensure quick follow-up of 
each complaint throughout the 
process;  
- To allow the inspectors the nec-
essary time to go to Court;  
- To ensure enough time for ad-
ministrative procedures (such as 
communication with the tenants); 
- To allow a sustained program of 
proactive inspections, comple-
mentary to the complaint re-
sponse service;  
- To respond to a greater number 
of complaints.  
 

RESOURCES 

Our message is simple: our Bor-
ough’s inspection service needs 
more resources to ensure rigorous 
enforcement of the By-law, despite 
the addition of inspection positions 
over the past few years.  
  
We remind you of the following: 
 According to the 2006 census, 
there are 73,605 private dwellings in 
the Borough, including 55,540 rental 
dwellings (35,325 in CDN and 20,215 
in NDG)9. This is the largest housing 
stock in Montréal.  We consider it 
unrealistic to believe that 6 inspec-
tors (4 assigned to regular inspec-
tions and 2 assigned to proactive 
inspections, according to our under-
standing) can ensure rigorous en-
forcement of the By-law for such a 
large number of dwellings. 
 

 The Borough conducts approxi-
mately 2,000 inspections each year 
(1,969 in 2012)10. Between 2008 and 
2012, the central city team inspected 
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Use of a proactive approach 
 

Our organizations welcomed the initiation of a proactive inspection project in the 
Barclay-Goyer-Bedford sector. We are eager to see the progress and evaluation of 
this project.  



CONCLUSION 

 Hiring of support staff to ensure 
an adequate team for the Depart-
ment’s work.  
The purchase of equipment, par-
ticularly moisture detectors and in-
frared cameras.  
 Training of inspectors, particularly 
regarding mould and excessive mois-
ture.  
 The creation of a fund to perform 
work in place of the landlord.  

Our day-to-day work with the residents of CDN-NDG leads us to note the scope of 
the housing problems in the borough and their impacts on the population’s health 
and quality of life. While the changes made over the past few years are positive, 
the Borough must go much farther to ensure safe and healthy conditions for all 
residents. Rigorous enforcement of the By-law concerning the sanitation, mainte-
nance and safety of dwelling units is an essential factor in the achievement of this 
objective. We believe that by combining our efforts, we will achieve this goal.  

1 Project Genesis, l’Oeil, Centre communautaire Mountain Sights, Corporation de développement communautaire de Côte-des-Neiges, Ser-
vice d’animation Teninform, NDG Community Council.  La Maison Bleue joined our efforts shortly after the brief was written.  

2 Direction de la santé publique de Montréal, l’Étude sur la santé respiratoire des enfants montréalais, Portrait du CSSS de la Montagne 
(2011), p. 22, 21. 

3 Direction de la santé publique de Montréal, l’Étude sur la santé respiratoire des enfants montréalais, Portrait du CSSS Cavendish (2011), p. 
20. 
4 According to the DSP study, in the territory of CSSS de la Montagne, 20% of the cases of active asthma, 12% of respiratory infections and 
14% of the cases of winter allergic rhinitis in children ages 6 months to 12 years are attributable to the excessive moisture and mould factor 
in dwellings. p. 41. 
5 Efflorescence: “[are] observed in the form of white spots on the surface of the masonry composing the exterior wall. The lime comes from a 
chemical reaction (loss of water from the crystal by hydration) as water passes through the mortar joints. The spots are produced by the 
lime deposit left by the water, which evaporates on the surface of the masonry. It must be understood that this phenomenon occurs only 
when the water penetrates inside the walls and diffuses to the outer surface of the masonry. Thus, efflorescence is an indicator of significant 
water infiltration and generally dates back several years.  
6 Presentation during training given by the DSP to l’OEIL on November 4, 2013  
7 Requests for access to information; Borough Committee on Housing (CDN-NDG).  
8 Arrondissement CDN-NDG, Salubrité des logements : l’arrondissement de CDN-NDG accroît la surveillance sur son territoire (Press release, 

June 13, 2013). 
9 Arrondissement Côte-des-Neiges – Notre-Dame-de-Grâce, Portrait sociodémographique de la population, Territoire de l’arrondissement 
Côte-des-Neiges–Notre-Dame-de-Grâce, p. 100, 101. 
10 Arrondissement Côte-des-Neiges – Notre-Dame-de-Grâce, Salubrité des logements : l’arrondissement de Côte-des-Neiges–Notre-Dame-de-
Grâce accroît la surveillance sur son territoire (communiqué de presse), le 13 juin 2013.   
11 Ville de Montréal, Bilan de l’action municipal pour l’amélioration de la salubrité des logements 2008-2012 (avril 2013), p. 7,8.  

 

Recommendation: 
13) That the Borough substan-
tially increase the resources allo-
cated to the enforcement of the 
sanitation By-law, for a three-
year period. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 1)    That the reply form (“coupon-réponse”) be abolished.   
 2)    That the notice systematically be sent simultaneously to the tenant and the landlord. 
 3)   That the inspection report be accessible to the tenant automatically, either sent by mail, or at least      

 upon visiting the Borough office. 
 4)    That there be systematic, rigorous and diligent follow-up at each stage of the process: 

 Respond rapidly to all complaints; 

 Follow up with the landlord and the tenant immediately after the expiration of deadlines on 
notices of non-compliance and statements of offence;  

 Do not extend the deadlines if the work is not done;  

 Ensure that the problem is really resolved. 
 5)   That the deadlines granted to the landlord for work/exterminations be reduced (for example, system-

 atically impose deadlines of 7, 10 or 15 days instead of 30 days for work that is not structural and 
 for which the landlord does not need a permit). 

 6)   That the Borough broaden its inspection mandate by diagnosing the sources of water infiltration and 
 mould problems and by obliging landlords to intervene at this level. 

 7)   That the Borough broaden its mandate by favouring a comprehensive and systematic approach in 
 housing inspections (inspect the envelope and the roof of the building to establish connections 
 with what is happening inside the dwellings). 

 8)   That the Borough train the inspectors better. That the Borough organize training on water infiltra-
 tions, moulds and excessive moisture with the Direction de santé publique, which has developed 
 recognized expertise in this field. 

 9)   That the Borough provide the inspectors with tools to allow them to detect the presence of water    
 infiltrations inside walls and floors (moisture detectors and infrared cameras) and stop limiting 
 their intervention to visual inspection of these problems. 

 10)   That the Borough stop asking landlords to perform surface repairs of the problems and stop tolerat-
 ing this practice by not verifying, during follow-up, whether the problems have been resolved at 
 the source. 

         11)   That the use of all coercive measures provided in the By-law be favoured: 

 statement of offence; 

 issuing multiple statements of offence, when necessary; 

 ticketing; 

 performance of the work instead and in place of the landlord. 
          12)  That the waiting periods at the Municipal Court be reduced that that all cases of sanitation and  
  safety in dwellings be heard quickly, particularly by: 

 allocating adequate resources;; 

  improving collaboration between the Borough and the Court through involvement or the per-
son designated as liaison officer;  

 ensuring the efficient operation of a courtroom dedicated to housing sanitation and safety 
cases. 

 13)   That the Borough substantially increase the resources allocated to the enforcement of the sanitation 
  By-law, for a three-year period. 
 


