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DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION 

 This matter came on for hearing by videoconference before a panel of the Discipline 
Committee (the “Panel”) of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers 
(the “College”). The registrant whose conduct was under review is Ryan David Young (the 
“Registrant”). The hearing took place on April 7, 8, and 9, 2026. The College presented closing 
submissions on the misconduct phase orally on April 8, 2026 and the Panel returned its decision 
on the merits on the morning of April 9, 2026. The penalty phase of the hearing was conducted in 
writing with materials provided to the Panel on April 20, 2026. The Registrant did not attend the 
hearing and did not make any written submissions on penalty. 

 These are the Panel’s reasons for its findings on both misconduct and penalty. The Panel’s 
order with respect to penalty is set out at the conclusion of these reasons. 
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Overview 

 The College alleged that the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct of the most 
serious nature. The Panel heard that the Registrant had provided mental health and addiction 
counselling services to Client A spanning from October 2021 to mid-2023. The Registrant eroded 
professional boundaries with Client A and ultimately engaged in a personal, intimate, and sexual 
relationship with her. 

 As noted above, on April 9, 2026, after deliberating following the conclusion of the merits 
hearing the day prior, the Panel found that the Registrant had committed professional misconduct 
as alleged and as described below. The Registrant’s conduct would reasonably be regarded as 
disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional. 

Jurisdiction to Proceed 

 As above, the Registrant did not attend the hearing. On April 7, 2026, the Panel received 
an affidavit of service (Exhibit 2) and submissions from College counsel confirming the steps 
taken to serve notice of the proceedings on the Registrant. The Panel understood from the materials 
that the Registrant had even advised the College he did not intend to participate in the hearing. The 
Panel was satisfied on the basis of the materials that the Registrant was provided with notice of 
the hearing as required by section 7 of the Statutory Powers Procedure Act (SPPA). The Panel 
directed that the matter would accordingly proceed in the Registrant’s absence.  

Publication Ban 

 The Panel made an order at the outset of the hearing further to a request from College 
counsel prohibiting the publication of any information that may identify the client who obtained 
services from the Registrant in this case. The client is referred to as “Client A” in the Notice of 
Hearing and throughout these reasons. The order also prohibits publication of the names of Client 
A’s children. 

 The Panel granted the order pursuant to s. 28(7) of the Social Work and Social Service 
Work Act, 1998, SO 1998, c 31 (the “Act”). This case involves allegations of sexual misconduct 
between a registrant and a client. The Panel was satisfied that the allegations involve personal 
matters about Client A of such a nature that the desirability of avoiding public disclosure outweighs 
the desirability of adhering to the principle that hearings be fully open to the public. The public 
interest in Client A’s identity is minimal or non-existent. The public need not know her identity in 
order to have a full understanding of the allegations against the Registrant, the material facts of 
this case, and the Panel’s reasons for decision. Publication of Client A’s identity or the identity of 
her children in connection with the allegations of sexual misconduct would intrude into her 
personal affairs disproportionately. 

Order Excluding Witnesses 

 The Panel also made a further order on request of College counsel excluding all witnesses 
from the proceedings until after they had completed their testimony. 
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The Allegations 

 In the Notice of Hearing dated March 10, 2025 (Exhibit 1), the Registrant is alleged to be 
guilty of professional misconduct pursuant to the Social Work and Social Service Work Act, 1998, 
SO 1998, c 31 (the “Act”) in that he is alleged to have engaged in conduct that contravenes the 
Act, Ontario Regulation 384/00 (the “Professional Misconduct Regulation”), Schedule “A” to 
By-law No. 66 of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers, being the 
Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers Code of Ethics (the “Code of 
Ethics”), and Schedule “B” to By-law No. 66 of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social 
Service Workers, being the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers 
Standards of Practice Handbook (the “Handbook”), and/or Schedule “A” to By-law No. 128 (the 
“Code of Ethics 3rd ed.”) and Schedule “B” to By-law No. 128 (the “Handbook 3rd ed.”). 

 The factual particulars of the College’s allegations against the Registrant are set out in the 
Notice of Hearing as follows: 

I.  The following are particulars of the said allegations: 

1.  You are a registered social service worker with the Ontario College of Social 
Workers and Social Service Workers (the “College”), having obtained a certificate 
of registration on October 26, 2022. 

2.  During the relevant period, you were employed by Renascent (Addiction Treatment 
Programs) (“Renascent”) as a Renascent Outpatient Counsellor. In that role, you 
provided mental health and addiction counseling services to outpatients. 

3.  Client A became a client in the Renascent Virtual Intensive Treatment Program 
after having completed a residential treatment program for alcohol addiction. You 
provided Client A mental health and counselling services in individual and group 
setting commencing in or around October 2021. 

4.  You were aware that Client A was a vulnerable client and suffered from mental 
health issues, including depression, anxiety and addiction. Client A was a single 
mother who had experienced significant trauma. In the years prior to her 
involvement with you, Client A had lost her home, her job, survived sexual assault 
and had been suicidal. This was known to you. 

5.  You continued to provide group and individual counselling to Client A until 2023. 
In July 2023, after Client A reached out to you, you responded by continuing a 
therapeutic relationship as well as initiating a personal relationship. At this time, 
you were no longer working at Renascent. You continued to provide Client A 
supportive counselling outside Renascent. 

6.  On or around July 22, 2023, you reached out to Client A by text initiating dialogue 
of a personal nature. 

7.  Thereafter, you failed to meet the standards of the profession, failed to maintain 
appropriate boundaries, and/or engaged in an inappropriate personal and sexual 
relationship with Client A, including but not limited to: 
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(a)  developing romantic and/or sexual feelings for Client A and taking no steps 
to draw boundaries; 

(b)  communicating with Client A on your personal phone; 

(c)  exchanging in personal texts and/or emails with Client A; 

(d)  engaging in a sexual activity with Client A, including sexual intercourse. 

8.  You engaged in a romantic and sexual relationship with Client A which included: 

(a)  spending days and weekends together, renting Airbnbs as Client A was living 
in a women’s shelter with her child at the time; 

(b)  vacationing together in Algonquin Park; 

(c)  arranging to live together and securing a residential lease to share an 
apartment together. 

9.  You led Client A to believe you were going to leave your wife and move in with 
her and her daughter. You were aware throughout that this relationship was 
prohibited. 

10.  In or around January 2024, you abruptly ended your sexual and personal 
relationship with Client A, leaving Client A in a state of distress. You did not move 
into the leased premises. Client A was pregnant with your child at the time. 

II.  It is alleged that by reason of engaging in some or all of the conduct outlined 
above, you are guilty of professional misconduct as set out in section 26(2)(a) 
and (c) of the Act: 

(a)  In that you violated sections 2.2 and 2.10 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook 3rd ed. (commented on in 
Interpretations 1.7 and/or 1.8) by: 

(i) failing to be aware of and reflecting upon your values, attitudes, 
assumptions and biases and how these impact your professional 
relationships with clients; 

(ii)  failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients 
to ensure that the clients’ needs and interests remained paramount. 

and Principle I of the Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in Interpretations 
1.5. and 1.6) by: 

(i)  failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients 
to ensure that, within professional relationships, clients’ needs and 
interests remain paramount; 
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(ii)  failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients 
to ensure that the clients’ needs and interests remain paramount. 

(b)  In that you violated sections 2.2 and 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation and Principle VIII of the Handbook 3rd ed. (as commented on in 
Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5 and/or 8.9) by: 

(i)  failing to ensure that sexual misconduct does not occur; 

(ii)  engaging in sexual intercourse and/or other forms of physical sexual 
relations with a client; 

(iii)  engaging in touching of a sexual nature with a client; 

(iv)  engaging in behaviour or remarks of a sexual nature towards the client; 

(v)  engaging in sexual intercourse, physical sexual relations and/or 
touching of a sexual nature with the client to whom you provided 
counseling services; 

(vi)  failing to seek consultation/supervision and developing an appropriate 
plan when you developed sexual, romantic or otherwise unprofessional 
feelings toward a client that could put the client at risk; 

and Principle VIII of the Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in 
Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 and 8.7) by: 

(i)  failing to ensure that sexual misconduct did not occur; 

(ii)  engaging in sexual intercourse, physical sexual relations, touching of a 
sexual nature and behaviour or remarks of sexual nature towards a 
client. 

(iii)  developing sexual feelings towards your client that could, in your 
judgment, put the client at risk, and failing to seek 
consultation/supervision or develop an appropriate plan; and 

(iv)  engaging in sexual relations, including with your client to whom you 
provided counselling services, following the termination of the 
professional relationship. 

(c)  In that you violated sections 2.2, 2.6 and 2.10 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook 3rd ed. (commented on in 
Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.4, 2.2.6 and/or 2.2.12) by: 

(i)  failing to recognize that you were in a position of power and 
responsibility to the client and responsible for ensuring that the client 
was protected from the abuse of such power during and after the 
provision of professional services; 
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(ii)  failing to establish and maintain clear and appropriate boundaries for 
the protection of the client; 

(iv)  engaging in sexual relations with a client; 

(vi)  using information obtained during a professional relationship, and 
using your professional position of authority, to coerce, improperly 
influence, harass, abuse or exploit a client; and/or 

(vii)  engaging in conduct that could reasonably be perceived as reflecting 
negatively on the profession of social service work; 

and Principle II of the Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in Interpretations 
2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.2. and 2.2.3, and 2.2.8) by: 

(i)  Failing to ensure clients are protected from an abuse of power, 
including sexual misconduct, during and after the provision of 
professional services and/or failing to establish and maintain clear and 
appropriate boundaries in a professional relationship; 

(ii)  engaging in a professional relationship that constitutes a conflict of 
interest and/or in a situation in which you ought reasonably to have 
known that the client or former client would be at risk; failing to 
evaluate professional relationships and other situations involving 
clients or former clients for potential conflicts of interest; failing to 
avoid conflicts of interest and/or dual relationship with clients that 
could impair your professional judgment or increase risk of 
exploitation or harm to clients; 

(iii)  engaging in sexual relations with a client; 

(iv)  using information obtained in the course of a professional relationship, 
and using the professional position of authority, to coerce, improperly 
influence, harass, abuse or exploit a client, or former client; 

(v)  engaging in conduct that could reasonably be perceived as reflecting 
negatively on the profession of social service work. 

(d)  In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.10 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook 3rd ed. (commented on in 
Interpretation 3.13) by: 

(i)  failing to assume full responsibility for demonstrating that your client 
has not been exploited, coerced or manipulated intentionally or 
unintentionally where a personal relationship occurs with the former 
client and establishing a personal relationship with a former client that 
creates a conflict of interest; 
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and Principle III of the Handbook 2nd ed. (commented on in Interpretation 
3.7) by: 

(i)  failing to assume full responsibility for demonstrating that your client 
has not been exploited, coerced or manipulated intentionally or 
unintentionally. 

(e)  In that you violated section 2.28 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation; 

(f)  In that you violated section 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation 
by engaging in conduct or performing an act relevant to the practice of the 
profession that, having regard to all circumstances, would reasonably be 
regarded by members as disgraceful, dishonourable or unprofessional. 

 

Denial of Allegations 

 The hearing proceeded on a contested basis. The Panel entered a plea at the outset of the 
hearing on behalf of the absent Registrant denying all allegations in the Notice of Hearing. 

The evidence 

 The College called one live witness - Client A. The College also tendered the affidavit 
evidence of Michael Lochran, Chief Executive Officer of Renascent (Exhibit 3), and Melanie 
Farber, Investigator with the College’s Complaints and Discipline department (Exhibit 4). These 
affidavits were entered pursuant to Rule 13.03 of the Rules of Procedure of the Discipline 
Committee of the College (the “Rules”). The Registrant did not attend to cross-examine any 
witnesses despite that the Panel was advised both affiants were available for cross-examination as 
required under Rule 13.03(2)(b). The Registrant ultimately called no evidence. The College’s case 
proceeded contested but unchallenged. 

Client A 

 Client A testified that she sought services from an addiction treatment provider called 
Renascent in or around September 2021. She had recently completed a 28-day inpatient program 
for alcoholism at a Renascent facility known as Munro House in July 2021 and had since relapsed. 
At the time she registered for the Renascent Virtual Intensive Treatment Program (“VITP”), Client 
A was an extremely vulnerable individual. She described her life as “pretty unmanageable.” She 
was dealing with substance abuse that had a serious effect on her life. She had encountered job 
loss resulting from her alcoholism. She testified that she had been sexually assaulted by a friend 
and was required to testify at the criminal trial, which resulted in a conviction. Client A was also 
struggling with suicidal ideation and self-harm. She had been hospitalized for approximately three 
days after disclosing an intention to end her life. Client A also suffered from depression and 
anxiety, for which she was being treated with Wellbutrin, Cipralex, and Abilify. On top of that, 
she had to manage the responsibilities of single parenthood - with shared custody of her daughter. 
She receives support from the Ontario Disability Support Program. 
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 Client A met the Registrant in or around October 2021, when she attended a group session 
he facilitated as part of the VITP. The Registrant was employed by Renascent as a counsellor, with 
duties including direct client care, assessment, treatment planning, goal setting, and counselling. 
Client A participated in individual counselling sessions with the Registrant during which she 
disclosed deeply personal information, including childhood trauma, experiences with family 
members’ alcohol misuse, financial insecurity and poverty, past relationships and related trauma, 
her history as a survivor of sexual assault, and ongoing life stressors. She testified that she felt safe 
to share her circumstances with the Registrant and trusted him “100%, wholeheartedly.” She 
described him as an “amazing counsellor” at the time. 

 The Registrant continued to provide counselling to Client A through group and individual 
sessions and email communications from October 2021 through early 2022. Client A continued in 
the VITP until around November 12, 2021, at which time she was invited to begin Renascent’s 
Continuing Care Program. She did not complete the formal 20-week Continuing Care Program but 
continued to seek counselling from the Registrant. In her testimony, she described sharing 
“anything and everything” that was on her mind with the Registrant, including different types of 
abuse she had experienced, parenting struggles, and her ongoing challenges with drugs and 
alcohol. 

 In February 2022, at a time when the Registrant had stopped working at Renascent, Client 
A reached out to him seeking counselling to process the death of a boyfriend. She contacted him 
specifically because she felt safe with him. When she received no response through Renascent, she 
reached out at his personal email which she had located online. The Registrant proposed meeting 
virtually and arranged a counselling session on March 11, 2022, outside of Renascent. There is no 
clinical record for this encounter. The Registrant then initiated texting Client A on her personal 
cellphone. Their text exchanges between March and June 2022 included messages from the 
Registrant such as “Thanks for the time together” and “Simply wanted to let you know that you 
are thought of and loved.” 

 On October 26, 2022, the Registrant became a registered social service worker and member 
of the College. He had resumed working at Renascent as a Counsellor, and later as Day Supervisor 
and acting Manager. He continued to provide counselling to Client A after becoming a registrant, 
including facilitating alumni meetings she attended, individual counselling sessions, and ongoing 
email exchanges providing supportive counselling and copies of readings discussed in their 
sessions. Client A testified that the Registrant later told her he had intentionally not kept notes on 
her clinical file from the latter part of their counselling relationship. She was not aware of this at 
the time the counselling sessions took place. Client A testified that in early January 2023, her 
alcoholism was “very out of control” and that the Registrant was aware of this. 

 On July 11, 2023, Client A contacted the Registrant seeking a counselling session. The 
Registrant responded that he was no longer with Renascent but was happy to connect “as a friend 
in the rooms” (a term referring to a fellow AA member). At no time did the Registrant formally 
terminate their counselling relationship or explain that he was no longer her counsellor. Client A 
testified that their conversations following July 2023 retained the same counselling tone but 
became less formal, and that the Registrant “always had a counsellor hat on to a degree, 
throughout.” She gave the example of an occasion during their relationship when she told the 
Registrant about an incident involving her daughter, and the Registrant was “very focused on 
reframing the situation to change the way it was perceived, much like a counsellor would.” 
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 On July 22, 2023, the Registrant contacted Client A by text, referencing her religious 
beliefs, which she had disclosed to him in counselling sessions. He stated: “is it odd or God that 
we connect now.” Client A testified that she found this statement manipulative in retrospect. The 
Registrant disclosed he was beginning a 90-day rehabilitation program the next morning and 
stated: “Know I’ve always trusted you immensely and anytime I didn’t share openly its because I 
respected my role as a social worker and your helper and never wanted you to carry my burdens 
as it wasn’t ethical. As friends now it’s different.” Client A testified that they communicated every 
day, often multiple times per day, while the Registrant was in the program. The relationship shifted 
over time from friendly to romantic, and they had conversations of a sexual nature. During one 
phone call, the Registrant told Client A he loved her. 

 Client A and the Registrant first met in person in or around August or September 2023, 
while the Registrant was on a day pass from the rehabilitation facility. They arranged to meet at 
an Airbnb in Barrie. During this visit, they engaged in sexual intercourse. This was both their first 
sexual encounter and their first in-person meeting. Client A was living in a women’s shelter at the 
time. The Registrant returned to the rehabilitation centre at the end of the day. They continued to 
meet in person during the Registrant’s day passes and engaged in sexual intercourse on multiple 
occasions. 

 After the Registrant completed his 90-day program, the relationship intensified. They went 
on day trips, stayed at Airbnbs together, and took a multi-day camping trip in Algonquin Park in 
October 2023. They discussed “building a life” together. Client A began searching for an 
apartment and the Registrant offered to act as her guarantor due to her poor credit. They decided 
to lease an apartment together and signed a lease on November 6, 2023. A friend of the Registrant 
loaned money for part of the rent deposit. The Registrant developed a close relationship with Client 
A’s daughter, and Client A and the Registrant discussed having a child. Client A became pregnant 
with the Registrant’s child in or around November 2023. 

 In January 2024, the Registrant abruptly ended the relationship by text message. He wrote: 
“It’s true that I don’t see us working. I didn’t let myself believe that though I realize I was losing 
faith as we went along. I was living in a fantasy world thinking there was a way to make this 
work.” He never moved into the apartment. Client A, who was pregnant, could not afford the 
apartment and had to move, causing significant upheaval in her and her daughter’s life. She had to 
move again two months later because the new apartment was unsafe. The Registrant has never met 
his child with Client A and has no role in their lives. 

 Client A testified that her experience with the Registrant took away her trust in counsellors 
and clouded her view of Renascent. She stated: “I have dealt with mental health stuff most of my 
life and I have sought treatment and counselling in different modalities and different places when 
I need some support. Since [the Registrant] left I have had a lot going on and needed support and 
I haven’t reached out. I am not sure how to work through all of this so I can trust the next person 
I work with.” She made a complaint to the College so that others could not be harmed by the 
Registrant’s behaviour. 

Michael Lochran (Exhibit 3) 

 Michael Lochran, Chief Executive Officer of Renascent, affirmed an affidavit on March 
20, 2026. He held the role of Director, Programs and Operations at Renascent from on or about 
January 10, 2020, until on or about December 28, 2025, and became Chief Executive Officer on 
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or about December 29, 2025. He confirmed that Renascent is a non-profit organization that 
provides addiction treatment programs to individuals, including inpatient and virtual intensive 
treatment and continuing care. As a result of his position and his involvement in this matter, Mr. 
Lochran has direct knowledge of the matters addressed in his affidavit. He deposed that the 
Registrant was employed at Renascent in various roles between February 8, 2021 and July 5, 2023: 
as Relief Counsellor (February 8 to October 10, 2021), Counsellor in the VITP (October 11, 2021 
to September 11, 2022), and Day Supervisor in the VITP (September 12, 2022 to July 5, 2023), 
with a temporary expansion of duties to include Manager responsibilities between November 7, 
2022 and on or about January 15, 2023. At all times, the Registrant’s responsibilities included 
direct client care, assessment, treatment planning, goal setting, and counselling. Mr. Lochran 
attached copies of the job descriptions for the Counsellor, Day Supervisor, and Manager positions 
as an exhibit to his affidavit and confirmed that the job descriptions reflected the Registrant’s 
duties at the time he held each position. 

 Mr. Lochran deposed that Renascent staff who interact with clients are required to prepare 
and maintain client records and other client documentation in a professional and accurate manner. 
They are to do so contemporaneously or within a reasonable time after interacting with a client, 
and they have a  duty to record all clinical interactions with clients. Renascent maintains these 
client records in the usual and ordinary course of business. Mr. Lochran provided the client record 
for Client A, produced pursuant to Client A’s signed consent. He confirmed that the record was 
maintained in the usual and ordinary course of business at Renascent and that Renascent retains 
copies of these records in its custody and control. 

Melanie Farber (Exhibit 4) 

 Melanie Farber, Investigator with the College’s Complaints and Discipline department, 
affirmed an affidavit on March 23, 2026. Ms. Farber was the investigator assigned to investigate 
the complaint made by Client A. Her affidavit sets out her personal knowledge and information 
and belief based on her review of documents contained in the College’s investigation files. Ms. 
Farber deposed that the Registrant is a Social Service Worker currently registered with the College, 
having first been registered on October 26, 2022. She attached a copy of the Registrant’s profile 
on the College’s public register as an exhibit to her affidavit. 

 Ms. Farber further deposed that on November 20, 2024, at the conclusion of the 
investigation, she sent an email to the Registrant enclosing a letter and the College’s disclosure 
package, which contained the documents and information gathered as part of the investigation. In 
her letter, she notified the Registrant that he was being provided with an opportunity to respond to 
the complaint against him.  

 On December 17, 2024, the Registrant responded to the complaint by email. In his 
response, the Registrant wrote: “It is clear to me that I violated Principle VIII, section 8.9. I feel 
immense regret and shame for the choices I made and for the hurt [Client A] has endured.” Copies 
of Ms. Farber’s disclosure letter and the Registrant’s response were attached as exhibits to her 
affidavit. The College sought and obtained leave to tender this written statement into evidence for 
the truth of its contents as an admission against interest. The Panel ruled it was accordingly 
admissible for the truth of its contents. 
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Submissions 

 The College’s submissions 

 The College presented its closing submissions on misconduct on April 8, 2026. The 
College submitted that the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct of the most serious 
nature in respect of Client A, a vulnerable person with a history of sexual trauma, depression, 
anxiety, and substance abuse. Client A received social service work services over a period of two 
years from the Registrant. The College submitted that the Registrant eroded the professional 
boundaries with Client A and engaged in a personal, intimate, and ultimately sexual relationship 
with her. 

 On the allegation of sexual misconduct (ss. 2.2 and 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation; Principle VIII), the College submitted that Client A was the Registrant’s client and 
that the Registrant provided counselling services to her before and after he was registered. The 
College argued that the boundaries in their professional relationship became blurred while the 
Registrant continued to provide counselling and that the Registrant failed to maintain appropriate 
boundaries. This, the College asserted, culminated in sexual intercourse in August 2023. The 
College noted that, notwithstanding the Registrant’s characterization of their relationship as 
“friends in the room,” at no time did the Registrant terminate their counselling relationship. The 
College further submitted that Principle VIII, Interpretation 8.9 (3rd ed.) and Interpretation 8.7 
(2nd ed.) prohibit sexual relations with former counselling clients at any time following the 
termination of the professional relationship, and accordingly the finding does not require the Panel 
to determine that Client A was a client at the time the sexual intercourse occurred. 

 On the allegation of boundary violations and exploitation (ss. 2.2, 2.6, and 2.10; Principle 
II), the College submitted that the Registrant was in a position of authority, power, and influence 
relative to Client A and consciously eroded boundaries over the course of their professional 
relationship. The College pointed to the Registrant communicating with Client A outside of 
Renascent via text message, disclosing personal information not of a clinical nature, taking no 
steps to restore boundaries, and ultimately initiating a sexual relationship. The College submitted 
that the Registrant exploited his deep knowledge of Client A acquired through counselling, 
including drawing on her religious beliefs when reaching out to her in July 2023 and emphasized 
that Client A testified she viewed this interaction as particularly manipulative. The College 
submitted that the Registrant failed to distinguish his own needs from those of his client, including 
entering into a lease binding Client A into a contract he knew she could not afford. 

 On the allegation of disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional conduct (s. 2.36), the 
College submitted that the Registrant’s sexual misconduct including sexual abuse, boundary 
violations, and breaches of standards would be regarded by members of the profession as 
disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional. The College noted that the Registrant knew or 
ought to have known his conduct fell well below the standards of the profession, having 
acknowledged in writing that he violated Principle VIII. The College relied on the framework set 
out in Ackermann v. Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (March 5, 
2003), which describes “disgraceful” conduct as casting serious doubt on the member’s moral 
fitness and shaming the member and, by extension, the profession; “dishonourable” conduct as 
involving a moral failing inconsistent with honesty, integrity, or fairness; and “unprofessional” 
conduct as a serious or persistent disregard for professional obligations. 
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 The College relied on prior decisions of the Discipline Committee in comparable cases: 
Finlay (2023), involving boundary violations and sexual relations with a client to whom the 
registrant had provided counselling services prior to registration; Boulay (2022), involving 
boundary violations and sexual misconduct with a client including meeting outside counselling 
sessions and taking a road trip; Fellows (2025), involving counselling a vulnerable client with a 
history of substance abuse over a period of nearly 30 years and engaging in sexual intercourse with 
her; and McQuarrie (2024), involving a personal and sexual relationship with a former counselling 
client in the context of addictions treatment. In each case, the Discipline Committee found the 
registrants had engaged in professional misconduct including sexual abuse and conduct that would 
reasonably be regarded as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional.  

Advice of Independent Legal Counsel 

 Independent legal counsel provided oral advice to the Panel on April 8, 2026, addressing 
the burden and standard of proof, the legal framework for each allegation, the admissibility and 
assessment of weight of the Registrant’s out-of-court statements, and factors relevant to the 
credibility and reliability of Client A’s evidence. Independent legal counsel advised the Panel to 
assess credibility and reliability even though the evidence was unopposed, and commented on the 
applicable legal tests for each head of alleged misconduct. College counsel added some further 
comments regarding the assessment of reliability and credibility but had no objections to the 
substance of the advice of independent legal counsel. 

Decision of the Panel 

 The College bears the onus of proving the allegations against the Registrant on a balance 
of probabilities, using clear, cogent and convincing evidence.  

 As noted above, on April 9, 2026, the Panel delivered its decision on the merits orally with 
these written reasons to follow. 

 Having carefully considered the onus and standard of proof, the evidence, and the 
submissions of counsel, the Panel found that the College had met its burden of proof on all six of 
the allegations contained in the Notice of Hearing, dated March 10, 2025.  

Reasons for Decision 

Credibility Assessment 

 Credibility and reliability are two distinct concepts the Panel must take into account when 
evaluating the evidence of a witness. Credibility relates to the honesty or veracity of a witness’s 
testimony, while reliability considers the witness’s ability to accurately observe, recall, and recount 
the events in question (R v Sanichar, 2012 ONCA 117, at paras 69-70). The Panel considered both 
of these elements in its assessment of each of the witnesses’ credibility. 

 The Panel considered the following factors in assessing the credibility and reliability of the 
witnesses’ evidence: 

a. The extent of the witness’s opportunity to observe the matter about which they testified; 
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b. Whether the witness has any interest in the outcome of the hearing; 

c. Whether the witness exhibits any partisanship or any undue leanings towards the side 
that called them as a witness; 

d. The probability or improbability of the witness’s story; 

e. Whether the testimony of the witness was contradicted by the evidence of another 
witness or witnesses who the Panel finds more worthy; 

f. The appearance and demeanor of the witness, and the manner in which the witness 
testified. 

 

 Applying these factors, the Panel arrived at the following assessment of credibility and 
reliability in this matter. 

Credibility Assessment Client A 

 Client A testified in a forthright manner about deeply personal issues and sensitive matters, 
including dealing with recent and historical trauma, sexual assault, substance abuse, financial 
insecurity and poverty, suicidal thoughts and attempts, and other mental health challenges. She 
provided clear, cogent, and convincing evidence about her interactions with the Registrant, the 
commencement of their therapeutic relationship and the eventual development of their friendship 
and its ultimate culmination in a sexual relationship.  

 Client A was directly involved in the events to which she testified. She was one of two 
main parties to the events in question. The sexual relationship was unchallenged and in fact 
admitted to by the Registrant in his email response to the College regarding the complaint on 
December 17, 2024. We accept Client A’s evidence on the matter. 

 Client A openly acknowledged specific details that she could not recall and was clear and 
consistent in the evidence that she did recall. While Client A did refresh her memory with respect 
to specific dates of counselling sessions and dates of some communications with the Registrant, 
the Panel does not find that this undermined the core reliability of her evidence. The need to refresh 
memory was reasonable given the passage of time, the extended length of the relationship between 
Client A and the Registrant, as well as the frequency in which they often communicated.  

 There was no evidence to suggest that Client A had any interest beyond that of any other 
complainant raising concerns about a registrant’s conduct. We accept that she made a complaint 
to the College so that others would not be harmed by the Registrant’s behaviour. 

 There was no evidence presented that contradicted Client A’s version of events. There were 
no material inconsistencies in her evidence and it was consistent with contemporaneous 
documentary records.  

Affidavit of Michael Lochran 
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 Mr. Lochran is the Chief Executive Officer of Renascent. As we note above, he provided 
his evidence by way of affidavit dated March 20, 2026 (Exhibit 3). He provided information about 
the Registrant’s tenure at Renascent, the various roles and responsibilities that the Registrant held 
while working there, and the services provided at Renascent.  

 Mr. Lochran also provided Client A’s clinical record with her signed consent to do so. He 
confirmed that this client record was maintained in the usual course by Renascent.  

 Mr. Lochran’s affidavit contained direct evidence based on first-hand knowledge including 
the Registrant’s tenure with Renascent, the roles and responsibilities the Registrant held, and the 
maintenance of Client A’s health record at Renascent. His evidence was unchallenged and 
supported by Client A’s testimony. There is no evidence to suggest that Mr. Lochran had any 
interest beyond providing the information that he was asked to. 

 The Discipline Committee’s rules contemplate receiving evidence by affidavit in Rule 
13.03. There was no cross-examination and the Panel had no questions for Mr. Lochran. We accept 
his evidence. 

Affidavit of Melanie Farber 

 Ms. Farber is an investigator with the College who was assigned to this matter. As we also 
noted earlier, she provided her evidence by way of affidavit dated March 23, 2026 (Exhibit 4). 

 Ms. Farber confirmed that the Registrant was registered with the College on October 26, 
2022 and provided a copy of the Registrant’s profile on the College’s public register. 

 Ms. Farber provided disclosure to the Registrant via email on November 20, 2024.  

 On December 17, 2024, the Registrant emailed Ms. Farber back and wrote “It is clear to 
me that I violated Principle VIII, section 8.9. I feel immense regret and shame for the choices I 
made and for the hurt [Client A] has endured”. 

 Ms. Farber’s affidavit contained direct first hand evidence obtained in her role as the lead 
investigator on this matter. Her evidence was unchallenged and supported by Client A’s testimony 
and the documents filed in evidence. It included an email that contained the statement against 
interest from the Registrant which the Panel expressly accepted. 

 There was no evidence to suggest Ms. Farber had any interest beyond that of an investigator 
fulfilling their duties. 

 As with Mr. Lochran’s affidavit, the Rules contemplate receiving evidence by affidavit. 
There was no cross-examination and the Panel had no questions. We accept Ms. Farber’s evidence. 

Findings on allegations of professional misconduct 

 The conduct in issue in this hearing spans a time period covered by the Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Practice Handbook, second edition (effective July 1, 2008 to September 7, 2023) and 
the Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice Handbook, third edition (effective September 2023 
to present). 
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Allegation (a) – failing to be aware of and reflecting upon your values, attitudes, 
assumptions and biases and how these impact your professional relationships with clients; 
and by failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients to ensure 
that the clients’ needs and interests remained paramount (Principle I, Interpretations 1.7 
and/or 1.8 of the Handbook 3rd ed.)  

Failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients to ensure that, 
within professional relationships, clients’ needs and interests remain paramount; and 
failing to distinguish your needs and interests from those of your clients to ensure that the 
clients’ needs and interests remain paramount. (Principle I, Interpretations 1.5 and 1.6 of 
the Handbook 2nd ed.) 

 In regard to allegation (a), this Panel finds that the College has proven on a balance of 
probabilities, that the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct under sections 2.2 and 2.10 
of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook 3rd edition, as 
commented on in Interpretation 1.7 and 1.8 by failing to be aware of and reflecting upon his values, 
attitudes, assumptions and biases and how these impact his professional relationships with clients 
and by failing to distinguish his needs and interests from those of his clients to ensure that the 
clients’ needs and interests remained paramount. Similarly, the Panel finds that Principle I of the 
Handbook 2nd edition, as commented on in Interpretations 1.5 and 1.6 has also been breached by 
the Registrant failing to distinguish his needs and interests from those of his clients to ensure that, 
within professional relationships, clients’ needs and interests remained paramount. 

 The facts in this case establish that the Registrant fell well below the expected standards of 
the profession of Social Work. He pursued a relationship with Client A and allowed that 
relationship to become sexual. In doing so he prioritized his own feelings over those of his 
vulnerable client. He disregarded his knowledge of his client’s vulnerabilities and in fact leveraged 
those vulnerabilities in order to advance his own needs and interests.  

 He eventually entered into a lease with Client A, binding her into a contract that he knew 
she could not afford. When he then suddenly terminated his personal relationship with Client A, 
she was left in a precarious living situation while pregnant with his child and caring for her other 
child. The Registrant’s behaviour was highly concerning to the Panel and demonstrated that he did 
not consider the impacts on his client whatsoever.  

 For all the reasons above, the Panel finds that on a balance of probabilities, the Registrant 
failed to distinguish his own needs and interests from those of his client and failed to ensure that 
his client’s needs and interests remained paramount. Allegation (a) is substantiated accordingly. 

Allegation (b) – failing to ensure that sexual misconduct does not occur; engaging in 
sexual intercourse and/or other forms of physical sexual relations with a client; engaging 
in touching of a sexual nature with a client; engaging in behaviour or remarks of a sexual 
nature towards the client; engaging in sexual intercourse, physical sexual relations and/or 
touching of a sexual nature with the client to whom you provided counseling services; and 
failing to seek consultation/supervision and developing an appropriate plan when you 
developed sexual, romantic or otherwise unprofessional feelings toward a client that could 
put the client at risk (Principle VIII, Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5 and/or 8.9 of the 
Handbook 3rd ed.)  
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Failing to ensure that sexual misconduct did not occur; engaging in sexual intercourse, 
physical sexual relations, touching of a sexual nature and behaviour or remarks of sexual 
nature towards a client; developing sexual feelings towards your client that could, in your 
judgment, put the client at risk, and failing to seek consultation/supervision or develop an 
appropriate plan; and engaging in sexual relations, including with your client to whom 
you provided counselling services, following the termination of the professional 
relationship. (Principle VIII, Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 and 8.7 of the Handbook 2nd ed.)  

 In regard to allegation (b), this Panel finds that the College has proven, on a balance of 
probabilities, that  the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct under sections 2.2 and 2.5 
of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VIII of the Handbook 3rd edition, as 
commented on in Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5 and/or 8.9 by failing to ensure that sexual 
misconduct did not occur; engaging in sexual intercourse and/or other forms of physical sexual 
relations with Client A; engaging in touching of a sexual nature with Client A; engaging in 
behaviour or remarks of a sexual nature towards Client A; engaging in sexual intercourse, physical 
sexual relations and/or touching of a sexual nature with Client A to whom he provided counseling 
services; and by failing to seek consultation/supervision and developing an appropriate plan when 
he developed sexual, romantic or otherwise unprofessional feelings toward Client A that could put 
her at risk. Similarly, the Registrant has engaged in professional misconduct under Principle VIII 
of the Handbook 2nd edition, and as commented on in Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 and 8.7. 

 Client A was a client of the Registrant’s when she registered  in the VITP at Renascent, 
beginning in September 2021. She first met the Registrant when he facilitated a group counselling 
session she attended in or around October 2021. Throughout her treatment at Renascent, the 
Registrant provided her with counselling services in group settings and one-on-one. The Registrant 
was her counselor both before and after he was registered with this College on October 26, 2022.  

 The Registrant developed unprofessional feelings towards Client A and he allowed the 
professional boundaries to become blurred, which resulted in their strong friendship developing. 
Despite the Registrant characterising their relationship as “friends in the room”, there is no 
evidence to suggest that he sought any consultation, or that he attempted to develop an appropriate 
plan to manage the situation. At no time did the Registrant terminate their counseling relationship. 
Instead, he unilaterally chose to not document their sessions in the client record towards the end 
of the time he was counseling the Client. The Panel finds that, on a balance of probabilities, this 
was deliberate, calculated, and done to reduce the likelihood of raising any red flags at Renascent. 
It was not in the Client’s best interest. We find this was done by the Registrant further to his 
personal interest. 

 There is significant evidence that the Registrant failed to properly maintain professional 
boundaries and that the relationship culminated in the two engaging in sexual intercourse in August 
or September 2023. The Registrant allowed their personal, intimate and ultimately sexual 
relationship to continue. Client A testified that their relationship always had the quality of a 
counseling relationship to it and that the Registrant never completely removed his “counsellor 
hat”. 

 Sexual relations between registrants and clients to whom registrants have provided 
psychotherapy and/or counselling services are strictly prohibited at any time, including following 
the termination of the professional relationship. Client A testified that their relationship became 
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sexual in or around August or September 2023 when they arranged to meet at an Airbnb. They 
engaged in sexual intercourse and personal and intimate conversations. Client A testified that the 
conversations were at times romantic or flirtatious in tone. 

 In his December 17, 2024 response email to the College Investigator, the Registrant 
admitted to violating a standard of practice in respect to his relationship with Client A. He stated 
“it is clear to me that I violated Principle VIII, section 8.9. I feel immense regret and shame for the 
choices I made and for the hurt [Client A] has endured”.  The Panel accepted this for the truth of 
its contents and accordingly found that the Registrant’s sexual relationship with Client A is not in 
dispute.  

 For all the reasons above, and on a balance of probabilities, the Panel finds that there is 
clear, cogent and convincing evidence that the Registrant failed to ensure that sexual misconduct 
did not occur. The Registrant engaged in sexual intercourse and/or other forms of physical sexual 
relations with Client A. He engaged in touching of a sexual nature with her and behaviour or 
remarks of a sexual nature towards her through various texts and comments made during phone 
calls. The Registrant engaged in this sexual relationship with Client A, despite providing her with 
counseling services. He failed to seek any consultation/supervision or to develop an appropriate 
plan to manage his unprofessional feelings towards Client A. The Panel finds that the Registrant’s 
conduct constitutes sexual abuse of a client within the meaning of section 2.5 of the Professional 
Misconduct Regulation, which prohibits abusing a client physically, sexually, verbally, 
psychologically or emotionally. As the College submitted, section 2.5 is broader than, and not 
limited to, the definition of sexual abuse in subsection 43(4) of the Act. 

 

Allegation (c) – failing to recognize that you were in a position of power and responsibility 
to the client and responsible for ensuring that the client was protected from the abuse of 
such power during and after the provision of professional services; failing to establish and 
maintain clear and appropriate boundaries for the protection of the client; engaging in 
sexual relations with a client; using information obtained during a professional 
relationship, and using your professional position of authority, to coerce, improperly 
influence, harass, abuse or exploit a client; and/or engaging in conduct that could 
reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the profession of social service work. 
(Principle II, Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.4, 2.2.6 and/or 2.2.12, of the Handbook 3rd ed.)  

Failing to ensure clients are protected from an abuse of power, including sexual 
misconduct, during and after the provision of professional services and/or failing to 
establish and maintain clear and appropriate boundaries in a professional relationship; 
engaging in a professional relationship that constitutes a conflict of interest and/or in a 
situation in which you ought reasonably to have known that the client or former client 
would be at risk; failing to evaluate professional relationships and other situations 
involving clients or former clients for potential conflicts of interest; failing to avoid 
conflicts of interest and/or dual relationship with clients that could impair your 
professional judgment or increase risk of exploitation or harm to clients; engaging in 
sexual relations with a client; using information obtained in the course of a professional 
relationship, and using the professional position of authority, to coerce, improperly 
influence, harass, abuse or exploit a client, or former client; engaging in conduct that could 
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reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the profession of social service work. 
(Principle II, Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.2. and 2.2.3, and 2.2.8 of the Handbook 2nd 
ed.)  

 In regard to allegation (c), this Panel finds that the College has proven on a balance of 
probabilities, that  the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct under sections 2.2, 2.6, and 
2.10 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook 3rd edition, as 
commented on in Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.4, 2.2.6 and/or 2.2.12 and Principle II of the 
Handbook 2nd edition, as commented on in Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.1, 2.2.2. and 2.2.3, and 2.2.8 by 
failing to maintain professional boundaries with and exploiting his client.   

 The Registrant, as a regulated professional, was in a position of trust and authority  relative 
to his vulnerable client. He consciously chose to erode the boundaries of their professional 
relationship, by allowing a strong friendship to develop and eventually escalating that relationship 
to a sexual one. Sexual relationships with clients and former clients are among the most serious 
boundary violations and erode the public’s trust and confidence in this profession. 

 Client A gave evidence that she felt comfortable sharing deeply personal information with 
the Registrant, this included “anything and everything” that was on her mind, including her 
childhood trauma, different types of abuse she had experienced, parenting struggles, and her 
challenges with alcohol. She testified that “she felt as safe as [she] could have felt sharing that 
information with another human being, with him”. She stated that she “trusted him 100%, 
wholeheartedly”. The Registrant used this deep knowledge of Client A, that he had obtained 
through the course of their counseling relationship, to coerce, improperly influence and exploit 
Client A into a relationship. This deeply personal knowledge included her history of trauma, 
substance abuse, financial insecurity and poverty, sexual assault, suicidal thoughts, and religious 
beliefs. 

 One particular example that illustrated the coercion and exploitation was when the 
Registrant chose to reach out to Client A on July 22, 2023 via text message. In that message the 
Registrant deliberately used his knowledge of Client A’s religious beliefs, which she had disclosed 
to him during their counseling sessions, to improperly influence her. He stated “is it odd or God 
that we connect now”. Client A testified that in hindsight she now views that as highly 
manipulative. This was an example of how the Registrant used his knowledge of the Client to 
leverage it for his own personal gain. 

 The Registrant knew or ought to have known that his conduct would likely harm Client A 
by putting her at risk psychologically and emotionally. Client A’s testimony demonstrated the 
severe negative consequences her relationship with the Registrant has had on her. It has caused 
her to distrust counseling overall and has resulted in some of the gains she had made while at 
Renascent being lost. 

 The Registrant’s conduct demonstrated that he failed to avoid conflicts of interest and/or a 
dual relationship with the client that could impair his professional judgment. He facilitated a 
personal and ultimately sexual relationship with Client A. His behaviour resulted in exploitation 
and harm to Client A and has caused her to distrust the profession.   

 For all the reasons above, on a balance of probabilities, the Panel finds that the Registrant 
demonstrated a complete lack of regard for his professional responsibility to ensure the boundaries 
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were maintained with Client A. He used his deeply personal knowledge of Client A, to exploit her 
and he took advantage of her vulnerabilities. This was an egregious violation of the trust that the 
client placed in the Registrant as her counsellor.  

 

Allegation (d) – failing to assume full responsibility for demonstrating that your client has 
not been exploited, coerced or manipulated intentionally or unintentionally where a 
personal relationship occurs with the former client and establishing a personal 
relationship with a former client that creates a conflict of interest Personal Relationships 
with a former Client (Principle III, Interpretation 3.13, of the Handbook 3rd ed.). 

Failing to assume full responsibility for demonstrating that your client has not been 
exploited, coerced or manipulated intentionally or unintentionally. (Principle III, 
Interpretation 3.7, Handbook 2nd ed.) 

 In regard to allegation (d), this Panel finds that the College has proven on a balance of 
probabilities, that  the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct under sections 2.2 and 2.10 
of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (both editions), as 
commented on in Interpretations 3.13 (Handbook 3rd ed.) and 3.7 (Handbook 2nd ed.) by 
intentionally exploiting Client A and allowing a personal and ultimately sexual relationship to 
develop between himself and his client, and ignoring the obvious conflict of interest that it created.  

 Client A gave evidence that she first met the Registrant while she was enrolled in the VITP 
program at Renascent in or around October 2021. The Registrant was her counselor both in group 
sessions and one-on-one sessions. Client A testified that the conversations after July 11, 2023 
followed the same counselling tone but were less “formal and rigid”. She testified that the 
Registrant never stated or explained that he was no longer her counsellor. She gave evidence that 
over the course of their relationship the Registrant “always had a counsellor hat on to a degree 
throughout”. This includes when the sexual relationship began between them in or around August 
or September 2023.  

 Client A testified that their relationship contained many similar elements both before and 
after commencing the intimate and sexual relationship. They often shared conversations that were 
“deep, heavy conversations” and contained elements of counseling. The Panel finds that this 
demonstrates that the Registrant never officially ended the professional relationship. Instead he 
allowed the boundaries to blur and took advantage of this for his own gain. This created an obvious 
conflict of interest for the Registrant and one that as the professional he ought to have recognized.  

 Therefore, for the reasons above, the Panel finds on a balance of probabilities, that the 
Registrant failed to assume any responsibility for his client. He allowed his own interests to take 
precedence and this resulted in Client A being exploited, coerced and intentionally manipulated 
into a sexual relationship with him. It resulted in an obvious conflict of interest and significant 
repercussions for the client.  

Allegation (e) – Records (Professional Misconduct Regulation section 2.28) 

 In regard to allegation (e), this Panel finds that the College has proven on a balance of 
probabilities, that  the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct under section 2.28 by 
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breaching the Act, the Professional Misconduct Regulation and the Handbook as we have noted 
above. 

Allegation (f) – Engaging in conduct or performing an act relevant to the practice of the 
profession that, having regard to all the circumstances, would reasonably be regarded by 
members as disgraceful, dishonourable, or unprofessional (Professional Misconduct 
Regulation 2.36) 

 In regard to allegation (f)  this Panel finds that the College has proven the Registrant 
engaged in professional misconduct under section 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation 
by engaging in conduct or performing an act relevant to the practice of the profession that, having 
regard to all circumstances would reasonably be regarded by members as disgraceful, 
dishonourable, or unprofessional. 

 This standard requires the Registrant avoid conduct that would reasonably be perceived by 
members of the profession, as reflecting negatively on the profession of social work. It is assessed 
on an objective standard and therefore does not require expert evidence.  

 The Ackermann decision and its expanded definitions of the terms “disgraceful”, 
“dishonourable” and “unprofessional” provided valuable guidance to the Panel. 

“Disgraceful conduct is conduct that has the effect of shaming the Member and, by 
extension, the profession. In order to be disgraceful, the conduct should cast serious doubt 
on the Member’s moral fitness and inherent ability to discharge the higher obligations the 
public expects professionals to meet. Dishonourable conduct is similar, but need not be as 
severe. Both dishonourable and disgraceful conduct have an element of moral failing.” 

 There is a clear element of moral failure on the part of the Registrant in this matter. In 
addition to the findings we make above, we note that Client A gave evidence that the Registrant 
told her he intentionally did not keep notes on her file during the latter part of their counselling 
relationship. She testified that at the time those sessions took place she was unaware of this. The 
Registrant shared this with her later. The clinical records provided by Mr. Lochran support that 
not all the sessions provided by the Registrant to Client A were documented. 

 The Registrant’s conduct fell significantly below the expected standards and included 
sexual misconduct, dishonesty, and undermined not only the Registrant but the entire profession 
of social work. This is conduct that would reasonably be regarded by members of the profession 
as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional.  

 The Registrant’s conduct demonstrated a serious and persistent disregard for his 
professional responsibilities towards Client A and casts serious doubt on his moral fitness to 
discharge his duties as a social worker.  His conduct is incompatible with the duties a member of 
this profession has to clients. 

Penalty Phase 

 The College filed written submissions on penalty and costs on April 17, 2026, which were 
forwarded to the Panel on April 20. The Registrant did not participate in the penalty phase. He 
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made no submissions and  adduced no evidence on penalty despite being duly served with all 
materials prior to any filings with the Panel in accordance with the Rules. 

Penalty Submissions of the College 

 The College sought the following order: (a) a written reprimand, recorded on the College’s 
Register; (b) revocation of the Registrant’s certificate of registration; (c) a five-year prohibition on 
applying for reinstatement under section 29 of the Act; (d) publication of the finding and order 
with the Registrant’s name, in the College’s official publication, on its website, and on the public 
register; and (e) costs of $64,524.29, representing approximately two-thirds of the College’s costs 
of $96,786.43, payable in six equal quarterly instalments. 

 The College submitted that the primary duty of the College is to serve and protect the public 
interest, and that the overriding objective of the discipline process is to fulfil this mandate. The 
College relied on the Ontario Court of Appeal’s statement in Peirovy that the paramount 
consideration in fashioning an appropriate penalty is protection of the public, along with 
maintenance of public confidence in the profession, effective self-governance, general and specific 
deterrence, the potential for rehabilitation, and proportionality. 

 The College identified several aggravating factors. The College noted that the misconduct 
involved a particularly vulnerable client with a history of trauma, including sexual assault, who 
was a single mother in a precarious living situation, dealing with poverty and financial instability, 
all of which was known to the Registrant. It was also argued that the misconduct involved 
extensive boundary violations over a sustained period, with the Registrant placing his interests 
ahead of those of Client A and missing multiple opportunities to maintain boundaries. The College 
went on to emphasize evidence that the Registrant made efforts to conceal his conduct by not 
making clinical notes during the latter part of the professional relationship. The College submitted 
there were no mitigating factors before the Panel, as the Registrant had not participated, had not 
offered any expression of insight or remorse beyond his initial written response during the 
investigation, and had not offered evidence of rehabilitation. 

 On revocation, the College submitted that the Panel’s findings are among the most serious 
the Discipline Committee may make and included a finding of sexual abuse. The College noted 
that the Divisional Court has described sexual abuse as “exploitative,” “devastating,” and “perhaps 
the most profound breach of trust which can occur” (Rafaj v. College of Physicians and Surgeons 
of Ontario, 2002 CanLII 11712). The College submitted that the five-year prohibition on 
reapplication is consistent with prior decisions of this Discipline Committee and with the 
mandatory provisions of the Regulated Health Professions Act, 1991, which require revocation 
and a five-year prohibition for findings of sexual abuse, noting that while the Act does not 
prescribe a mandatory penalty, the penalties for similar misconduct should be consistent across 
comparable regulatory frameworks. 

 The College relied on prior decisions of this Discipline Committee where findings of sexual 
misconduct with a client or former client resulted in orders of reprimand, revocation, a five-year 
prohibition on reapplying, publication, and costs: McQuarrie (2024), Boulay (2022), Beloshesky 
(2020), Ongena (2021), and Delaney (2023). The College noted that even in far less egregious 
cases, such as Sweet (2024), involving boundary violations and remarks of a sexual nature without 
physical sexual contact, the Committee imposed the same order. 
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 On costs, the College submitted that the two-thirds figure is consistent with established 
practice. The Divisional Court has recognized that it is well-established for discipline committees 
to award up to two-thirds of actual costs for contested hearings where findings of professional 
misconduct have been made (Bayfield v. College of Physiotherapists of Ontario, 2014 ONSC 
6570). The College pointed to the comparable costs orders in Egal (2023) ($100,000 on actual 
costs of approximately $149,992) and Hayden (2019), where the Committee held that it was 
reasonable for the registrant to bear two-thirds of costs after declining to participate. 

Advice of Independent Legal Counsel on Penalty and Costs 

 Independent legal counsel provided written advice to the Panel on the penalty and costs 
phase of the proceeding. 

 He emphasized that the Panel must apply the same analysis it would otherwise apply in a 
fully contested penalty hearing, and that its reasons should demonstrate it has done so. The absence 
of a competing order does not relieve the Panel of the obligation to satisfy itself that any order it 
makes is appropriate. The Panel is not bound to accept or reject the College’s proposal and may 
craft its own order, subject to jurisdiction. 

 With respect to the assessment of aggravating and mitigating factors, independent legal 
counsel made two observations. First, the Panel must satisfy itself that any factor it relies on has 
been established on the evidence before treating it as aggravating or mitigating, and should be 
explicit about its findings. Second, while he agreed with the College that there was no mitigation 
evidence before the Panel, independent legal counsel advised that non-participation is the exercise 
of a registrant’s right and should not be treated as an independent ground for a more severe penalty. 

 Lastly, independent counsel reminded the Panel that costs are separate from penalty and 
should be addressed after the penalty deliberation. The purpose of a costs order is to prevent the 
expense of investigation and prosecution from falling solely on the College and its membership. 
Costs are not a punishment and should not be treated as a consequence of the Registrant’s non-
participation. He noted that the two-thirds approach applied in the cases submitted by the College 
is a guideline, not a rule, and recommended that the Panel provide a clear explanation for any 
amount it orders, particularly if that amount is inconsistent with amounts ordered in other 
comparable cases. College counsel confirmed in a subsequent letter that she had no comments 
arising out of independent counsel’s advice. 

Decision on Penalty 

  Having considered the findings of professional misconduct, the submissions of the 
College, and case law provided, the Panel ordered the following penalty: 

(a) a written reprimand, recorded on the College’s Register;  

(b) revocation of the Registrant’s certificate of registration;  

(c) a five-year prohibition on applying for reinstatement under section 29 of the Act;  

(d) publication of the finding and order with the Registrant’s name, in the College’s official 
publication, on its website, and on the public register; and  
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(e) costs of $64,524.29, representing approximately two-thirds of the College’s costs of 
$96,786.43, payable in six equal quarterly instalments. 

Reasons for Decision on Penalty 

 A penalty order should maintain high professional standards, preserve public confidence 
in the ability of the College to regulate its Registrants, and, above all, protect the public.  This is 
achieved through a penalty that considers the principles of general deterrence, specific deterrence 
and, where appropriate, rehabilitation and remediation of the Registrant’s practice.  Proportionality 
is also an important consideration. 

 The Panel was satisfied that the proposed penalty order in this case aligns with the 
objectives of the discipline process: public protection, general and specific deterrence, and, where 
applicable, remediation. The publication of the Panel’s decision and reasons, 
enhances  transparency and serves as a general deterrent to other members of the profession. The 
reprimand allowed the Panel to directly express its disapproval of the Registrant’s misconduct. 

  The Panel considered the aggravating factors, including Client A’s significant 
vulnerability and history of trauma. She was a single mother at the time, facing a precarious living 
situation, dealing with poverty and financial instability, and struggling with her history of trauma. 
This was all known to the Registrant, as he was her counselor. The Registrant’s misconduct 
demonstrated extensive boundary violations and an abysmal lack of professionalism. The 
Registrant knowingly placed his interests ahead of his client’s and exploited her for his own 
benefit. The Registrant was deliberately deceitful when he tried to conceal his conduct with Client 
A while working at Renascent by not taking notes of his sessions with her during the latter parts 
of their professional relationship. He did not keep records as required.  

 As with the merits hearing, the Registrant did not participate in the penalty hearing and did 
not make any submissions or adduce any evidence on penalty. 

 The Panel also considered the case law cited by the College, particularly Ontario College 
of Social Workers and Social Service Workers v McQuarrie, 2024 ONCSWSSW 13, and Ontario 
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers v Boulay 2022 ONCSWSSW 1, and Ontario 
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers v Alicia Beloshesky 2020 ONCSWSSW 9 , 
which all involved similar misconduct and resulted in penalties that were within a similar range. 

 The Panel notes that even in less egregious cases, such as the facts that were established  
in Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers v Sweet, 2024 ONCSWSSW 1, 
this  Discipline Committee has made similar orders to that which has been requested in this case. 

  The Panel concluded that the proposed penalty order was proportional,  and that it served 
the goals of public protection and accountability. 

Costs 

 The Panel has discretion to award costs where appropriate pursuant to paragraph 4 of 
subsection 26(5) of the Act. Cost orders are not meant to be punitive but are intended to offset the 
total costs of  investigating and prosecuting the matter. The profession as a whole should not have 
to bear the entire cost of one member’s misconduct.  
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 The Panel finds that this is an appropriate case to award costs.  

 In this case the College’s costs have reached $96,786.43. The proposed cost order of 
$64,524.29 (payable in six equal quarterly instalments), represents approximately two-thirds of 
the College’s costs.  

 We agree with the College submission that it is well established that Discipline Committees 
may order two-thirds of actual costs in contested hearings when findings of professional 
misconduct have been made. This Discipline Committee has followed that same two-thirds 
principle in other contested, non-participation matters such as in Ontario College of Social 
Workers and Social Service Workers v Egal, 2023 ONCSWSSW 3. 

 We are satisfied that the amount sought by the College is reasonable in the circumstances 
of this case. The Panel notes that the payment plan proposed by the College is fair given the 
quantum of the cost order notwithstanding that there was no evidence provided from the Registrant 
with respect to any financial hardship or any inability to pay. 

 For all the reasons above, the Panel orders the costs as sought by the College in the amount 
of $64,524.29 (payable in six equal quarterly instalments) with the first payment due 30 days from 
the date of this order. 

 

Conclusion 

I, Kimberley Westfall-Connor, sign this decision as chairperson of the Panel and on behalf of the 
Panel members listed below. 

Date: July 14, 2026  Signed:  
  

   Kimberley Westfall-Connor, Chair 
   Susan Oliver 
   Nicole Bonnie 

 

 


