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DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION

[1] This matter came on for a hearing before a panel of the Discipline Committee (the “Panel”)
of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the “College”) by
videoconference. Procedural motions were addressed on June 25 and September 8, 2025. The
merits hearing began on November 20, 2025, and closing arguments completed on January 23,
2026.

[2] Kelly Anne Savage is a Former Registrant (the “Former Registrant”) whose conduct was
under review. The Former Registrant was present at the initial motion hearing date on June 25,
2025, and represented by counsel. Counsel for the Former Registrant attended without her client



on the second scheduled hearing date, on September 8, 2025. Counsel attended only to withdraw
from the record and to seek an adjournment of that day’s proceedings. An adjournment was
granted, counsel withdrew, and the matter proceeded on a peremptory basis for the remaining
dates. Neither the Former Registrant nor any representative on her behalf attended following the
September 8 hearing date.

Overview

[3] The Former Registrant was a registered social worker whose private practice included
clinical and self-described "forensic" social work services in family law matters. These included
child custody disputes, parenting assessments, reunification counselling, and court-involved cases.
A central issue in this proceeding was whether those forensic services fell within the College's
regulatory authority. As set out below, the Panel finds that they do.

[4] From 2017 to 2020, across five client matters that are the subject of three consolidated
Notices of Hearing, the Former Registrant engaged in a sustained pattern of professional
misconduct which included unprofessional, intimidating, and abusive communications;
unsupported assessments and recommendations made without meeting or adequately assessing the
relevant parties; boundary violations and inappropriate personal conduct. She also engaged in
improper billing and sought to employ contractual provisions designed to deter clients from
complaining about her to the College.

[5] The Former Registrant resigned from the College in December 2020 and as we note above
did not take part in the substantive portions of this proceeding. The Panel finds that the allegations
in the Notices of Hearing, as amended, have been proven as set out below.

Publication ban

[6] On November 18, 2025, the Panel issued an order directing that no person shall publicly
disclose, publish, broadcast, or transmit: (a) any details or information discussed during any closed
portion of the hearing; or (b) any documents marked as exhibits during the closed portion of the
hearing that pertain to or include testimony documenting the Former Registrant's medical
conditions, residence, practice location and/or history of domestic violence.

Limited Order Excluding the Public

[7] On November 18, 2025, the Panel also ordered that the public shall be excluded from any
portion(s) of the proceedings that pertain to or include testimony documenting the Former
Registrant’s medical conditions, residence, practice location and/or history of domestic violence.

Efforts to Relitigate Decided Issues

[8] Despite not being in attendance, the Former Registrant repeatedly attempted to relitigate
procedural issues and stay this hearing using written submissions.

[9] On or about November 16, 2025, just days before a scheduled hearing date upcoming on
November 20, the Former Registrant delivered correspondence by way of a third party, non-lawyer
agent, purporting to be a motion prepared with the aid of artificial intelligence and seeking, inter
alia, a permanent stay of the discipline proceedings against her (the “Stay Motion). The Panel



received submissions in response from the College. Neither the Former Registrant nor anyone on
her behalf ultimately attended to speak to the Stay Motion on November 20. As we will discuss at
the conclusion of these reasons, it is unclear to us whether the “agent” is in fact a human person
or a name that has been assigned to an artificial intelligence platform. The agent never appeared
before us despite multiple opportunities to do so.

[10] The Panel dismissed the Stay Motion on November 20 with reasons to follow. Those
reasons were released to the parties in a separate decision dated December 8, 2025, and circulated
on December 9, 2025 (2025 ONCSWSSW 16).

[I1]  On the evening of December 9, after the release of our decision on the Stay Motion and
prior to the continuation of the hearing, which was set for December 12, 2025, the Former
Registrant again circulated materials electronically through the same non-lawyer “agent”.

[12] The materials circulated on December 9 purported to, among other things, renew issues
already decided on the Stay Motion and did not comply with the Rules of Procedure of the
Discipline Committee of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the
“Rules of Procedure™).

[13] At the outset of the next hearing date on December 12, 2025, the Panel issued a decision
declining to consider the December 9 materials and deeming the Former Registrant’s efforts to
continue relitigating the same issues repeatedly as an abuse of process. The Panel directed that,
going forward, all parties shall strictly comply with the Rules of Procedure before any motions
would be heard and considered.

The allegations

[14] As indicated above, this was a consolidated hearing which proceeded further to directions
from the Panel which were confirmed on the record at the November 20 appearance. Prior to that
appearance, the Former Registrant’s counsel had sought an order at the June 25, 2025 appearance
confirming that the matter would proceed on a consolidated basis. The Panel understood that
proceeding on a consolidated basis was acceptable to all parties and arose further to counsel
discussions between the College and the Former Registrant’s counsel subsequent to June 25 and
prior to her withdrawal.

[15] In Notices of Hearing dated March 10, 2021, January 13, 2022 and January 13, 2022, the
Former Registrant is alleged to have committed professional misconduct pursuant to the Social
Work and Social Service Work Act, 1998, SO 1998, c 31 (the “Act”) in that she 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™).

[16] The first Notice of Hearing dated March 10, 2021, was made Exhibit 1 on the merits
hearing. A revised copy of that first Notice which was blacklined to remove allegations that the

College advised were not proceeding was marked as Exhibit 1A (the “First Notice of Hearing”
or “NOH 1”). The second Notice of Hearing, dated January 13, 2022, was made Exhibit 2 on the



merits hearing (the “Second Notice of Hearing” or “NOH 2”). The third Notice of Hearing, also
dated January 13, 2022, was made Exhibit 3 on the merits hearing (the “Third Notice of Hearing”
or “NOH 3”). The Panel reproduces the allegations in each Notice of Hearing below for reference.
For Exhibit 1 we have reproduced it with the revisions consistent with Exhibit 1A.

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

I.

1.

The following are particulars of the said allegations:

At all relevant times, you were registered as a social worker with the Ontario
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the “College”) and were
working as a social worker in private practice.

The social work services you provided included “clinical” and “forensic” services.
You describe your “forensic” services as dealing with the overlap of social work
and the law. Your forensic services dealt with issues including but not limited to
child custody and access, parenting plans, reunification, cooperative parenting,
parental alienation, consultation, and court-involved cases.

ALLEGATIONS WITH RESPECT TO [C1] AND HER SON [A].

3.

In or about early 2018, [C1] and [C2] had an initial meeting with you to discuss
your services.

Without having met [A], you indicated that you would support equal custody for
[A]. You expressed this view without meeting or having performed an adequate
assessment and/or without obtaining sufficient evidence about [A] and his needs,
and of [C1] and [C2] and their parenting.

Although [C1] filled out a consent form for [A] to receive services, [C1]
subsequently changed her mind and informed you by email that she did not consent
to you providing services to [Al].

The court order governing [C1] and [C2]’s custody of [A] stated that all health care
decisions for [A] had to be made jointly. Although you were provided with a copy
of this order and were aware that [C1] did not consent to you treating [A], you
subsequently proceeded to see him on one or more occasions.

Without first ensuring you had sufficient knowledge of the case or meeting [A],
you expressed the view that [C1] was a bad parent for not supporting shared
parenting.

You made comments that were unprofessional, inappropriate, were made without
first obtaining sufficient information, and/or were the product of an inadequate
assessment, including but not limited to the following:

(a) WITHDRAWN



(b)  WITHDRAWN
(c) Authoring letters for use in family law proceedings that:

(1) inaccurately stated that [C1] was refusing to allow [A] to participate
in therapy after he disclosed suicidal thoughts, and stating that
refusals of this nature are often indicators of abuse;

(11) accused [C1] of emotional abuse;

(i)  expressed your “professional opinion” that [C1] be ordered to take
a parenting course, to participate in co-parenting, and to obtain
individual therapy.

You made these comments and recommendations despite only having seen [C1]
once, during the joint session with [C2].

On one or more occasions, you refused to read or respond to communications from
[C1]’s legal counsel, and continued to contact [C1] directly.

ALLEGATIONS WITH RESPECT TO [C3]

10.

1.

12.

13.

[C4] retained you to provide counselling for his children in or about 2017. When
you contacted his ex-wife (who was the children’s mother), [C3], you stated that
your office had received a request for a parenting assessment of [C4] and that her
input was needed. It was not until you spoke with [C3] over the phone that you
disclosed that your involvement was at [C4]’s request.

You informed [C3] that she was required to pay for 50% of your services, despite
the fact that she did not arrange the sessions or think them to be necessary, and
despite the existence of a Separation Agreement governing the payment of expenses
for the children.

[C4] and [C3] had joint custody, meaning that both parents had to consent to health
care decisions for their children.

[C3] informed you that she did not consent to you providing services to her
children. Your communications with [C3] then became unprofessional, aggressive,
and/or intimidating, including but not limited to, by:

(a) Stating that if [C3] did not bring the children to meet you and there was an
empty appointment slot, she would be billed,

(b) Stating that if [C3] did not allow [C4] to have the children, you would bill
her for any missed appointments;

() Stating that you would see the children when they were in their father’s
custody, despite [C3]’s indication that she did not consent to you providing
services to the children;



14.

15.

16.

17.

(d) Stating that [C3]’s refusal to cooperate would reflect poorly on her in court;

(e) Stating that [C3] was not putting the best interests of her children first;
and/or

6y} Stating that [C3] was denying [C4] time with his children to which he was
entitled, which you characterized as “deeply disturbing” and as a “refusal
to co-parent”;

You drew the conclusions in paragraphs 13(d)-(f) above about [C3]’s parenting and
motivations without sufficient information and/or without conducting an adequate
assessment, given that you had not met [C3] or the children.

You concluded that [C4] should have an “equal opportunity to parent the children”,
even though you had never met the children to assess their needs.

When [C3]’s lawyer informed you that [C3] felt harassed by you and would not be
responding to future communications, you continued to email [C3] directly.

Your conduct damaged the relationship between [C4] and [C3]. As a result, [C4]
saw even less of his children.

ALLEGATIONS WITH RESPECT TO [C5]

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

You were retained by [C5] to provide services to her children between in or about
December 2018 and March 2019.

You informed [C5] that you would try to get her ex-husband [C6] on board with
you providing services to the couple’s children, without notifying him that the
reason [C5] was seeking your services was to address parental alienation.

On one or more occasions, you informed [C5] of information her daughter had
disclosed to you by sending [C5] a text message or in an individual conversation,
instead of providing a summary of the information to both [C5] and [C6].

The contract you had [C5] sign contained misleading, inappropriate and/or
unenforceable provisions, including:

(a) Inaccurately stating that your forensic services were not overseen by the
College, that your services were not being provided under your RSW
number, and that the College was not involved in any way; and

b A statement that if [C5] or anyone on her behalf filed a complaint against
y p g
you with the College, your supervisor, or any other governing body, you
would pursue legal action against [C5]

You violated professional boundaries in your communications with [C5] by:

(a) Providing personal details about your marriage and/or your ex-husband
when these self-disclosures were not clinically indicated;



23.

24.

25.

26.

(b) Engaging in conversation that was overly friendly, casual, and/or included
swearing; and/or

(c) Sending [C5] text messages about topics that were personal and/or unrelated
to the services you were providing.

You initiated several text message conversations with [C5]. In total, you exchanged
approximately 393 text messages with her.

You subsequently informed [C5] that she owed you $9,000 for these text messages,
at a flat rate of $25 per text. You had not previously informed [C5] that you charged
$25 per text message, nor was it disclosed in your contract. In addition, this fee was
excessive and/or inappropriate.

A revised invoice you later issued to [C5] indicated that you had reviewed the 393
text messages and that 100 were billable, for a total of $2,500.

When [C5] indicated she would not be paying you for the text messages, you
threatened to send the file to a collection agency and/or take legal action.

ALLEGATIONS WITH RESPECT TO [CT7].

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
(a) WITHDRAWN
(b)  WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
() WITHDRAWN
(b)  WITHDRAWN
(c)  WITHDRAWN
(d)  WITHDRAWN
(¢)  WITHDRAWN
(f)  WITHDRAWN
(g7 WITHDRAWN

(h) WITHDRAWN



32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

(i)  WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
(a  WITHDRAWN
(b)  WITHDRAWN
(¢c)  WITHDRAWN
(d)  WITHDRAWN
(¢)  WITHDRAWN
(f)  WITHDRAWN
(g7  WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN
WITHDRAWN

WITHDRAWN

ALLEGATIONS WITH RESPECT TO USE OF TITLES AND
REPRESENTATIONS ABOUT QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

39.

40.

In or about 2019, on one or more of your website, advertisements for your services,
and your email signature, you used one or more titles, acronyms, or designations
that were false or misleading about your credentials. In particular:

(a) You used the acronym “FSW” and/or described yourself as a forensic social
worker, when there is no such category of registration with the College and
no such professional designation in Canada;

(b) You used the acronym “LCSW” and/or described yourself as a licensed
clinical social worker, when there is no such category of registration with
the College and when your LCSW license in Virginia expired in 2015.

In or about 2018-2019, on one or more of your website, advertisements for your
services, and letters you authored in the [C1] matter, you provided a false or
misleading description of your experience. In particular:



II.

(b)

You stated that you had over 30 years of clinical experience when in reality
you were first licensed as a social worker in 2001; and/or

You stated that you had been in practice for 25 years when in reality you
were first licensed as a social worker in 2001.

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:

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 1.2) by
failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about information presented to you
by clients.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 1.4) by
failing to demonstrate acceptance of each client’s uniqueness.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.5) by failing to be aware of your values, attitudes, and
needs and how these impact on your professional relationship with clients.

In that you violated section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 1.6) by
failing to distinguish your needs from those of your client to ensure that,
within professional relationships, clients’ needs and interests remain
paramount.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 2.1.1)
with respect to clients J.S. and R.S. by failing to be aware of the extent and
parameters of your competence and your professional scope of practice and
to limit your practice accordingly; failing to inform the client of the option
to be referred to another professional when the client’s need fall outside
your usual area of practice; failing, if the client wishes to continue the
professional relationship, to ensure that (1) the services you provide are
competently provided by seeking additional supervision, consultation,
and/or education, and (2) that the services are not beyond your professional
scope of practice; and/or failing to be guided by the client’s interests in
making recommendations for particular services, referrals to other
professionals, or a continuation of the professional relationship.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 2.1.4)
by failing to ensure that any professional recommendations or opinions you
provide are appropriately substantiated by evidence and supported by a
credible body of professional social work knowledge.



In that you violated Sections 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 2.2)
by failing to ensure that clients are protected from the abuse of your power
during and after the provision of professional services and/or by failing to
establish and maintain clear and appropriate boundaries in professional
relationships.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.3) by using information obtained in the course of a
professional relationship and/or using your professional position of
authority to coerce, improperly influence, harass, abuse, or exploit a
client/former client.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in Interpretation 2.2.7)
by misrepresenting professional qualifications, education, experience or
affiliation.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.8) 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, and/or by failing to avoid conduct in the practice of social
work that could reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the
profession of social work. k. In that you violated Section 2.2 of the
Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook
(as commented on in Interpretation 3.1) by failing to provide clients with
accurate and complete information regarding the extent, nature, and
limitations of any services available to them.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 3.2) by failing to deliver client services and/or respond to
client queries, concerns, and/or complaints in a timely and/or reasonable
manner.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 3.6) by failing to inform clients of foreseeable risks as well
as rights, opportunities, and obligations associated with the provision of
professional services.

In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation, and Principle IV of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 4.1.2) by making a statement in the record or in reports
based on the record; making a record; or issuing or signing a certificate,
report, or other document in the course of practising the profession that you



knew or ought reasonably to know was false, misleading, inaccurate, or
otherwise improper;

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1) by charging or accepting a fee that is not fully
disclosed.

In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.23 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1.1) by failing to explain in advance or at the
commencement of a service the basis of all charges for the service, for late
cancellations, and for missed appointments; failing to give a reasonable
estimate of projected fees and disbursements; and/or failing to point out any
uncertainties involved so that clients may make informed decisions with
regard to using your services.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1.3) by failing to ensure that fee schedules clearly describe
billing procedures, reasonable penalties for missed and cancelled
appointments or late payment of fees, the use of collection agencies or legal
proceedings to collect unpaid fees and third party fee payments.

In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.25 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1.5) by charging fees which are excessive in relation to
the service performed.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 7.1.1) by advertising your services through public
statements, announcements, advertising media and promotional activities in
a manner that is false or misleading, or that contains factual information that
is not verifiable.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 7.3) by failing to describe your education, training,
experience, areas of competence, professional affiliations, and/or services
in an honest and accurate manner.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 7.4) by soliciting prospective clients in a way that is
misleading, that disadvantages fellow members or that discredits the
profession of social work.



V. In that you violated Section 2.3 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by doing anything to a client in the course of practising the
profession in a situation in which consent is required by law, without such
a consent.

w. In that you violated Section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by abusing a client verbally, psychologically, or emotionally.

X. In that you violated Section 2.12 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by breaching a term of an agreement with a client relating to
the fees for professional services or professional services for the client.

y. In that you violated Section 2.15 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by inappropriately using a term, title or designation in respect
of your practice.

z. In that you violated Section 2.28 of the Professional Misconduct

Regulation by contravening the Act or regulations or by-laws.

aa. In that you violated Section 2.29 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by contravening a federal, provincial or territorial law or a
municipal by-law whose purpose is to protect public health or where the
contravention is relevant to your suitability to practise.

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

L.

1.

The following are particulars of the said allegations:

At all relevant times, you were registered as a social worker with the Ontario
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the “College”) and were
working as a social worker in private practice.

The social work services you provided included “clinical” and “forensic” services.
You describe your “forensic” services as dealing with the overlap of social work
and the law. Your forensic services dealt with issues including but not limited to
child custody and access, parenting plans, reunification, cooperative parenting,
parental alienation, consultation, and court-involved cases.

In or about early September of 2020, [C8] approached you regarding the possibility
of assisting with his reunification with his daughter, [E] He and his ex-wife, [C9],
had joint custody of [E] and their other daughter.

You emailed [C8] and [C9] on or about September 11, 2020, indicating that [C§]
appeared to be interested in your forensic services, that these were different than
clinical services, and that the difference was explained on your website. You sent
the parties a copy of your forensic services contract for informational purposes, and
offered to speak with the Complainant about the process.



Your website and/or your forensic services contract described your forensic
services in a manner that was misleading and/or solicited prospective clients in a
manner that was misleading, including but not limited to by:

(a) Failing to make it clear that your forensic services were in fact social work
services;

(b) Failing to make it clear that the nature of your forensic services fell within
the College’s jurisdiction and/or suggesting that your forensic services were
not governed by the College;

(c) Suggesting that “forensic services” was a recognized specialty in Ontario
when this was not the case; and/or

(d) Suggesting that you had a designation or specialization in forensic services
that was recognized in Ontario, when this was not the case.

On or about September 16, 2020, [C9] emailed you to say that she did not consent
to you providing services to [E]. However, she stated that she supported [C8] hiring
a trauma-informed counsellor to help heal his relationship with [E].

In response, you offered to speak with [C9] to clarify the nature of your forensic
services, to which she agreed. However, on or about September 21, 2020, before
that call had occurred, [C9] emailed you stating that she would not be connecting
with you or needing your services. In that email, [C9] also asked you how you
screened clients to ensure your services were not weaponized.

You responded to [C9] by email on or about September 21, 2020. In your response,
you made comments that were unprofessional, inappropriate, abusive, and/or
intimidating, including but not limited to the following:

(a) Stating that you did not understand [C9]’s question;
(b) Accusing [C9] of having a “tone” in her email;

(c) Accusing [C9] of making allegations that you said or did something related
to your profession that you had not done, and stating that you found this
“disturbing”;

(d) Demanding that [C9] provide “proof” of various statements you asserted
that she had attributed to you;

(e) Stating that police did not have jurisdiction over custody cases, and asking
if [C9] had a letter from a Children’s Aid Society indicating that they had
made a positive finding against [C8] or if she had any other legal document
granting her authority to “withhold” a child from the other parent;

() Making statements purported to be on behalf of [C8], including:



II.

(1) That this email was [C8]’s “formal notification” to [C9] requesting
that she cease harassing him, and that she only communicate with
him if there is an emergency with one of the children; and/or

(i1) That [C9] was not to have any further contact with [C8]’s family.

9. In your response on September 21, 2020, you did not ask any questions to attempt
to clarify why [C9] was concerned about your services being “weaponized”.

10. On or about October 6, 2020, you sent [C9] a letter containing comments that were
unprofessional, inappropriate, intimidating, harassing, abusive, and/or that made
accusations or drew conclusions without sufficient information. These comments
including but were not limited to the following:

(a) Accusing [C9] of discussing court proceedings with her children and
suggesting that [C9] had told the children that [C8] had “stressed her out”
because of the court proceedings. You characterized this as inappropriate
and as emotional abuse;

(b) Implying that [C9] had made disparaging remarks about [C8] to the
children, told them [C8] was a liar, and/or told them that they were not safe
with [C8], which you characterized as “emotional manipulation”;

(c) Suggesting that [C9] was interfering with [C8]’s access and/or stating that
she should refrain from interfering with his access;

(d) Stating that if [C9] was engaging in the above behaviour, she was engaging
in a form of child abuse known as parental alienation;

(e) Making statements purporting to be on behalf of [C8], including:

(1) That [C8] was requesting that [C9] stop emailing his lawyer with issues not
related to court; and/or

(i1) That if [C9] continued to unnecessarily contact [C8]’s lawyer, [C8] would
bring a motion to have [C9] pay the costs; and/or

§)) Characterizing [C9]’s prior communications to you as abusive and stating
that you would only respond to communications from [C9] that you felt
were necessary.

1. You made the comments in your October 6, 2020 letter without sufficient

information and/or without conducting an adequate assessment, given that you had
not met [C9] or the children, or spoken to them about their family dynamic.

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:



In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.2) by failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about
information presented to you by clients.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.5) by failing to be aware of your values, attitudes, and
needs and how these impact on your professional relationship with clients.

In that you violated section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.6) by failing to distinguish your needs from those of your
client to ensure that, within professional relationships, clients’ needs and
interests remain paramount.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.1.4) by failing to ensure that any professional
recommendations or opinions you provide are appropriately substantiated
by evidence and supported by a credible body of professional social work
knowledge.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.3) by using information obtained in the course of a
professional relationship and/or using your professional position of
authority to coerce, improperly influence, harass, abuse, or exploit a
client/former client.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.7) by misrepresenting your professional qualifications,
education, experience or affiliation.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.8) 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, and/or by failing to avoid conduct in the practice of social
work that could reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the
profession of social work.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 3.2) by failing to deliver client services and/or respond to
client queries, concerns, and/or complaints in a timely and/or reasonable
manner.



1. In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation, and Principle IV of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 4.1.2) by making a statement in the record or in reports
based on the record; making a record; or issuing or signing a certificate,
report, or other document in the course of practising the profession that you
knew or ought reasonably to know was false, misleading, inaccurate, or
otherwise improper;

] In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct

Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 7.1.1) by advertising your services through public
statements, announcements, advertising media and promotional activities in
a manner that is false or misleading, or that contains factual information that
is not verifiable.

k. In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 7.4) by soliciting prospective clients in a way that is
misleading, that disadvantages fellow members or that discredits the
profession of social work.

1. In that you violated Section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by abusing a client verbally, psychologically, or emotionally.

m. In that you violated Section 2.15 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation by inappropriately using a term, title or designation in respect
of your practice.

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

I. The following are particulars of the said allegations:

BACKGROUND

1. At all relevant times, you were registered as a social worker with the Ontario
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the “College”) and were
working as a social worker in private practice.

2. The social work services you provided included “clinical” and “forensic” services.
You describe your “forensic” services as dealing with the overlap of social work
and the law. Your forensic services dealt with issues including but not limited to
child custody and access, parenting plans, reunification, cooperative parenting,
parental alienation, consultation, and court-involved cases.

3. On or about September 29, 2020, [C10] and her ex-spouse, [C11], contacted you

by email and indicated that they wished to retain you to provide reunification
counselling with respect to their son, [C], and [C10]



At the relevant time, [C] lived primarily with [C11], and had scheduled access visits
and calls with [C10]

There was a court order in place that required [C10] and [C11] to begin
reunification counselling with you in respect of [C] by October 9.

THE CONTRACT

6.

10.

On or about September 29, 2020, you provided [C10] and [C11] with your forensic
services contract (the “Contract”) and asked them each to sign it and pay your
retainer. You also suggested that they review your contract with their respective
lawyers.

The Contract contained misleading, inappropriate and/or unenforceable provisions,
including:

(a) Inaccurately stating that your forensic services were not overseen by the
College, that your services were not being provided under your RSW
number, and that the College was not involved in any way; and

(b) A statement that [C10], [C11], or anyone on their behalf was not permitted
to file a complaint against you with the College, your supervisor, or any
other governing body, and stating that if they did so, you would pursue legal
action against them.

On or about October 6, 2020, you asked if [C11] intended to participate in your
services and, if so, asked him to provide the signed Contract by the end of the day.
[C11] told you he was still waiting for his lawyer’s approval.

[C11] expressed concern about the provision referred to in paragraph 7(b), above,
and asked you to remove it from the Contract. You refused to do so and stated that
if he wanted to retain your services, he would have to sign the Contract.

You attempted to pressure [C11] to sign your contract despite knowing that he had
concerns about it, including by:

(a) Indicating that while he was deciding how to proceed, you would be
accepting a new case from your waiting list instead of holding the spot for
him and his family;

(b) Stating that you interpreted his delay in signing the Contract as a lack of
compliance and respect for your process and as a violation of the court
order;

(©) Referring to the delay while his lawyer reviewed the Contract as a “stalling
tactic” that was inappropriate and not in the best interests of the child;

(d) Stating that you would inform the court that [C11] was refusing to
participate in services; and/or



(e) Stating that services for [C10] and the children would proceed without his

involvement.

11. [C11] faxed you the Contract shortly thereafter, but it appeared to be missing the
signature page. You responded in an unprofessional and/or threatening manner by:
(a) Stating that he had to provide the signature page within 21 minutes; and/or
(b) Stating that you viewed this as continued non-compliance.

THE FEES

12. Your contract indicated that phone calls, text messages, emails, and reports would
be billed at a rate of $200/hour, in 15-minute increments.

13. In a subsequent email to [C10] and [C11], you indicated that you charged a flat rate
of $25 per text message or email.

14.  For the period of October 6-26, 2020, your invoice to [C11] listed charges of
approximately $2,300 for emails and text messages, which you reduced by $1,050.
This fee was excessive and/or inappropriate.

15.  You were unprofessional, harassing, and/or threatening in your communications

with [C11] about amounts owing, including but not limited to by:
(a) Setting unreasonably and/or unnecessarily short timelines for payment;

(b) Demanding payment immediately or very shortly after an invoice was
1ssued;

(c) Referring to delay in replenishing his retainer, paying for sessions, and/or
paying your invoices as a violation of your contract and threatening to bring
this to the court’s attention; and/or

(d) Threatening to send his account to a collections agency and/or pursue legal
action.

You made one or more of these comments despite knowing that [C11] had
questions and/or concerns about your invoices.

ATTEMPTS TO DISSUADE [C11] FROM FILING A COMPLAINT

16.

[C11] informed you that if you sent his account to a collections agency, he would
file a formal complaint with the College. You responded in an unprofessional,
intimidating, and/or threatening manner, including but not limited to, by:

(a) Stating that he was engaging in extortion;

(b) Stating that you would file a police report;



17.

(c) Stating that he had signed a legally binding contract that prevented him from
filing a complaint with the College;

(d) Threatening to sue him for breach of contract if he filed a complaint with
the College; and/or

(e) Notifying him that you had filed a report against him with a Children’s Aid
Society.

The Children’s Aid Society informed [C11] that you had made a report and that it
was not going to investigate it and/or that there was no information to support your
allegations.

UNPROFESSIONAL COMMUNICATIONS & FAILURE TO OBTAIN
SUFFICIENT INFORMATION

18.

19.

20.

You spoke to [C10] and/or had a session with her to get her view of events.
However, you asked [C11] to correspond with you only by email, instead of calling
you.

You did not ensure that [C11] understood that your request to correspond by email
referred only to discussions about your contract. As a result, [C11] felt that he was
not permitted to share his views to the same extent [C10] was.

You made comments that were unprofessional, inappropriate, were made without
first obtaining sufficient information, and/or were the product of an inadequate
assessment, including but not limited to the following:

(a) Criticizing the complainant for picking [C] up when [C] ran away from
[C10]’s house, despite the fact that the police had asked for [C11]’s
assistance in locating [C];

(b) Accusing [C11] of “playing games” or “failing to participate in the process”
by not answering emails the same day and/or sufficiently promptly;

(c) Accusing [C11] of “playing games” when he picked [C] up on the occasion
referred to in paragraph 20(a), above;

(d) Threatening to write a letter to the court after the incident referred to in
paragraph 20(a) above recommending that [C] be returned to [C10]’s care,
with supervised access for [C11]

(e) Refusing to provide direct answers to questions [C11] posed in his emails
to you;

() In response to questions [C11] posed, implying that [C11] was engaging in
slander, defamation, and/or making false allegations against you;

(2) Stating that [C11]’s actions did not show that he truly supported a healthy
relationship between [C] and [C10];



21.

(h) Stating that the situation was extremely psychologically damaging and
would most likely have long-term effects on [C]’s mental health;

(1) Stating that [C11] was engaging in alienation, child abuse, and/or emotional
abuse;

() Suggesting that [C11] would never put [C]’s needs first;

(k) Stating that drastic measures needed to be taken to protect [C] from [C11]’s
emotional abuse.

You drew these conclusions and made these recommendations despite having
spoken to [C] for only a few minutes. You also made these comments and
recommendations despite never having had a session with [C11] and not having
any, or sufficient, conversations with him to get his view on the family dynamic.

LETTERS FOR USE IN COURT PROCEEDINGS

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

You authored one or more letters that you knew were likely to be used in [C10]’s
and [C11]’s legal proceedings. Those letters included one dated October 21, 2020
and/or one dated October 29, 2020.

In the letter dated October 21, 2020 letter, you made comments and/or
recommendations that were unprofessional, inappropriate, were made without first
obtaining sufficient information, and/or were the product of an inadequate
assessment, including but not limited to the following:

(a) Stating that a change in custody was needed before it was too late;

(b) Recommending that the court order a psychological evaluation of [C11] to
rule out any personality disorders;

(c) Stating that [C11] presented as manipulative, controlling, and unwilling to
make any changes to his own behaviour, likely because he always perceived
himself as right; and/or

(d) Stating that [C11] was alienating [C] and engaging in emotional abuse.

You drew these conclusions and made these recommendations despite having
spoken to [C] for only a few minutes. You also made these comments and
recommendations despite never having had a session with [C11] and not having
any, or sufficient, conversations with him to get his view on the family dynamic.

You did not make the limited nature of your contact with [C11] and/or [C] clear in
your letter, or otherwise caution the reader that your comments were based on
limited knowledge.

In the letter dated October 29, 2020, you made comments that were unprofessional,
inaccurate, misleading, and/or inappropriate in that they advanced broad allegations



II.

against [C11] and failed to provide necessary context. Those comments included
but were not limited to the following:

(a)

Stating that [C11] had been non-compliant since the beginning including
by:

(1) Refusing to follow the court order;

(i1))  Refusing to follow your contract;

(ii1))  Refusing to provide requested documents;

(iv)  Refusing to book appointments for [C];

(V) Refusing to respond to emails and text messages; and

(vi)  Refusing to follow your recommendations.

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 Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.2) by failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about
information presented to you by clients.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.5) by failing to be aware of your values, attitudes, and
needs and how these impact on your professional relationship with clients.

In that you violated section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 1.6) by failing to distinguish your needs from those of your
client to ensure that, within professional relationships, clients’ needs and
interests remain paramount.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.1.4) by failing to ensure that any professional
recommendations or opinions you provide are appropriately substantiated
by evidence and supported by a credible body of professional social work
knowledge.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.3) by using information obtained in the course of a
professional relationship and/or using your professional position of



authority to coerce, improperly influence, harass, abuse, or exploit a
client/former client.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.7) by misrepresenting professional qualifications,
education, experience or affiliation.

In that you violated Sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 2.2.8) 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, and/or by failing to avoid conduct in the practice of social
work that could reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the
profession of social work.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 3.1) by failing to provide clients with accurate and complete
information regarding the extent, nature, and limitations of any services
available to them.

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 3.2) by failing to deliver client services and/or respond to
client queries, concerns, and/or complaints in a timely and/or reasonable
manner.

In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation, and Principle IV of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 4.1.2) by making a statement in the record or in reports
based on the record; making a record; or issuing or signing a certificate,
report, or other document in the course of practising the profession that you
knew or ought reasonably to know was false, misleading, inaccurate, or
otherwise improper;

In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1.3) by failing to ensure that fee schedules clearly describe
billing procedures, reasonable penalties for missed and cancelled
appointments or late payment of fees, the use of collection agencies or legal
proceedings to collect unpaid fees and third party fee payments.

In that you violated Section 2.2 and 2.25 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook (as commented on in
Interpretation 6.1.5) by charging fees which are excessive in relation to
the service performed.



Former Registrant’s position

[20] The Former Registrant did not attend any portions of the hearing after June 25, 2025, and
her counsel did not attend after withdrawing from the matter on September 8, 2025. Accordingly,
the Panel entered a plea on the Former Registrant’s behalf denying all allegations in all three of
the Notices of Hearing as amended above.

The evidence

[21] We set out below the evidence of the witnesses in a sequence which follows the three
Notices of Hearing and not all in the order in which they testified at the hearing.

[22] Asnoted above, the Former Registrant did not attend any hearing dates after June 25, 2025,
and called no evidence. The witnesses were not cross-examined. The Panel nonetheless assessed
whether the evidence of each fact witness was credible and reliable before placing any weight on
it.

[23] The Panel found each of the College's fact witnesses credible and reliable. We discuss our
findings in respect of each witness below. The oral evidence we received was internally consistent,
measured, and given without exaggeration. The testimony was in most instances corroborated by
contemporaneous documents filed in evidence.

Fan Mackenzie

[24] The first witness for the College was Fan Mackenzie. She is a family law lawyer who acted
for two relevant individuals: (1) [C1] in or around March of 2018 and (2) [C4] in or around
February of 2017. Both individuals had contact with the Former Registrant, and each of them
authorized Ms. Mackenzie to make a complaint/report to the College on their behalf regarding the
Former Registrant's conduct. These allegations all pertain to the First Notice of Hearing.

Evidence concerning [C1] and her son [A] — First Notice of Hearing

[25] Ms. Mackenzie testified that in or around March of 2018, [C1] and her ex-spouse, [C2],
had an initial meeting with the Former Registrant to discuss counselling for their son, [A], in the
context of a divorce proceeding. The Panel heard that [C1], a joint custodial parent, retracted her
consent to services before [A]'s first appointment with the Former Registrant. The Former
Registrant nevertheless saw [A] for several counselling sessions after this retraction. Ms.
Mackenzie communicated with the Former Registrant about this and eventually sought an
injunction to restrain her from providing further counselling services to [A] without his mother's
consent.

[26] Ms. Mackenzie testified that [C1] first became connected with the Former Registrant after
[C2] approached the Former Registrant about providing counselling services for [A]. [C1] and the
Former Registrant met only once in person, on or around March 9, 2018, for an initial joint session
with [C2] to discuss counselling for [A]. There were no further in-person meetings between [C1]
and the Former Registrant, nor did they communicate by telephone or email. However, Ms.
Mackenzie ultimately sent several emails to the Former Registrant on [C1]’s behalf, and these
were entered into evidence at the hearing.



[27] At that first meeting, the Panel heard that the Former Registrant stated she had a preference
for shared parenting, despite not having met [A] or assessed the family dynamic. According to Ms.
Mackenzie, [C1] formed the impression that the Former Registrant was biased against her as the
parent with primary custody.

[28] Ms. Mackenzie testified that [C1] was not opposed to [A] receiving counselling in
principle. [C1] had previously consented to [A] seeing another counsellor. Those sessions ended
because [C2] objected to that counsellor’s involvement. [C1]’s withdrawal of consent was specific
to the Former Registrant. This position is corroborated by a contemporaneous letter Ms. Mackenzie
sent to [C2] on March 23, 2018, in which she confirmed that [C1] agreed [A] needed counselling,
reminded [C2] of [C1]’s prior consent to the other counsellor, noted that those sessions had ended
because of [C2]’s objection, and asked [C2] to propose an alternative counsellor on which both
parents could agree.

[29] Weeks later, on the morning of March 22, 2018, [C1] emailed the Former Registrant to
cancel an upcoming appointment scheduled for the following afternoon, stating that she did not
consent to [A] seeing the Former Registrant in the future. This email and the emails we canvass
below were also all entered into evidence during Ms. Mackenzie’s testimony.

[30] The Former Registrant responded the next day, March 23 at 8:17am, confirming the
appointment for [A]. As a result of this response, [C1] alerted her lawyer, Ms. Mackenzie, who
sent a letter to the Former Registrant on March 23 by email requesting that she immediately cease
providing any treatment to [A]. Ms. Mackenzie’s letter states that it has enclosed a custodial order
of Justice Roger, dated March 15, 2017, which confirms the joint custodial and joint decision-
making arrangement for [A]. The Panel received both Justice Roger’s order and the letter as
separate exhibits through Ms. Mackenzie’s testimony.

[31] Despite Ms. Mackenzie's intervention, the Former Registrant saw [A] for a counselling
session on the afternoon of March 23, 2018. In emails sent back to Ms. Mackenzie, which were
also tendered in evidence, the Former Registrant claimed she had not received [C1]’s March 22
email prior to seeing [A] and suggested the email chain had somehow been doctored. Ms.
Mackenzie's testimony confirmed that [C1]’s email had not been forged and was indeed sent on
March 22, not March 23 as the Former Registrant would later indicate in correspondence to the
family court. Ms. Mackenzie received a forward of the March 22 email directly from her client.
The evidence is unequivocal that [C1]’s email withdrawing consent was sent on March 22.

[32] The Former Registrant went on to write two reports concerning [A] for use in the family
law proceeding. Ms. Mackenzie confirmed that both letters were ultimately submitted to the court
and they were also filed in evidence with the Panel.

[33] In her first report, dated May 2, 2018, the Former Registrant stated she had met with [A]
"several times" and that in her professional opinion, [A] would "benefit greatly" from spending
more time with his father. The Former Registrant incorrectly acknowledged that [C1] had sent an

! Exhibit 11.



email on the morning of March 23 "cancelling the appointment at the last minute," but did not
acknowledge that in the same email [C1] also withdrew her consent to services for [A].

[34] In the second report, dated May 15, 2018, the Former Registrant indicated she had
continued to see [A] for face-to-face meetings and purported to base assessments on those
meetings. The Former Registrant also purported to rely on: information provided to her, the face-
to-face meeting with the parents, clinical observations, and her purported 30 plus years as an expert
in child abuse. In this second report, the Former Registrant made the following observations and
conclusions:

e That [C1] had created ".... more trauma for the child" rather than encouraging a healthy
relationship between [A] and his father;

o That the refusal to allow a child to participate in therapy was often an "indicator of
abuse";

e That [C1]’s behavior had “red flags” for emotional abuse of [A];
e That [C1]’s behaviour was causing [A] "irreparable psychological harm";
e That [C1] should be ordered to participate in co-parenting and obtain individual therapy;

e That whenever [C2] was home in Canada, it would be in [A]'s best interest to reside
primarily with his father.

[35] Ms. Mackenzie testified that when the Former Registrant issued these reports, she had still
only met with [C1] once — at the joint initial session on March 9, 2018 — in which [C1] came
away with the impression the Former Registrant was biased. The Former Registrant sent copies of
both letters to [C1] directly, despite Ms. Mackenzie having advised in her March 23 letter that [C1]
was represented by counsel and correspondence should be directed to Ms. Mackenzie.

[36] Ms. Mackenzie testified that at no point did [C1] reverse her position on whether she
consented to [A] receiving counselling from the Former Registrant. Further, Ms. Mackenzie
confirmed that the Former Registrant never denied having received Ms. Mackenzie's March 23
letter attaching the custodial order. The record clearly supported Ms. Mackenzie's testimony. Ms.
Mackenzie also testified that the Former Registrant’s statement that [C1] did not want [A] to attend
counselling was not factual. Ms. Mackenzie emphasized, as above, that [C1]’s objection was to
the Former Registrant specifically, not to counselling for [A] generally.

[37] Inspeaking about her report to the College, Ms. Mackenzie testified that she was motivated
to bring the Former Registrant's conduct to the College's attention because she was concerned
about the Former Registrant's decision to continue providing counselling sessions to [A] despite
having been advised that [C1] did not consent. Ms. Mackenzie indicated that following these
events, she successfully brought a motion for an injunction restraining the Former Registrant from
providing any further counselling sessions to [A]. She testified that she no longer had a copy of
the reasons for decision or order because she switched firms after the motion and no longer has
access to [C1]’s client file which remained at her former firm.



Evidence concerning [C4] and [C3]

[38] Ms. Mackenzie also testified that the Former Registrant's conduct negatively impacted her
client [C4]. She indicated that she became aware of issues with the Former Registrant through
information given to her by [C4], and via a series of emails forwarded to her by [C4] in which the
Former Registrant was a participant. The Panel received numerous emails from 2017 which
contained exchanges between [C4] and the Former Registrant, which had been forwarded to Ms.
Mackenzie from [C4].

[39] Ms. Mackenzie testified that, according to [C4], the Former Registrant was highly critical
of [C3] (the ex-spouse of [C4]) around the co-parenting relationship between her and [C4], causing
[C3] to become very upset. The Panel heard how the Former Registrant’s conduct irreparably
damaged the co-parenting relationship between [C4] and [C3]. Ms. Mackenzie testified that as a
direct result of the Former Registrant's conduct, [C4] saw even less of the children he shared with
[C3] than he did before. Ms. Mackenzie explained how the Former’s Registrant’s conduct
undermined the trust in the pair’s parenting relationship because [C3] perceived that the Former
Registrant had essentially been hired by [C4] to attack her.

[40] Ms. Mackenzie testified that the Former Registrant made inflammatory statements and
drew conclusions about [C3] and [C4]’s parenting dynamic without ever having met either their
children or [C3] in person. She also testified that as a direct result of the inflammatory emails [C3]
received from the Former Registrant, [C3] retained a lawyer for the first time since separating from
[C4]. We will canvass this dynamic more in our summary of the evidence of [C3] who also testified
before us. The documents entered in evidence clearly demonstrate an escalation in tension between
the parents and confirm the engagement of counsel by [C3]. Ms. Mackenzie stated that in the
immediate aftermath, the parenting relationship between [C3] and [C4] deteriorated significantly.

[41] Ms. Mackenzie found the Former Registrant's conduct with respect to both [C1] and
[C4]/[C3] concerning enough to warrant submitting a report to the College. She was particularly
troubled by the Former Registrant's tendency to recommend shared parenting without conducting
an adequate assessment. She noted that in both matters, the Former Registrant had accused the
non-client parent of being inappropriate or bad parents if they did not support equal custody time
for their ex-spouse. Ms. Mackenzie indicated that in her experience as a family law lawyer, the
question of whether shared parenting is appropriate is typically guided by the best interests of the
child and that ordinarily a full assessment of the situation is made before making any
recommendations. She testified to her belief that the Former Registrant did not do this, as she only
met with [C1] one time for the initial intake meeting and had never met with [C3] in person at all.

[42] Ms. Mackenzie was not cross examined. Nonetheless, the Panel found her entirely credible
and reliable in her testimony. Both the documentary and oral evidence Ms. Mackenzie provided
was clear and cogent. Despite not having access to her full client file, more than ten
contemporaneous documentary exhibits were entered during Ms. Mackenzie’s evidence which
were consistent with the narrative she recounted. Ms. Mackenzie clearly had dealings with the
Former Registrant on the matters involving [C1], [A] and [C4]. This is confirmed not only by her
direct account and her letters to the Former Registrant but also by the emails between [C1] and the
Former Registrant, and [C4] and the Former Registrant which Ms. Mackenzie was forwarded and
able to speak to.



[43] The emails between the Former Registrant and [C3] in February 2017 had been forwarded
to Ms. Mackenzie by her client ([C4]). Even with the passage of time, Ms. Mackenzie appeared to
have very accurate recollections of the matters underlying her complaints to the College. The Panel
was satisfied that Ms. Mackenzie was authorized to file the complaints on her clients’ behalf.

[C3].

[44] The second witness for the College was [C3] herself. She was in contact with the Former
Registrant over the Family Day long weekend in February of 2017. [C3] testified, consistent with
Ms. Mackenzie’s narrative, that since their separation in 2016, she and [C4] had been co-parenting
their daughters [B] and [C] in relative harmony, with their co-parenting relationship being
amicable. She testified that [C4] was actively involved in their children’s day-to-day activities,
and the parents spoke to each other frequently over the phone, email and sometimes in person
about daily issues impacting the girls.

[45] Between February 18 and 22, 2017, [C3] was in direct contact with the Former Registrant
by email. During their brief period of interaction, [C3] never had an in-person meeting with the
Former Registrant and they never spoke on the telephone. The Former Registrant also never met
the children.

[46] [C3] testified that on the Saturday of the Family Day long weekend, February 18, 2017,
she received an email from the Former Registrant out of the blue asking her to participate in a
"parenting assessment" of [C4]. [C3] testified that she had never heard of the Former Registrant
prior to receiving this email and was surprised by it. This email was entered in evidence.

[47] [C3]responded on February 18 at 5:58pm expressing concern that her contact information
had been shared without her knowledge or consent and raising a number of concerns further to the
Former Registrant’s unsolicited email. That evening, the Former Registrant responded advising
that she was happy to answer any questions but would not do so over email.

[48] The emails continued. In an email on February 20 at 12:13pm, the Former Registrant
clarified that her initial email incorrectly suggested that this was a parenting assessment of [C4]
when it was in fact intended to be a coparenting assessment. That email indicates the Former
Registrant’s understanding that the children had not been consistently seeing [C4] every other
weekend per the separation agreement and that this had been the case for at least eight months.

[49] [C3] testified that upon receiving this particular email from the Former Registrant, her
alarm increased. The Former Registrant’s purported recitation of events was not factual, as the
girls had regularly been spending time with their father even though they were struggling to
complete overnight visits. [C3] decided to meet with the Former Registrant to correct the record
on this, as it appeared the Former Registrant had been given information that was one-sided and
incorrect. She was also troubled by what appeared to be a willingness on the Former Registrant's
part to make normative judgments about [C3]’s parenting, and an apparent willingness to make
recommendations ostensibly in the girls' best interests, without ever having met them.

[50] A meeting was arranged, and on February 20 at 8:52 p.m., the Former Registrant emailed
[C3] and [C4] stating that she would be meeting with [C3] the following day and that the cost of
the meeting would be $150. Earlier that day, at 4:43 p.m., [C3] responded that she would not be



paying for the Former Registrant’s services, as she had not requested them and felt she was being
left with no real choice but to attend the meeting.

[51] The Former Registrant responded at 5:19pm with a lengthy email. Her response raises a
number of issues. It not-so-subtly suggests that [C3] is not following the separation agreement and
that a court may take a negative view of [C3] if she is seen to have been withholding the children
from their father. In the same email, the Former Registrant also recommended that, while the
family was going through reunification counselling, the parents communicate only by email and
copy her on all correspondence. [C3] testified that she and [C4] followed this recommendation and
began communicating only by email, which quickly put a stop to the regular conversations they
had previously been having about the girls.

[52] [C3] responded at 6:41pm inquiring if the Former Registrant’s message was intended to
suggest that the meeting they had scheduled for the following day was not going forward. In a
response at 10:44pm that night, the Former Registrant confirmed that she would meet with [C3]
but only if [C3] agreed to pay for the meeting entirely on her own. The Former Registrant indicates
in that message that this was somehow “standard policy”.

[53] In response to this, [C3] testified that the separation agreement between her and [C4]
governed the payment of expenses for the children. The document was also entered in evidence
with the Panel. [C3] confirmed no policy was ever provided from the Former Registrant in support
of her “standard policy” statement above.

[54] On February 21 at 7:21pm, [C4] sent a lengthy email to [C3] copying the Former
Registrant. In that letter, [C4] had clearly adopted a litigious stance in that he makes demands
surrounding pick up of the children that week, indicates that speaking with [C3] on the phone
causes him extreme anxiety which he will no longer tolerate, and that he will pursue matters
“through the courts” if [C3] does not, in his view, comply with the separation agreement.

[55] [C3] testified that prior to coming into contact with the Former Registrant, neither she nor
[C4] had retained counsel in relation to their separation. Her evidence was that they had
intentionally tried to resolve matters relating to their separation amicably, without going to court.
She testified that they even negotiated their separation agreement jointly through a mediator. [C3]
testified that the Former Registrant's references to court proceedings in her emails increased [C3]’s
anxiety, and for the first time she thought seriously about whether she needed to retain a lawyer.

[56] The scheduled meeting between [C3] and the Former Registrant never occurred. Instead,
on February 21 at 11:37 p.m., the Former Registrant inserted herself into an email exchange
between [C3] and [C4], to which she had been copied. In that message, the Former Registrant
asserted that no co-parenting had taken place, warned that “continuing down this path only harms
the children,” advised that the children had an appointment with her that coming Friday, and stated
that if they did not attend the weekend visit, [C3] would be responsible for the $300 cost of the
missed appointments.

[57] [C3] responded the following morning to clarify that there was no established agreement
to add Wednesday evenings to [C4]’s time, that the girls were not spending overnights with their
father because it was their choice, and that she would not cover the cost of the upcoming
appointments as she had not arranged them and did not consent to the girls seeing the Former
Registrant. The Former Registrant replied on February 22, stating that she found it “deeply



disturbing” that [C3] would “deny” [C4] this time and characterizing this as a “refusal to co-
parent.” In bold font, the Former Registrant then posed what she described as a “direct question™:
“Do you commit to making sure the girls spend the weekend with their father? No excuses, no
messages that they ‘don’t want to come’... either you ensure they are there just as you ensure
[they] go to school, or you don’t. It’s a yes or no question.”>

[58] [C3] testified that this was the email that caused her to reach out and retain counsel, Chris
Arnold, whom she did not know, “in a panic,” requesting his urgent assistance in responding to
the Former Registrant. [C3] testified that she retained Mr. Arnold because she felt threatened and
judged by the Former Registrant's strong opinions about her parenting and the best interests of the
children (whom again the Former Registrant had to her knowledge never met). She testified that
as the tone of the Former Registrant's emails became increasingly hostile, she became scared about
what the Former Registrant might say to her children. She retained Mr. Arnold because she felt
the need to protect the girls and because the Former Registrant had frequently alluded to going to
court.

[59] On February 22, Mr. Arnold wrote to the Former Registrant and [C4], reiterating that [C3]
did not consent to services on behalf of the girls, advising that [C3] would have no further direct
communications with the Former Registrant, and asking the Former Registrant to correspond with
him directly going forward. Despite this, the Former Registrant sent [C3] a further email the same
day indicating that she did not correspond directly with attorneys and asking [C3] to pass the
message on to Mr. Arnold. [C3] forwarded the email to Mr. Arnold and noted that the Former
Registrant appeared to be refusing to communicate with him.?

[60] [C3] testified that her brief period of contact with the Former Registrant did serious damage
to her parenting relationship with [C4]. She testified that it was an incredible financial burden on
her to retain a lawyer to deal with the issues arising from her interactions with the Former
Registrant. She indicated that but for the Former Registrant's involvement she would not have
retained Mr. Arnold.

[61] The Panel found [C3]’s testimony credible and accurate. She was a direct participant in the
material exchanges with the Former Registrant and the emails filed in evidence were consistent
with the events that [C3] described. The documents largely spoke for themselves. The Former
Registrant’s increasingly aggressive and intrusive correspondence focusing on fees and making
thinly veiled criticisms of [C3]’s parenting would have caused any reasonable person to become
concerned.

[62] The Panel accepted that prior to the Former Registrant’s involvement, [C3] and [C4] had
been able to conduct themselves amicably without the need for lawyers. There was no evidence to
the contrary and the existence of the mutually negotiated 2016 separation agreement supported
[C3]’s version of events. [C3]’s testimony about the negative consequences of her dealings with
the Former Registrant was clearly causing her to recall a difficult series of events. The Panel could
tell from her demeanour that these events were unpleasant for her and a plain reading of the
correspondence filed showed a noticeable escalation in rhetoric from February 18 to February 22.
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[CS]

[63] [C5] testified as the College’s third witness. Her evidence concerned allegations set out in
the First Notice of Hearing. The Former Registrant provided counselling services to [C5]’s two
children, [D] and [E], from approximately December 2018 to March 2019. The Panel received into
evidence a signed services agreement confirming the December commencement date. At the time,
[C5] shared custody of [D] and [E] with her former husband, [C6], with whom she was in divorce
proceedings and a related custody dispute.

[64] [C5] testified that her initial telephone conversation with the Former Registrant was
notably friendly. She stated that the Former Registrant even disclosed aspects of her own personal
history, which the Panel has determined are not relevant to the issues in dispute and will therefore
not be reproduced in these reasons. According to [C5], she and the Former Registrant agreed
during that call that they would work together to try to get [C6] “on board” with the Former
Registrant providing counselling to [D], without disclosing to him that the Former Registrant
specialized in parental alienation. [C5] testified that this first conversation set the tone for their
subsequent interactions, which remained very friendly until the relationship abruptly deteriorated
following a dispute regarding the Former Registrant’s fees.

[65] [C5] and the Former Registrant exchanged text messages throughout the period in which
the Former Registrant provided counselling to [E] and [D]. An email dated December 6, 2018,
entered into evidence, confirms that the Former Registrant instructed [C5] to communicate with
her by email or text and to avoid speaking privately in [D]’s presence, as such conversations might
lead [D] to believe the adults were keeping secrets. [C5] confirmed she had no objection to
corresponding with the Former Registrant by email or text.

[66] [C5] testified that some of their texts were personal in nature, including texts from the
Former Registrant about her dog, cleaning her house, and a YouTube video called “Fucking
Chucky” featuring a child saying the words in the video’s title. [C5] said she found the video odd.
[C5] characterized the personal texts as regular text conversations, like one might have with a
friend. She also recognized the texts were not therapeutic in nature. The Panel received the above
text messages in evidence.

[67] [C5] gave evidence that she understood the Former Registrant was a licensed professional
and that her primary role was to provide counselling to [E] and [D]. Nevertheless, [C5] felt there
were two sides to their relationship, one professional and one more personal in nature. [C5] said it
was sometimes hard for her to know where the line was.

[68] On March 6,2019, [C5] received an email from the Former Registrant with the subject line
"Billing." The email stated that the Former Registrant used a program to track all communications
with clients, that she had tallied 393 text messages, and that if billed at $25 each per the contract
the total would be around $9,000. [C5] testified that this was the first time the Former Registrant
had told her that there would be a fee for text messages or that the fee was $25. She indicated that
she received this email out of the blue and was very surprised by it. She also felt troubled by it as
many of the texts were personal in nature and several had been sent to her unsolicited.

[69] The emails reflect further back-and-forth between them, with the Former Registrant
agreeing to review the text messages and determine which exchanges were properly chargeable.
In her 7:33 p.m. response, the Former Registrant confirms that she would not bill for personal or



scheduling-related communications. In the preceding 4:47 p.m. message, [C5] states that she will
send an additional payment of $1,000, will not initiate any further conversations by text or email,
and asks the Former Registrant to do the same.

[70] In the email exchanges on March 7, both the Former Registrant and [C5] expressed
dissatisfaction with the other’s conduct, and the professional relationship clearly broke down at
that point. On March 8, the Former Registrant wrote to [C6] and [C5] stating that she would no
longer have any form of communication with [C5] but would continue working with the children
at [C6]’s direction. This prompted a response from [C5] indicating that she would be raising the
matter with her lawyer before replying further to the group. In response, the Former Registrant
wrote: “Your consent isn’t required for me to continue to see the children, especially when your
inability to parent is my primary concern.”*

[71] On March 12, 2019, The Former Registrant sent a letter to [C5] offering to settle any
outstanding account relating to the texts/emails for an all-inclusive payment of $2500. The Former
Registrant indicates that if the offer is not accepted by March 15, she will refer the matter to a
collection agent or small claims and pursue full repayment. This letter was also entered in evidence
with the Panel.

[72] [C5] testified that she felt misled because she did not feel the Former Registrant had been
transparent with her with respect to her fees. She said she had certain expectations, based on their
friendly interactions to that point, that the Former Registrant understood her situation and was on
her side. In [C5]'s view, the Former Registrant essentially ejected her out of the professional
relationship as soon as [C5] raised a concern about her fees.

[73] On March 23,2019, the Former Registrant emailed [C5] advising that she was withdrawing
from [C5]’s case and would not provide any further services. On April 10, 2019, [C5] submitted a
complaint about the Former Registrant to the College. [C5] provided the March 23 email to the
College investigator, and it was subsequently filed in evidence.

[74] Inher testimony, [C5] described the impact that her interactions with the Former Registrant
had on her. She explained that she sought out the Former Registrant during a period of acute
personal distress. She was in the midst of a custody battle and believed her ex-partner was
alienating her from her daughter. She characterized this as an extremely desperate situation. Within
that context, she felt the Former Registrant took advantage of her both financially and emotionally.
[C5] testified that she ultimately filed a complaint with the College (even though her contract with
the Former Registrant purported to prohibit her from doing so) because she believed the Former
Registrant’s conduct was so unjustified that it needed to be reported.

[75] The Panel received emails from April 9, 2019, which confirmed that in response to [C5]
advising the Former Registrant that she had brought the matter to the attention of the College, the
Former Registrant attempted in a responding email to suggest that filing a complaint with the
College was barred by her service agreement terms. The Former Registrant also claimed that the
College did not have jurisdiction in the matter because the services, in the Former Registrant’s
view, were not “clinical”. In a separate email from the same date with the subject line “Proposed
Settlement” the Former Registrant stated that if she did not receive payment within seven days,
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she would retain Dominion Credit Agency to pursue “the total amount of the bill which is well
over $5000.”°

[76] The Panel accepted [C5]’s testimony. [C5]’s evidence and her characterization of her
dealings with the Former Registrant—including the collapse of their relationship over a fee
dispute—were entirely consistent with the documentary record. Although there was no
cross-examination, the Panel scrutinized the evidence carefully. [C5]’s account was fully
supported by the email exchanges and text messages with the Former Registrant that were filed in
evidence.

[77] The documents in evidence spoke for themselves. The commencement, breakdown, and
post-complaint phases of the professional relationship between [C5] and the Former Registrant are
comprehensively documented. [C5]’s testimony aligned with those records and reflected the
reaction of someone confronted with an unexpected demand for payment they believed to be
unwarranted.

[CI1 (IC9)

[78] [C9] testified for the College regarding events in the Second Notice of Hearing. She is
referred to as “[C9]” in the Second Notice of Hearing and her former spouse is “[C8]”. We will
use those same identifiers for ease of reference.

[79] [C9] was first contacted by the Former Registrant in September of 2020. At that time, she
and her ex-husband [C8] were divorced and had joint custody over their two daughters. Their
eldest daughter [F] was approximately [AGE], resided primarily with [C9], and was going through
mental health challenges, including episodes of self-harming and suicidal ideation.
Contemporaneous documents filed in evidence indicate that [F] had had encounters with her father
in which he had yelled at her and chased her, and that she was refusing to see him. [C8] approached
the Former Registrant about providing services to assist with his reunification with [F].

[80] [C9] testified that she was copied on [C8]’s initial email to the Former Registrant and was
happy to receive it. [C8] had previously refused to allow [F] to see a counsellor. [C9] believed his
views on the situation were changing and the Former Registrant was being retained to assist [F]
with her mental health challenges.

[81] [C9] testified that upon receiving the Former Registrant's reply email referencing forensic
services, she did some research online and came to understand that the Former Registrant
specialized in parental alienation. [C9] testified that she felt frustrated and misled upon learning
this information. She had not been aware that any allegations of parental alienation had been raised.
She had believed [C8] reached out to the Former Registrant for different reasons.

[82] On September 16,2020, [C9] emailed the Former Registrant to say that she did not consent
to the Former Registrant seeing [F]. Emails continued over September 17 and 18 and a call was
ultimately agreed to. These emails have all been filed with the Panel.

[83] On September 21, 2020, before the scheduled call between [C9] and the Former Registrant
took place, [C9] sent the Former Registrant an email indicating that she would not be connecting
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with her or needing her services. [C9] also asked the Former Registrant to clarify how she screened
clients to ensure her services were not weaponized. [C9] explained in her testimony that she asked
this question because she was concerned that [C8] was planning to work with the Former
Registrant to build up a case in court that [C9] was alienating [F] from him.

[84] In her response, the Former Registrant stated that she did not understand [C9]’s question
and accused [C9] of having a "tone" in her email. The Former Registrant also purported to make
statements on behalf of [C8], including a "formal notification" requesting that [C9] cease
"harassing" [C8] and directing that [C9] was to have no further contact with [C8]’s family.®

[85] The next communication [C9] received from the Former Registrant was a letter dated
October 6, 2020. That letter accused [C9] of discussing court proceedings with the children,
making disparaging comments about [C8] to them, intentionally interfering with [C8]’s access,
and engaging in behaviour that the Former Registrant characterized as emotionally abusive and a
form of child abuse known as parental alienation.” The letter also purported to speak on behalf of
[C8], requesting that [C9] stop emailing [C8]’s lawyer and threatening that [C8] would otherwise
bring a motion in court for which he would seek to have [C9] pay the costs.

[86] [C9] testified that upon receiving the October 6 letter, she felt frustrated, threatened and
alarmed. She indicated that she had never met with the Former Registrant, either by telephone or
in person, and that to the best of her knowledge, [F] had also never met her. [C9] stated that she
was concerned about the fact that the Former Registrant seemed to have drawn conclusions about
her family's situation without knowing the full story. She testified to her belief that the Former
Registrant was basing her assessments of the situation exclusively on information given to her by
[C8] and was biased.

[87] [C9] also testified that she felt threatened by the Former Registrant because the Former
Registrant was a licensed professional who was marketing herself as a forensic social worker. To
[C9], the Former Registrant seemed to be using her power as a social worker to threaten [C9] on
behalf of her client, [C8]. [C9] testified that based on the tone and content of the Former
Registrant's correspondence, it appeared to her that the Former Registrant was doing [CS8]’s
bidding. She also testified that she felt gaslit by the Former Registrant, because when she tried to
ask the Former Registrant clarifying questions about the nature of her retainer with [C8] and the
services she purported to provide to [F], the Former Registrant accused her of being abusive.

[88] [C9] confirmed that because of these concerns, she submitted a complaint to the College
in or around January of 2021.

[89] The Panel carefully assessed [C9]’s evidence and the related documentation even though
there was no cross-examination. The testimony [C9] provided aligned directly with the numerous
emails and letters tendered in evidence. [C9]’s narrative was clear and comprehensive. Her
frustration and anxiety from her dealings with the Former Registrant were also apparent. The Panel
found her evidence entirely credible and reliable. [C9] dealt directly with the Former Registrant
and described events in later part of 2020 that were fully corroborated by the contemporaneous
communications filed in evidence. Her recollection was clear. Although she undoubtedly had a
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negative interaction with the Former Registrant, her recitation of what occurred was balanced and
fair.

[C11] ([C11])

[90] [C11] testified for the College regarding allegations in the Third Notice of Hearing. He and
his former spouse are referred to as [C11] and [C10] in the Third Notice of Hearing so we have
again used the same identifiers for ease of reference.

[91] [C11] and the Former Registrant first came into contact in late September or early October
of 2020. At the time, he and [C10] were going through a divorce and their matter was before the
courts.

[92] On September 25, 2020, a court order required [C11] and [C10] to set up reunification
counselling with the Former Registrant by no later than October 9, 2020. The order also set out
that the parents would pay 50/50 for the Former Registrant's services.

[93] On September 29, 2020, the Former Registrant sent them both a copy of her forensic
services contract and asked them each to sign it and pay her retainer. The contract contained
provisions stating that the Former Registrant's forensic services were not overseen by the College,
that her services were not being provided under her RSW number, and that the College was not
involved in any way. It also contained a "hold harmless" provision stating that neither [C10] nor
[C11] nor anyone on their behalf was permitted to file a complaint against the Former Registrant
with the College, her supervisor, or any other governing body. It further stated that if they did so,
the Former Registrant would pursue legal action against them, including claiming costs.

[94] [CI11]’s evidence was that he sent the contract to his lawyer promptly upon receiving it and
followed up with his lawyer several times for input. Emails filed in evidence confirm that there
were exchanges between [C11] and the Former Registrant in October 2020 in which he confirms
that his lawyer is reviewing her contract. In these exchanges, the Former Registrant represents to
[C11], among other things, that her forensic services are not clinical and therefore not covered by
the College.

[95] [C11] testified that he felt pressured by the Former Registrant to sign the contract, despite
communicating to her that he had concerns about the hold harmless provision.

[96]  After the contract was signed, [C11] and [C10] proceeded with reunification services with
the Former Registrant. During this process, [C11] never met the Former Registrant in person or
via video call. The Former Registrant also never met the pair’s son [G] in person, though she spoke
with him once on the telephone for approximately five minutes before [G] hung up on her.

[97] [C11] testified that to the best of his recollection, a telephone call about the contract was
the only time he spoke to the Former Registrant on the telephone. The Former Registrant and [C11]
exchanged a significant number of emails throughout October of 2020 about the reunification
services. The emails frequently devolved into accusations by the Former Registrant that [C11] was
refusing to participate in the reunification process, was in violation of the court order, and was
engaging in child abuse of [G] — intentionally trying to alienate him from his mother.



[98] The Former Registrant charged [C11] $25 per email for every email she sent him, a charge
that he ultimately disputed and emails pertaining to this dispute (also in and around October 2020)
were filed in evidence. [C11] testified that he limited his communication with the Former
Registrant to email at her request. [C11] also testified that he understood the Former Registrant
and [C10] spoke several times on the phone, but for reasons that were not clear to him, the Former
Registrant had asked him to contact her only by email.

[99] On October 21, 2020, the Former Registrant circulated a letter in which she stated that it
was her professional opinion that any attempt at reunification services would not be successful.
She stated that [C11] was alienating [G], which was emotional abuse. She recommended a change
in custody and a psychological evaluation of [C11] to rule out personality disorders.

[100] [C11] testified that when the Former Registrant provided this letter, she had not had a
substantive meeting with him or spoken to him about anything other than the contract. The Former
Registrant had also never met [G] and had never spoken to him except for the aborted five-minute
phone call in which [G] hung up. [C11] gave evidence that he felt the content of the letters to be
heavily biased against him. He stated that he believed the letters to be based exclusively on
information the Former Registrant had received from [C10]

[101] On October 29, 2020, the Former Registrant circulated another letter stating, among other
things, that [C11] was violating the court order, refusing to book appointments for [G], being
nonresponsive to texts and emails, and refusing to follow the Former Registrant’s
recommendations.

[102] The Former Registrant frequently indicated that if [C11] did not abide by deadlines, she
set for him to respond to her emails, she would consider him non-compliant with the court order
and report him to the court. In one email, the Former Registrant indicated that she expected [C11]
to respond to emails sent to him before 8:00 PM the same day. She stated that she would consider
his failure to do so "another attempt at not engaging in this process."®

[103] In an October 21 email, the Former Registrant advised [C11] that she anticipated he may
file a complaint with the College. She therefore wanted to remind him that he had signed a legally
binding contract acknowledging that he would not do so. She stated that filing a complaint because
he "wish[ed] to retaliate" would be malicious, and that she hoped she would not be forced to sue
him for breach of contract.’

[104] On November 4, 2020, the Former Registrant emailed [C11] advising that if his outstanding
balance was not paid by the end of that day, she would send his account to collections later that
week. The following day, [C11] raised a concern about the billing structure, noting that under the
Former Registrant’s contract each parent was responsible for the cost of their own additional
emails and calls. The Former Registrant responded by characterizing this as “extortion,” stating
that she would notify the College that he intended to file a vexatious complaint and that she would
be retaining a lawyer. The Former Registrant also took steps to file a complaint against [C11] with
the Children's Aid Society and filed a police report. [C11] testified that he ultimately received a
call from the CAS indicating that they had received a report from the Former Registrant but were

8 Exhibit 66.
? Exhibit 75.



not going to investigate as there was no information to support the Former Registrant's allegations.
He never heard from a collection agency about his account.

[105] The Panel found [C11] to be a credible and reliable witness. He was not cross-examined
but his evidence was measured, internally consistent, and fully grounded in the documentary
record filed. His dealings with the Former Registrant matched the email exchanges. He did not
embellish or overstate his account of what occurred. The Panel accepted his evidence in its entirety.

Lisa Loiselle

[106] Lisa Loiselle was Investigations Manager at the College and oversaw the investigations
into the complaints and reports concerning the Former Registrant, acting as investigator herself in
some instances. Her evidence concerned the College's processing of the Fan Mackenzie and [C5]
matters as reports rather than complaints, her communications with the Former Registrant
regarding the College's jurisdiction over forensic social work services, the impermissibility of
contractual terms purporting to avoid College oversight, and the timing and manner in which the
Former Registrant first raised an alleged traumatic brain injury ("TBI") and sought
accommodation. Due to the publication ban, the Panel will not go into any further detail about the
TBI or the Former Registrant’s health circumstances in these reasons.

[107] Ms. Loiselle explained that there are two methods by which information about a registrant
may be brought to the College's attention: complaints and reports. She testified that complainants
are typically parties to the investigative process and may be required to participate actively,
whereas reporters simply bring information to the College's attention and are not parties to any
resulting investigation.

[108] With respect to Fan Mackenzie, Ms. Loiselle testified that the matter was initially received
as a complaint and assigned to a college investigator, who spoke with Ms. Mackenzie by telephone
about her concerns. Ms. Mackenzie indicated that she did not wish to be actively involved as a
complainant and wished only to bring her concerns to the College's attention.

[109] Ms. Loiselle further testified that, on August 22, 2018, the Former Registrar, Lise
Betteridge, sent the Former Registrant a notice letter advising that the College had received
information about her social work practice, that no investigator was being appointed at that time,
and that the information would be retained or "banked" in the event further relevant information
came to the College's attention.

[110] On April 10, 2019, the College received the complaint from [C5] raising concerns similar
to those already reflected in the banked Mackenzie matter. They included allegations of
inappropriate or unprofessional conduct and improper billing practices. Ms. Loiselle stated that,
when she first spoke with [C5], she indicated that she too did not wish to participate as a
complainant. After the distinction between complaints and reports was explained to her, [C5]
agreed that her complaint could be treated as a report. Ms. Loiselle further testified that the College
thereafter revived the banked Mackenzie report because the information from [C5] indicated
concerns of a similar nature.

[111] On July 6, 2020, the College sent the Former Registrant a nine-page letter giving formal
notice that it had received a written report concerning her conduct and had commenced an
investigation. Ms. Loiselle's evidence was that this letter set out the factual particulars and



allegations arising from Fan Mackenzie’s report as well as the issues regarding use of title and
misrepresentation of qualifications. The letter enclosed documentary disclosure and invited written
submissions in response.

[112] Between July 2020 and January 2021, the Former Registrant exchanged several letters and
emails with Ms. Betteridge, Ms. Loiselle, and another College employee, Julie Meier, about the
investigation. During this time the Former Registrant asserted, among other things, that the College
had previously advised her that her forensic social work practice was not covered by the Act and
that she required accommodation because of a TBI.

[113] The Panel heard that the Former Registrant appended a number of emails to her responses
and relied on them for the proposition that the College had told her forensic services were outside
the College's jurisdiction and had permitted her to use titles such as FSW and LCSW without
objection. The Panel also heard that, in those same responses, the Former Registrant asserted that
during a telephone call on June 11, 2019, Ms. Loiselle had advised her that a "hold harmless"
clause could not be used in clinical matters but could be used in forensic matters if legal advice
supported it.

[114] There was indeed a call on June 11. Ms. Loiselle testified that June 11, 2019 was the only
time she ever spoke with the Former Registrant by telephone. She stated that she took
contemporaneous handwritten notes during that call and typed them up the same day or the next
morning in a Memo to File, which was also entered into evidence for the Panel. Ms. Loiselle
testified that she did not tell the Former Registrant that a hold harmless provision was acceptable
in connection with forensic services. Rather, she advised that the provision was invalid because
the College had jurisdiction over all aspects of the Former Registrant's social work practice in
Ontario. She also advised that the clause in the Former Registrant's contract purporting to bar
clients from making complaints to the College was invalid.

[115] Ms. Loiselle stated that, prior to testifying, she reviewed the College's records of its
interactions with the Former Registrant. She found no indication that any College staff member
had advised the Former Registrant that her forensic services fell outside the Act or that she was
permitted to use titles such as FSW or LCSW. Ms. Loiselle further testified that the emails
appended to the Former Registrant's responses did not show that the College had ever given such
advice. Ms. Loiselle testified that this was unsurprising because both propositions were incorrect
and the College would not have advised a registrant in that manner.

[116] Ms. Loiselle testified that while she had personally received a small number of emails from
the Former Registrant, she was not in the habit of scrutinizing registrants' signatures to determine
whether they were using protected titles correctly. Her evidence was that the College did not have
the resources to engage in that kind of proactive monitoring and that the burden fell on registrants
to know their obligations concerning use of title and to seek clarification if uncertain. Ms. Loiselle
said that her review of the records disclosed no indication that the Former Registrant had ever
directly asked a college employee whether she was permitted to use FSW or LCSW, and she
further noted that some of the emails on which the Former Registrant relied were with Anastasia
Kokolakis, an administrative assistant who did not provide advice on the proper use of protected
titles.

[117] Ms. Loiselle also testified about an email received by the College's general investigations
inbox on October 8, 2020 from a person identifying themselves as "D L." The questions in that



email closely tracked the issues the Former Registrant had been raising. They included whether a
registered social worker could prevent a client from approaching the College with a complaint,
whether a registered social worker was always obliged to abide by the Code of Ethics, and what
types of clauses could be included in a contract, including a hold harmless clause. Ms. Loiselle
testified that the email was forwarded to her for review and that she in turn sent it to Julie Meier
because she suspected it may have been sent by the Former Registrant and might be relevant to
the investigation.

[118] With respect to accommodation, Ms. Loiselle testified that the Former Registrant first
brought the issue of her TBI and any need for accommodation to the College's attention in her
letter and email of October 7, 2020. That is, the issue was first raised in response to the July 6,
2020 notice letter and in the context of the ongoing investigation into the Former Registrant's
practice. In preparation for the hearing, Ms. Loiselle reviewed the College's records to determine
whether the Former Registrant had previously identified herself as a person with a disability
requiring accommodation. She confirmed that the College had no record of any such disclosure
before October 7, 2020. The Former Registrant's 2015 application for registration did not indicate
that she was a person with a disability requiring accommodation.

[119] Ms. Loiselle's evidence was that, after October 2020, the Former Registrant continued to
raise accommodation issues with several College representatives. The Panel heard that, on January
18, 2021, the Former Registrant sent an email with the subject line "Violation of Ontarians with
Disabilities Act" to the College, including the accessibility inbox, and appended a letter and
documents from the College's website concerning compliance.

[120] The record further reflects that Ms. Betteridge responded by acknowledging the TBI issue,
advising that the College had no record of the Former Registrant having a TBI or requesting
accommodation prior to October 7, 2020, and asking her to clarify how the College could
accommodate her. In response, the Former Registrant stated, among other things, that the
investigation had exacerbated her TBI symptoms, that the College had failed to give her adequate
guidance on whether she could use the FSW and LCSW titles, and that this amounted to a failure
to accommodate. Shortly afterward, on February 4, 2021, the Former Registrant sent a letter to
Ms. Loiselle reiterating that she had a TBI, required accommodation, had resigned her College
membership in frustration, and believed the ongoing investigation showed "malice on the part of
the Registrar."!°

[121] Lastly, Ms. Loiselle testified about the Former Registrant's 2025 disclosure of a screenshot
showing two emails allegedly sent to a Professional Practice Associate at the College named
Jennifer Burt-Yanoff on September 12, 2016. In the first email, the Former Registrant asked a
question about protection for registered social workers in high-conflict custody cases. In the
second, which had no subject line, she stated that she had a TBI which made it difficult for her to
understand information. The Former Registrant apparently relied on that second email to support
the assertion that she had first notified the College of her TBI in 2016. Ms. Loiselle's evidence was
that these alleged September 12, 2016, emails were not produced until the run-up to the hearing
and were not included in any of the three responses the Former Registrant had previously submitted
to the College's investigations.
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[122] Ms. Loiselle further testified that the Former Registrant's position regarding the alleged
second September 12, 2016, email was inconsistent with the College's own records. The College
conducted an IT search of Jennifer Burt-Yanoff's archived and deleted emails and did not locate
any September 2016 email from the Former Registrant discussing a TBI. Ms. Loiselle also referred
to a screenshot of the Former Registrant's own email log, which showed only one email sent to
Jennifer Burt-Yanoff on September 12, 2016, bearing the subject line "Protection for RSWs in
high conflict custody cases," and did not show a second email concerning TBI. The College also
searched the Professional Practice Department consultation logs and found one consultation on
September 12, 2016, in which the Former Registrant spoke with former staff member Aleiya Yusaf
about liability insurance. That log did not indicate that the Former Registrant raised the issue of a
TBIL

[123] The documentary record referred to through Ms. Loiselle's evidence included, among other
things, the August 22, 2018 notice letter, the July 6, 2020 formal notice of investigation, the June
11, 2019 Memo to File, the October 7-10, 2020 correspondence regarding jurisdiction and
accommodation, the January 18-31, 2021 accommodation-related email exchange, the February 4,
2021 letter to Ms. Loiselle, and the 2025 materials relating to the alleged September 12, 2016
emails and the College's resulting records searches.

[124] Ms. Loiselle’s evidence was compelling, cogent and meticulous. In addition to testifying
about matters directly involving her, any matters involving others were described in detail and
with careful reference to the documents entered in evidence. The Panel found Ms. Loiselle
accurate, credible and wholly reliable despite that she at times had to recollect and describe matters
that had occurred many years ago.

Tracy Raso

[125] Tracy Raso was the Complaints and Discipline Officer at the College and had held that
position since 2016. Her responsibilities included conducting title protection investigations when
allegations arose that a registrant was improperly using protected titles. Her evidence related to
allegations arising in the First Notice of Hearing and addressed both the title protection
investigation she conducted into the Former Registrant and her direct communications with the
Former Registrant concerning the banked report.

Title Protection Investigation

[126] Ms. Raso testified that, in early 2019, she conducted a title protection investigation into the
Former Registrant at the request of Lisa Loiselle. She began by searching the Former Registrant's
name online. This led her to the Former Registrant's private practice website, and to the Former
Registrant's Psychology Today profile. Ms. Raso said those online materials showed the Former
Registrant using several titles or credentials that were prohibited including "FSW" and "LCSW."
She explained that the only titles permitted under the Act are Registered Social Worker or "RSW"
and Registered Social Service Worker or "RSSW," in English or French as applicable.

[127] As part of the same investigation, Ms. Raso reviewed the Former Registrant's education
and license history. She testified that the Former Registrant's 2015 application for registration
stated that the Former Registrant had received an MSW from San Diego State University in 2000
and had operated a private practice called Courthouse Family Counselling in Virginia from 2004
to 2014. Ms. Raso also checked the California and Virginia state licensing board websites. She



testified that the California website showed the Former Registrant had been licensed there as an
associated clinical social worker from January 10, 2001 to January 31, 2006, when that license
expired. The Virginia website showed the Former Registrant had been licensed there as a licensed
clinical social worker from January 3, 2007, to June 30, 2015.

[128] Ms. Raso testified that she kept contemporaneous typewritten notes during the
investigation. Those notes recorded that the Former Registrant was using the titles "PhD,"
"LCSW," "RSW," "FSW," and "MSW," and that the titles "PhD," "FSW," and "LCSW" were
being used incorrectly. Ms. Raso summarized her findings in an update email to Ms. Loiselle and
indicated that the Former Registrant's use of "PhD" together with titles such as "RSW" could
mislead a member of the public, a client, or a potential client into believing that the Former
Registrant held a doctorate in social work. She further testified that the Former Registrant was
misusing the American "FSW" and "LCSW" designations. Those titles are not permitted in Ontario
and the Former Registrant's clinical social worker status in California and Virginia had lapsed in
2006 and 2015 respectively.

[129] Ms. Raso's evidence also addressed the Former Registrant's historical license status in
Virginia. According to Ms. Raso's notes, she reviewed an order on file on the Virginia state board
website showing that the Former Registrant had been the subject of administrative proceedings
after failing to complete sufficient continuing education hours to renew her license. Ms. Raso
testified that those proceedings ended with a consent order signed by the Former Registrant
acknowledging that she had not completed the required continuing education, and that although
the Former Registrant had obtained a continuance to seek disability accommodations, she did not
submit supporting medical documentation and ultimately signed the consent order.

[130] InJanuary 2021, at the request of the College's then Director, Ms. Raso conducted a second
review of the Former Registrant's online information to assess the Former Registrant's continuing
use of title. She said that a January 13, 2021 screenshot of the Former Registrant's Psychology
Today profile showed that the Former Registrant was no longer using "FSW," "LCSW," or "PhD"
after her name, and was instead using "clinical social worker/therapist, MSW." She also testified
that a screenshot of the Former Registrant's website from the same date no longer referred to
"FSW" after her name, but still described her as providing "Forensic Services, which is the overlap
of social work and the law" and referred to her having earned the "US credential Licensed Clinical
Social Worker (LCSW)".

[131] Ms. Raso testified that the College makes several resources available to registrants on the
proper use of protected titles. She referred to a 2008 article in Perspective, the College's digital
magazine, stating that there are only two registration categories or titles that may be used in
Ontario, namely "RSW" and "RSSW," in English and French. She also referred to additional title-
use resources hosted on the College's website, including a 2008 primer on use of title and holding
out provisions. She noted that the purpose of the title protection regime is to protect the public.
Ms. Raso added that the College also makes resources available to registrants who engage in
forensic social work practice in the family law context, including the 2009 Practice Guidelines for
Custody and Access Assessments.

Communications with the Former Registrant

[132] Ms. Raso also testified about her communications with the Former Registrant after the
Registrar sent the Former Registrant the August 22, 2018 letter we note above advising of the



banked report and directing any questions to Ms. Raso. She said that the Former Registrant
responded by letter dated September 17, 2018, titled "Response to letter dated August 22, 2018,"
in which the Former Registrant acknowledged receiving the Registrar's notice and stated that
providing additional information might be helpful. Ms. Raso testified that the Former Registrant
then offered brief comments about the issues raised in the banked report.

[133] Ms. Raso testified that, in the third paragraph of that September 17 letter, the Former
Registrant described her practice as divided between clinical issues and her role as a forensic social
worker. The Former Registrant also stated in that letter that her website and consent forms
identified that "forensic services are not governed or provided under the OCSWSSW." The
documentary record referred to through Ms. Raso's evidence indicated that neither the Former
Registrant's website nor her Psychology Today profile contained such a statement. Ms. Raso
testified that she did not focus on the Former Registrant's comments about the College's
jurisdiction over forensic services and instead understood the letter as simply a response to the
banked report.

[134] Ms. Raso testified that the Former Registrant then called her on September 24, 2018
concerning the banked report. Ms. Raso understood the purpose of the call to be a request for
clarification about the banked report process and, in particular, whether the Former Registrant was
required to provide a written response to the notice letter. Ms. Raso further testified that, in the
lead-up to the hearing, the Former Registrant produced an audio file of the call to the College
together with a transcript. Ms. Raso testified that the Former Registrant had not told her the call
was being recorded. Ms. Raso said she did not hear the recording or have an opportunity to review
the transcript prepared by the Former Registrant until shortly before the hearing. Both the
recording and the transcript were entered into evidence by the College through Ms. Raso.

[135] Ms. Raso testified that the transcript prepared by the Former Registrant generally
corresponded with the audio recording, except that the Former Registrant did not transcribe her
own introductory comments. According to Ms. Raso, those introductory comments stated that the
Former Registrant was calling to determine whether she "should or should not file a response" to
the banked report. Ms. Raso testified that this matched her understanding of the call, namely that
the Former Registrant was trying to ensure she was handling the banked report appropriately.

[136] Ms. Raso said that, during the call, she searched for the Registrar's August 22, 2018 letter
in the College's internal directory and brought it up on her computer so that she could answer the
Former Registrant's questions. She testified that both the audio recording and the transcript
recorded Ms. Raso shuffling papers and searching on her computer during the first half of the call
while the Former Registrant was speaking. Ms. Raso said that when she responded with
expressions such as "Okay" and "um hmm," she was not confirming the correctness of the Former
Registrant's statements but was simply listening and waiting for the Former Registrant to come to
the point of her call. Ms. Raso expressly testified that she was not agreeing with any suggestion
that forensic services were not governed by the College.

[137] Ms. Raso testified that, although the Former Registrant made statements during the call
about matters not being governed by the College, the thrust of the call was whether the banked
report would remain on file and whether a response was required. Ms. Raso testified that, in that
context, she answered the Former Registrant's questions by explaining the College's process for
banked reports and the option of submitting a response. Ms. Raso also testified that the Former



Registrant never directly asked her whether forensic services were governed by the College or
whether the Former Registrant could contract with clients to remove those services from the
College's jurisdiction. According to Ms. Raso, had the Former Registrant asked those questions,
she would have said that forensic services are governed by the College and that registrants cannot
contract out of the College's jurisdiction.

[138] Finally, Ms. Raso testified that, as part of her work arising from the title protection
investigation, she reviewed the Former Registrant's 2015 application for membership with the
College. She said that the application required an applicant whose qualifications were more than
five years old to describe the applicant's social work practice over the previous five years. Ms.
Raso testified that, in response, the Former Registrant described her practice as involving diagnosis
and treatment of DSM disorders as a "LCSW" and testimony as an expert on child abuse in court.
The Former Registrant described her private practice as including "Diagnosis & Treatment
DSM/Forensic Social Work." Ms. Raso's evidence was that the College treated that information
as sufficient social work practice experience for the purpose of accepting the Former Registrant's
registration application.

[139] The Panel found Ms. Raso’s evidence cogent, relevant, and honest. We understand that the
recording in particular was put to Ms. Raso to enable her to comment on whether she may have at
any time represented to the Former Registrant anything with respect to what is or is not captured
by the College’s mandate. We accept that Ms. Raso never made any representation to the Former
Registrant which would have caused any reasonable person to think that the services the Former
Registrant was providing were somehow unregulated by the College. Ms. Raso’s evidence was
balanced and fair. Her evidence was comprehensively supported by contemporaneous documents
filed in evidence. Those documents are also clear in what they record. The Panel accepted Ms.
Raso’s evidence as both reliable and credible.

Dr. Michael Saini

[140] The College’s final witness was its expert, Dr. Michael Saini. He was qualified by the Panel
as an expert in clinical and forensic social work in the context of family law, including family
mediation, parenting plan evaluations, high-conflict family disputes and parent-child contact
problems, and in the professional responsibilities and ethical obligations of RSWs working with
families in transition. He is a full professor and the endowed Factor-Inwentash Chair in Law and
Social Work at the University of Toronto, where he also serves as Co-Director of the Combined
JD/MSW Program with the Faculty of Law. He provided two expert reports and testified at length
regarding the Former Registrant's alleged misconduct and breaches of the standards of practice in
this case.

[141] Dr. Saini testified that he conducted a comprehensive review of the materials provided by
the College, which included proposed factual assumptions, the three Notices of Hearing, an Expert
Document Book of the College (Volumes 1 and 2, comprising 158 tabs), the Report of the Former
Registrant’s anticipated defence expert, Dr. Yedishtra Naidoo, dated September 7, 2023, the Code
of Ethics and Standards of Practice Handbook (as above the “Code of Ethics” and the
“Handbook™), and the Act.

[142] Dr. Saini expressly noted the limits of his opinions. He did not interview the Former
Registrant, any clients, legal professionals, or third-party service providers. He did not conduct
any independent investigation beyond the written record. His role was not to determine the truth



of any factual assertions or to assess credibility. His opinions represented his professional
judgment about whether the described conduct in the materials he received was consistent with the
standards of ethical and competent social work practice in Ontario.

The Scope of Forensic Social Work

[143] A central issue in the proceeding was whether the Former Registrant's self-described
"forensic" services fell within the social work scope of practice and were therefore subject to the
College's regulatory authority. Dr. Saini testified definitively that forensic social work falls within
the social work scope of practice as defined in the College's Handbook which encompasses "the
provision of assessment, diagnostic, treatment and evaluation services within a relationship
between a social worker and a client."

[144] Dr. Saini explained that forensic social work is a specialized area of practice situated at the
intersection of social work and the legal system, involving the application of social work
knowledge, skills, and ethical principles to legal matters and decision-making processes, such as
court-involved therapy, parenting plan assessments, expert opinion reports, and testimony in court.
He clarified that although in the forensic context the court is the primary client, the social worker
still has ethical duties and responsibilities toward the parents and children involved, who are also
clients in the sense of being recipients of forensic social work services. He testified that forensic
social work has never been excluded from College activities and has always been considered part
of the social work context. He confirmed that the College's 2009 Practice Guidelines for Custody
and Access Assessments (and the current 2024 Practice Guidelines for Parenting Plans) are central
to this area of practice.

[145] Dr. Saini noted the need for methodological rigor in forensic social work. He testified that
the College Guidelines have been around since the 1990s and reflect the standard of practice for
social workers doing forensic assessments such as parenting plan evaluations and custody and
access assessments. When asked whether the methodology and requirements reflected in the
Guidelines were simply "best practices" or the basic standard of practice, Dr. Saini answered that
they represented "the floor," meaning these are the basic things a practitioner needs to do to be
able to provide ethically sound recommendations to the court. He testified that if a social worker
provides recommendations while deviating from those standards, they are not meeting the College
standards. He added that this standard is not merely aspirational. Due to the weight that
recommendations carry for families and the court, there is a heightened expectation among
professionals not to make recommendations that lack transparency, process, or methodological
rigour.

Distinction Between Forensic and Clinical Social Work

[146] Dr. Saini drew a critical distinction between clinical and forensic social work roles. Clinical
social work focuses on therapeutic relationships with clients to promote emotional and
psychological well-being, whereas forensic social work is primarily concerned with objective
assessment and communicating findings to third-party decision-makers, such as courts or tribunals.
The standards for documentation and reporting in forensic work are more rigorous, as conclusions
must be defensible and based on observable, verifiable information, rather than subjective
impressions or therapeutic intuition.



[147] Dr. Saini warned that misunderstanding or blending these roles can result in harm caused
inadvertently by the actions of a professional — which in the forensic context may arise from
misleading clients about the nature of services, failing to ensure informed consent, or allowing
personal biases to shape conclusions that affect legal outcomes. He testified that this risk is
heightened when children are engaged in services that may influence litigation outcomes.

Seven Areas of Concern

[148] Dr. Saini's expert opinion identified concerns in seven thematic areas, which he testified
constituted a sustained and systemic failure by the Former Registrant to meet the ethical,
professional, and legal obligations expected of College registrants.

A. Role Clarity and Scope of Practice

[149] Dr. Saini found that across the three consolidated matters, the Former Registrant repeatedly
failed to identify and communicate the specific nature and scope of her professional role. She
operated across multiple domains — including therapy, assessment, coaching, and advocacy —
often simultaneously and without providing written clarification or obtaining informed consent for
each role. Dr. Saini testified that role slippage in the forensic context, from objective assessor to
therapist, coach, or advocate, is particularly dangerous. It risks both misleading the court and
exposing children and families to unfair or harmful outcomes.

[150] He cited specific examples, such as the Former Registrant writing to a parent that they were
exposing their child to abuse. In his view, the statements he reviewed crossed into evaluative
territory without a structured risk or abuse assessment, while being delivered in the context of the
Former Registrant’s role as a reunification or therapeutic professional.

B. Misuse of Protected Title

[151] Dr. Saini opined that the Former Registrant's continued use of the "RSW" designation after
her registration with the College had lapsed raised concerns of deceptive practice. He noted that
this conferred an illusory legitimacy and authority to opinions and recommendations that may
otherwise have been questioned or disqualified, particularly in evaluative reports submitted to the
court. His report also acknowledged the Former Registrant's use of other non-recognized titles
alongside "RSW.," including "FSW" and "LCSW," compounding the misrepresentation of her
regulatory status.

C. Unprofessional and Prejudicial Communication

[152] Dr. Saini identified a consistent pattern of unprofessional and prejudicial communication
in both formal reports and informal correspondence. He found that the Former Registrant's
communications were often emotionally charged, speculative, accusatory, and at times
intimidating, deviating from the standards of neutrality, professionalism, and respect expected of
social workers. Specific examples included describing parental conduct as "deeply disturbing,"
warning that non-engagement could amount to "child abuse" and trigger a report to child protection
authorities, as well as advising that a parent's refusal to participate would reflect poorly on them
in court. Dr. Saini opined that such language signaled bias and adversarial positioning rather than
balanced assessment and was incompatible with trauma-informed or neutral practice.



[153] He further noted that threats of retaliation in response to College complaints constituted an
intimidation tactic that contravened multiple standards, including Principle III and Interpretation
3.1, and risked undermining public confidence in the profession.

D. Unsupported Assessments and Recommendations

[154] Dr. Saini also found that the Former Registrant's reports and communications demonstrated
a pattern of offering strong clinical opinions and parenting recommendations that were not
grounded in structured assessment protocols, validated tools, or adequate collateral information.
The Former Registrant made determinations about abuse, alienation, and parental fitness based on
minimal contact or uncorroborated information, relying on one-sided accounts or limited
observations, and frequently omitting collateral sources such as schools, health professionals, or
other caregivers.

[155] Dr. Saini explained that the absence of structured interviewing techniques, standardized
assessment measures, and collateral verification undermined the reliability of the Former
Registrant's recommendations and potentially misled legal decision-makers into attributing undue
weight to her opinions. He testified that these practices were inconsistent with Interpretation 2.1.4
(requiring evidence-based methods), Interpretation 2.1.7 (requiring sufficient data to support
opinions), and Interpretation 2.2.9 (prohibiting conclusions outside one's scope).

[156] Dr. Saini characterized this as a "systematic departure" from professional standards'! and
opined that issuing parenting recommendations — especially those that may sever or curtail a
child's relationship with a parent — without rigorous assessment safeguards constituted a "grave
misuse of professional authority."!?

E. Fees and Financial Practices

[157] Dr. Saini identified recurring concerns about billing transparency, consent, and ethical
financial conduct. He found that in several cases, the Former Registrant proceeded with services
and accepted payment arrangements without obtaining clear, documented consent from both legal
guardians despite joint custody requirements. The Former Registrant issued invoices that included
unexpected charges for thousands of dollars for text message exchanges that were not disclosed in
advance and invoices were revised after disputes arose, reducing amounts owed (for example, from
$9,000 to $2,500) but leaving clients unsure about the legitimacy of the original charges.

[158] Dr. Saini also noted that some of the Former Registrant’s contracts contained misleading
provisions, including the clauses disclaiming College oversight of forensic services and
threatening legal action if a complaint was filed. He opined that this lack of transparency made it
difficult for clients and oversight bodies to evaluate whether charges were reasonable,
proportionate, or consistent with professional standards.

F. Proper Complaints Procedure

[159] Dr. Saini found that the Former Registrant's service agreements contained contractual
provisions that directly undermined client rights and regulatory oversight. The Former Registrant's
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contracts included the "hold harmless" clauses, we note above, which were intended to prevent
clients from filing complaints with the College and disclaiming College jurisdiction over her
forensic services. Dr. Saini opined that such provisions contravened multiple standards, were
unethical, and risked undermining the public's confidence in the profession.

G. Record-Keeping

[160] In his review of documents provided by the College, Dr. Saini found that several client
files lacked signed consent forms, session notes, or billing records. He noted that receipts were
issued in some matters without corresponding invoices and the recording of duplicate charges in
other matters. These practices fell short of Standard 3.1 (client records) and Standard 6.1 (financial
arrangements), which require social workers to maintain clear, accurate, and timely records and to
engage in transparent financial arrangements.

[161] Dr. Saini also noted the Former Registrant's repeated failure to obtain informed consent
from clients or clarify the purpose of her involvement. He points on page 19 of his report'3 to an
instance where an adolescent was not informed that their disclosures would be used in court.

Summary of Opinion

[162] As above, Dr. Saini opined that the Former Registrant's conduct reflected a "sustained and
systemic failure to meet the ethical, professional, and legal obligations expected of members of
the College."'* He characterized these as "not occasional misjudgements or minor deficiencies"
but rather "a pattern of conduct that, taken together, suggests a failure to uphold the minimum
standards required for the ethical practice of social work in Ontario." !>

[163] Insummary, Dr. Saini opined that the Former Registrant's actions collectively contravened
Principles I-VII of the Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice Handbook, including
commitments to integrity, competence, respect for clients, transparency, and professional
accountability, as well as Sections 26 and 46 of the Act.'

[164] In his supplementary letter dated November 6, 2025'7, Dr. Saini confirmed that he had
reviewed the Second Edition (2018) of the Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice — the version
in force during the period of the alleged conduct — and cross-referenced it with the Third Edition
(2023) cited in his initial report. He confirmed that the obligations under the 2018 Standards were
substantively consistent with those under the 2023 edition, and that his professional opinions and
conclusions remained unchanged.

[165] Although Dr. Naidoo’s responding report was not entered into evidence as a numbered
exhibit, it was referred to during the proceedings and recorded as lettered Exhibit E. Dr. Naidoo’s
report provides a detailed analysis of the Former Registrant’s personal history, employment, and
education. There are notable areas in which Dr. Naidoo and Dr. Saini appear to agree in their
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assessments. For example, Dr. Naidoo apparently was also of the view, inter alia, that preventing
complaints to the College was unethical and undermined public confidence in the profession.

Submissions

[166] The College argued that the Former Registrant engaged in a pattern of unprofessional,
inappropriate, abusive, intimidating, and harassing behavior across multiple client matters. This
included sending inflammatory emails that were accusatory and intimidating; making allegations
of child abuse, emotional abuse, and parental alienation without having met the individuals who
were the subject of those comments; threatening to file Children's Aid Society and police reports
against a client who disputed a bill; and threatening to send clients' invoices to collections.

[167] In the [C1] matter, the College relied on evidence that the Former Registrant stated in a
letter to the court that [C1]’s refusal to allow her son [A] to participate in therapy with the Former
Registrant was "often an indicator of abuse," and accused [C1] of "creating more trauma for the
child" and causing "irreparable psychological harm," all without ever having had a substantive
conversation with [C1] about her perspective or the family dynamic.

[168] In the [C3] matter, the College pointed to evidence that the Former Registrant sent several
emails accusing [C3] of "refusing to co-parent" because she would not pay for half of the Former
Registrant's services, and characterized [C3]'s conduct as "deeply disturbing," despite never having
met [C3] or her children.

[169] In the [C5] matter, the Former Registrant engaged in boundary violations by sending [C5]
personal and overly familiar text messages and divulging confidential details of sessions with
[C5]’s children. The Former Registrant's behavior toward [C5] changed from friendly to hostile
after [C5] disputed a bill, causing significant distress to [C5].

[170] In [C9]’s matter, the Former Registrant became unprofessional as soon as [C9] indicated
she did not wish to retain the Former Registrant's services and questioned how her services would
not be "weaponized" in a custody battle.

[171] In [C11]’s matter, the Former Registrant made numerous inappropriate, intimidating, and
harassing comments. These comments included threatening to recommend a change of custody;
accusing [C11] of playing "games"; demanding he sign contracts and respond to communications
on unreasonable timelines; and threatening to send his account to collections. After [C11] indicated
he would file a complaint with the College, the Former Registrant accused him of "extortion," filed
a CAS report and a police report against him, and threatened litigation for breach of contract.

[172] The College argued this conduct breached multiple sections of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation, including sections 2.2, 2.5, 2.6, 2.28, and 2.36, as well as numerous Interpretations
under the Standards of Practice Handbook. The College relied on Dr. Saini’s opinion that the
Former Registrant's communications were a serious departure from the ethical and professional
standards expected of registered social workers, particularly in high-conflict family law matters.

[173] Regarding the provision of services without consent, the College argued that the Former
Registrant provided social work services to a minor without parental consent and in violation of a
court order in the [C1] matter and threatened to do so in the [C5] matter.



[174] In the [C1] matter, the College noted evidence that [C1] emailed the Former Registrant on
March 22, 2018, withdrawing her consent for [A] to receive counselling services. Despite this, and
after also receiving a letter from Fan Mackenzie, reiterating the lack of consent and attaching the
custodial order confirming both parents had joint decision-making power over health care, the
Former Registrant continued to provide counselling sessions to [A] on multiple occasions. The
College submitted that treating a minor without proper parental consent and in violation of a court
order constitutes clear misconduct.

[175] In the [C3] matter, the Former Registrant indicated to [C3] that her daughters had an
appointment scheduled with her on a Friday that was not one of [C4]’s regularly scheduled
alternate weekends, and stated [C3] would be responsible for the $300 cost if the appointments
were missed. [C3]’s lawyer ultimately sent a formal email confirming [C3] did not consent to
services.

[176] The College argued this conduct breached sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.29 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation.

[177] The College argued that the Former Registrant used a misleading, improper, and/or
unenforceable contract for services with respect to both [C11] and [C5].

[178] Both versions of the Former Registrant's forensic services contract contained two key
problematic clauses according to the College. First, a "Disclaimer" falsely stating that her forensic
services were not overseen by the College. Second, a "Hold Harmless" clause stating that neither
the client nor anyone on their behalf could file a complaint against the Former Registrant with the
College, and that if they did so, the Former Registrant would pursue legal action against them.

[179] The College submitted that both provisions were misleading and improper. The College
noted that Dr. Saini opined such clauses represent a fundamental deviation from the transparent
complaint procedures that RSWs are expected to uphold and that disclaiming external regulatory
oversight erodes the public's trust in the profession. The College also noted that similar contractual
provisions were found to constitute professional misconduct in other cases. The College further
pointed out that Ms. Loiselle had expressly informed the Former Registrant during a June 2020
phone call that the hold harmless provision was invalid and that the College had jurisdiction over
all aspects of her social work practice. Despite this, the Former Registrant's contract with [C11],
signed in October 2020, still contained the same clause.

[180] With respect to charging fees, the College argued that the Former Registrant charged
inappropriate, excessive, and/or undisclosed fees and engaged in improper billing practices in the
[C3], [C5], and [C11] matters.

[181] In the [C3] matter, the College submitted that the Former Registrant repeatedly informed
[C3] she would be responsible for 50% of costs and for the cost of missed appointments, despite
[C3] not having consented to services, and despite the existence of a separation agreement
governing payment of expenses for the children.

[182] In the [C5] matter, the College noted the Former Registrant charged [C5] $25 per text
message for 100 text messages, totaling $2,500, without ever having disclosed in advance that text
messages would be charged. The Former Registrant initially claimed the texts were worth $9,000
but later reduced the amount to $2,500 using unspecified criteria.



[183] In the matter of [C11], the College argued that within approximately three weeks of being
retained, the Former Registrant charged [C11] $1,750 for emails and text messages. She directed
[C11] to communicate only by email, then sent him a high volume of emails (approximately six
per day) and accused him of non-compliance for not responding promptly, thereby inflating the
bill. The fee structure for emails and texts was also unclear in [C11]’s version of the contract,
which stated only that "remaining services" were billed at $200 per hour in 15-minute increments,
without specifying a per-email charge.

[184] The College relied on the Divisional Court's decision in Moore, 2025 ONSC 6190, where
similar billing practices were found to constitute disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional
conduct. Dr. Saini indicated that the lack of billing transparency made it difficult for clients and
the College to evaluate whether charges were reasonable or consistent with professional standards.
Even the Former Registrant's own defence expert, Dr. Naidoo, highlighted that billing without any
clear documentation or mutual agreement is a violation of professional boundaries and may
indicate an inappropriate mixing of business interests with therapeutic or evaluative roles.

[185] The College argued that the Former Registrant issued strong professional opinions and
recommendations to clients and the court without conducting adequate assessments. This
allegation spanned all five client matters.

[186] The College submitted that there was little or no evidence the Former Registrant adhered
to recognized assessment protocols in her forensic practice, including conducting interviews with
both parents and/or children, obtaining and verifying collateral information, or engaging in
structured analyses before issuing opinions and recommendations. Instead, the College argued that
the Former Registrant frequently made strong and conclusive statements on the basis of minimal
contact with a family or one-sided information from a single parent.

[187] The College submitted that there were specific examples of this conduct. The College
pointed to the Former Registrant recommending a change of custody for [A] after only a single
meeting with his mother and no adequate assessment of the family dynamic; accusing [C3] of
refusing to co-parent without ever meeting her or the children; telling [C5] she was unable to co-
parent in apparent retaliation for disputing a bill; accusing [C9] of emotionally abusing her children
without having met her or her daughter; and making sweeping recommendations in the [C11]
matter—including that [G] should be removed from his father's care and that [C11] should attend
a psychological evaluation—without ever having met [C11] or [G].

[188] Dr. Saini opined that the Former Registrant's reports and communications demonstrated a
pattern of offering strong opinions not grounded in structured assessment protocols, validated
tools, or adequate collateral information, constituting a "systematic departure" from professional
standards. The College argued this was particularly grave given the high-conflict family law
context, where the Former Registrant's inadequate assessments posed a risk that courts might
accept them and unfairly order changes in custody or access.

[189] The College argued that the Former Registrant authored false, inaccurate, and/or
misleading reports to the court in the [C1] and [C11] matters.

[190] In the [C1] matter, the College argued that the Former Registrant's May 2 and May 15,
2018 letters to the court were based on one-sided assessments. The May 15 letter inaccurately
stated that [C1] was refusing to allow [A] to see a counsellor and recommended that [C2] be given



primary custody whenever he was in Canada, while also accusing [C1] of emotional abuse. These
statements were made after only a single meeting with [C1] and minimal assessment of the family
dynamic.

[191] In the [C11] matter, the October 21, 2020 letter to the court contained sweeping
recommendations. These included that custody should be changed before it was "too late," that
[C11] should undergo a psychological evaluation to rule out personality disorders, and that he was
alienating his son and engaging in emotional abuse. These were again all made without ever having
met [C11] or [G], and less than two weeks after being retained. The College added that the letter
also misleadingly suggested the Former Registrant had "conversations" with [C11] and the
opportunity to "observe" him, when in fact her contact with him was extremely limited.

[192] The College submitted that these letters risked remarkably harmful consequences, namely
the loss or reduction of custody of a child and constituted egregious professional misconduct.

[193] On the issues of misuse of protected titles, the College argued that the Former Registrant
improperly used several titles and misrepresented her qualifications and experience.

[194] Tracy Raso's title protection investigation revealed that the Former Registrant used the
titles "FSW" (Forensic Social Worker) and "LCSW" (Licensed Clinical Social Worker) on her
website and Psychology Today profile, neither of which is a permitted designation in Ontario. The
only permissible titles under the Act are RSW and RSSW.

[195] The College also alleged that the Former Registrant misrepresented her experience by
claiming over 30 years of clinical experience and 25 years in practice, when she was first licensed
as a social worker in 2001.

[196] The College urged the Panel to reject any suggestion that the College had tacitly condoned
the Former Registrant’s use of titles by not commenting on them in her email signature. College
counsel emphasized that the burden falls on registrants to know their professional obligations, and
the College cannot be expected to scrutinize every email. Even Dr. Naidoo's independent review
concluded that the Former Registrant's misuse of titles was a failure to distinguish U.S. from
Canadian practices. The Panel pauses here to note that it agrees with the College that it is the
responsibility of every registrant to know their professional obligations, duties and responsibilities.

[197] Lastly, the College argued that the Former Registrant's conduct, taken as a whole, was
disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional under section 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation. College counsel submitted this is a "catch-all" provision that focuses on the entirety
of the conduct and how it would be viewed by other members of the social work profession.

[198] The College submitted that the Former Registrant's conduct cast doubt on her ability to
discharge the obligations the public expects professionals to meet, emphasizing that social workers
are frequently in positions of trust with vulnerable populations. Several witnesses testified about
the harm caused by the Former Registrant's conduct. [C3]’s co-parenting relationship was
worsened, and she was forced to retain a lawyer. [C11] testified that his child's distress increased
and that he experienced physical symptoms of stress. [C5] felt betrayed during a time of great
personal need.



[199] Overall, the College argued that the Former Registrant demonstrated a lack of regard for
her clients' wellbeing. She engaged in conduct involving overcharging, lobbying unfounded
accusations against parents in high-conflict family proceedings, and making misrepresentations to
the court, all of which engaged the element of moral failing required for findings of
unprofessionalism in these instances to reach the threshold of being disgraceful and dishonourable
conduct.

Decision of the Panel

[200] The College bears the burden of proof in these proceedings and must establish its
allegations on a balance of probabilities using evidence that is clear, convincing, and cogent.

[201] Having considered all of the evidence and submissions, the Panel finds that professional
misconduct has been proven on a balance of probabilities as described below. The Panel finds that
the Former Registrant’s conduct would be reasonably regarded by members of the profession as
disgraceful, dishonourable and unprofessional.

Reasons for Decision of the Panel

[202] The following are the Panel’s reasons for its findings, organized by client, by subject, and
then by category of professional misconduct.

[203] Under s. 13(3) of the Act, a person whose certificate of registration is cancelled continues
to be subject to the College's jurisdiction for professional misconduct referring to any time during
which they were a member. The Former Registrant resigned her certificate of registration in
December 2020. That resignation and the resulting cancellation of her certificate do not deprive
the Panel of jurisdiction. The conduct at issue occurred while the Former Registrant was registered
with the College, and the Panel has full authority to make findings of professional misconduct in
respect of it. The purpose of continuing jurisdiction is to ensure that a registrant cannot frustrate
the disciplinary process by resigning before it concludes. '®

[204] Under s. 15(1) of the Statutory Powers Procedure Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. S.22 (the "SPPA"),
a tribunal may admit any relevant oral testimony or documentary evidence, whether or not
admissible in a court, and may act on such evidence. Section 15(1) is permissive and grants the
Panel discretion to accept or reject evidence that may not be admissible in court.!” Some of Fan
Mackenzie's evidence with respect to [Cl]'s dealings with the Former Registrant may be
characterized as hearsay. The Panel admitted this evidence in the exercise of its discretion under
s. 15(1). The evidence was necessary — [C1] did not testify — and it was reliable. The bulk of Ms.
Mackenzie's evidence was not hearsay but related to her own direct communication with the
Former Registrant and her observations of the impact on the family law proceedings in which she
was acting.

Findings with Respect to [C1] and Her Son [A]

18 College of Nurses of Ontario v. Dumchin, 2016 ONSC 626 at paras. 38-39 and 42 referring to section 14 of the
Health Professions Procedural Code.
19 Ontario Racing Commission v. Hudon, 2008 CanLII 68156 (ON SCDC) at para. 23.



[205] Without meeting [[A]], the Former Registrant indicated at the outset that she would support
equal custody for [A]. She expressed this position without performing an adequate assessment to
determine [A]’s needs or the parenting circumstances of [C1] and [C2] Despite knowing that [C1]
had not consented to services and in disregard of a court order requiring both parents to jointly
agree on health care decisions concerning [A], the Former Registrant proceeded to meet with [A]
on more than one occasion. After meeting [C1] only once, in a joint session with [C2], and before
ever meeting [A], the Former Registrant described [C1] as a bad parent because she did not support
shared parenting. These findings correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1,
paragraphs 3 through 8. The evidentiary foundation includes Ms. Mackenzie's testimony that [C1]
initially consented to [A] receiving counselling but withdrew that consent by email before the
Former Registrant proceeded to see him, that the governing court order required joint parental
agreement on all health care decisions for [A], and that the Former Registrant met with [A] on
multiple occasions notwithstanding the absence of [C1]'s consent. The Panel's finding that the
Former Registrant improperly formed and expressed a negative opinion of [C1] before meeting
[A] or conducting any adequate assessment is supported by Dr. Saini's opinion that the applicable
standard of practice required a social worker in the Former Registrant's position to refrain from
forming or communicating conclusions about a parent's fitness without a transparent and
methodologically rigorous assessment process.

[206] The Former Registrant made unprofessional and inappropriate comments without
obtaining sufficient information. She authored letters for use in family law proceedings that
inaccurately accused [C1] of refusing therapy for [A] after [A] disclosed suicidal thoughts and
stated that such refusals are often indicative of abuse and accused [C1] of emotional abuse. She
purported to offer professional opinions recommending that [C1] be compelled to take a parenting
course, to participate in co-parenting, and to obtain individual therapy—recommendations made
having met [C1] only once. The Former Registrant refused to read or respond to communications
from [C1]’s legal counsel and continued to contact [C1] directly. These findings correspond to the
factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs 8 and 9. The Panel noted and accepted Ms.
Mackenzie's testimony and the contemporaneous March 23, 2018 letter to [C2]?° which confirms
that [C1] had not refused therapy for [A] but had sought to agree on a different counsellor. The
Former Registrant's letters to the court were inaccurate in characterizing [C1]'s position as a
refusal. Dr. Saini's opinion established that the recommendations in those letters, including that
[C1] be compelled to take a parenting course and obtain individual therapy, fell below the
applicable standard of practice. They were not grounded in an adequate, independent, or
transparent assessment of either parent or the child.

[207] The findings with respect to [C1] and [A] establish the following professional misconduct
allegations under Part II of NOH 1: (a) failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about information
presented by clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (c) failing to be aware of values, attitudes, and needs and their impact
on the professional relationship (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle I of the Handbook); (d) failing to distinguish the Former Registrant's needs from
those of her clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (f) failing to ensure that professional recommendations were
appropriately substantiated by evidence and supported by a credible body of professional social
work knowledge (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle
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IT of the Handbook); (g) failing to maintain clear and appropriate professional boundaries (contrary
to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (h)
using her professional position to harass or improperly influence a client (contrary to sections 2.2
and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (n) issuing
letters and reports she knew or ought to have known were false or misleading (contrary to sections
2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle IV of the Handbook); (v)
providing services without the consent required by law (contrary to section 2.3 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation); (w) and abusing [C1] verbally, psychologically, or emotionally (contrary
to section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation).

Findings with Respect to [C3]

[208] [C4] retained the Former Registrant to provide counselling for his children in 2017. When
the Former Registrant first contacted [C4]’s ex-wife, [C3], she represented that her office had
received a request for a parenting assessment of [C4] and that [C3]’s input was needed. It was only
during a subsequent phone call that the Former Registrant disclosed that her involvement was at
[C4]’s request. The Former Registrant then informed [C3] that she was required to pay 50% of the
Former Registrant’s fees, despite [C3] not having arranged the sessions or considered them
necessary, and despite the existence of a Separation Agreement governing the payment of expenses
for the children. [C3] informed the Former Registrant that she did not consent to services being
provided to her children. The Former Registrant ignored that withholding of consent. These
findings and our findings below correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs
10 through 15.

[209] The Panel finds that the Former Registrant's initial contact to [C3] was misleading. The
Former Registrant then sought to impose a financial obligation on [C3] for services [C3] had not
requested, and purported that she would provide services to [C3]’s children during their father’s
parenting despite [C3]'s explicit objection and in the absence of her required consent. The Former
Registrant engaged in this conduct notwithstanding that [C4] and [C3] had joint custody requiring
both parents' agreement on health care decisions for the children. We agree with Dr. Saini that the
Former Registrant's conduct constituted a systematic departure from applicable professional
standards.

[210] We also find that the Former Registrant’s communications with [C3] became
unprofessional, aggressive, and intimidating. She warned [C3] that she would be billed for empty
appointment slots, stated she would see the children when they were in [C4]’s custody despite
[C3]’s lack of consent, and suggested that [C3]’s refusal to cooperate would reflect poorly on her
in court. She accused [C3] of not acting in the children’s best interest and characterized [C3]’s
conduct as deeply disturbing and a refusal to co-parent. The Former Registrant drew these negative
conclusions about [C3]’s parenting and motivations without first meeting [C3] or the children and
concluded that [C4] should have an equal opportunity to parent the children without ever assessing
the children’s needs. Even after [C3]’s lawyer informed the Former Registrant that [C3] felt
harassed and would not respond to further communications, the Former Registrant continued to
email [C3] directly. As a result of the Former Registrant’s conduct, the co-parenting relationship
between [C4] and [C3] was damaged and [C4] saw even less of his children. These findings
correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs 13(a) through (f), 14, 16, and
17. The Panel accepts that this conduct caused serious and direct damage to the co-parenting
relationship between [C3] and [C4].



[211] The Panel’s findings with respect to [C3] establish the following professional misconduct
allegations under Part IT of NOH 1: (a) failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about information
presented by clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (d) failing to distinguish the Former Registrant's needs from those
of her clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of
the Handbook); (f) failing to ensure that professional recommendations and conclusions were
appropriately substantiated by evidence and a credible body of professional social work knowledge
(contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the
Handbook); (g) failing to maintain clear and appropriate professional boundaries (contrary to
section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (h) using
her professional position to coerce, harass, and improperly influence a client (contrary to sections
2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (j)
engaging in conduct that would reasonably be regarded as disgraceful, dishonourable, or
unprofessional (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle II of the Handbook); (k) failing to provide [C3] with accurate and complete information
regarding the nature and limitations of services available (contrary to section 2.2 of the
Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook); (o) charging or accepting
a fee that was not fully disclosed (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook); (p) failing to explain in advance the basis of charges
for services (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.23 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle VI of the Handbook); and (w) abusing [C3] verbally, psychologically, or emotionally
(contrary to section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation).

Findings with Respect to [C5]

[212] We find that the Former Registrant was retained by [C5] to provide services to her children.
She told [C5] she would attempt to bring her ex-husband [C6] on board without notifying him of
the true reason [C5] was seeking services, namely, to address parental alienation. The Former
Registrant disclosed information obtained from [C5]’s daughter directly to [C5] in private
conversations and text messages, rather than sharing that information in a balanced manner with
both parents. The contract the Former Registrant had [C5] sign contained misleading provisions,
including an inaccurate statement that her forensic services were not overseen by the College, were
not being provided under her RSW number, and that the College was not involved in any way.
The contract also purported to threaten legal action should [C5] or anyone on her behalf file a
complaint with the College or any other governing body.

[213] These findings correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs 19, 20,
and 21. The Panel accepts [C5]'s evidence, consistent with the documentary record, that the Former
Registrant agreed to bring [C6] on board without disclosing that [C5]'s purpose was to address
parental alienation (NOH 1, para 19), that the Former Registrant disclosed [C5]'s daughter's
information directly to [C5] rather than sharing it with both parents (NOH 1, para 20), and that the
service contract contained a false disclaimer of College oversight and a clause threatening legal
action against [C5] if she filed a complaint with the College (NOH 1, para 21). The presence and
substance of the contractual disclaimer and hold-harmless clause were confirmed by the
documentary evidence we received. We accept Dr. Saini's opinion that such provisions constitute
a fundamental departure from the transparent complaints procedures that registered social workers
are expected to uphold.



[214] The Former Registrant communicated with [C5] in an inappropriately personal and
unprofessional manner, including disclosing personal details about her own marriage and ex-
husband in circumstances where such self-disclosures were not clinically indicated. She engaged
in conversation that was casual and included profane language. She sent [C5] text messages about
personal topics unrelated to the services being provided. The Former Registrant initiated numerous
text message exchanges with [C5], resulting in approximately 393 text messages in total. She
subsequently invoiced [C5] $9,000 for text messaging at a flat rate of $25 per message—a fee that
had not been disclosed to [C5] in advance and was excessive. With minimal protest from [C5], the
Former Registrant reduced the amount to $2,500. When [C5] indicated she would not pay for the
text messages, the Former Registrant threatened to refer the matter to a collection agency.

[215] These findings correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs 22
through 26. The Panel accepts [C5]'s evidence, corroborated by the text message and email record,
that the Former Registrant made personal self-disclosures not clinically indicated, engaged in
casual and profane conversation, and sent text messages on personal topics (NOH 1, para 22). The
Former Registrant initiated the bulk of the approximately 393 text messages exchanged (NOH 1,
para 23). The $9,000 invoice at $25 per text had never been disclosed in advance (NOH 1, para
24), and the subsequent reduction to $2,500 was made on criteria not explained to [C5] (NOH 1,
para 25). The Former Registrant threatened collection agency referral when [C5] declined to pay
(NOH 1, para 26). There was no cross-examination, but as above we have considered [C5]’s
credibility and reliability, nonetheless. [C5]'s testimony was entirely credible and reliable. It was
wholly supported by the documentary record.

[216] The findings with respect to [C5] establish the following professional misconduct
allegations under Part II of NOH 1: (d) failing to distinguish the Former Registrant's needs from
those of her clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (g) failing to maintain clear and appropriate professional boundaries
(contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the
Handbook); (h) using her professional position to exploit a client (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.6
of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (j) engaging in
conduct that would reasonably be regarded as disgraceful, dishonourable, or unprofessional
(contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of
the Handbook); (m) failing to inform a client of her rights and obligations in connection with the
services provided and instead representing that she could not complain to the College (contrary to
section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook); (n)
issuing or signing a contract she knew or ought to have known contained false or misleading
statements (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle IV of the Handbook); (o) charging or accepting a fee that was not fully disclosed
(contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the
Handbook); (p) failing to explain in advance the basis of charges for services (contrary to sections
2.2 and 2.23 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook); (q)
failing to ensure that fee schedules clearly described billing procedures (contrary to section 2.2 of
the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook); (r) charging fees
which are excessive in relation to the service performed (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.25 of the
Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook); (x) breaching a term of
an agreement with a client relating to fees (contrary to section 2.12 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation); and (z) contravening the Act, or regulations or by-laws of the College by including



an unlawful hold-harmless clause barring College complaints (contrary to section 2.28 of the
Professional Misconduct Regulation).

Findings with Respect to [C9] [C9]

[217] The Former Registrant was retained by [C8] to assist with reunification with his daughter
[F]. Her initial email to [C8] and [C9] described her services as "forensic," which [C9] understood
upon research to indicate a specialization in parental alienation—a framing the Former Registrant
had not disclosed (NOH 2, para 4). [C9] emailed on September 16, 2020 to say she did not consent
to the Former Registrant seeing [F]. On September 21, she declined services entirely and asked
how the Former Registrant screened clients to ensure her services were not weaponized (NOH 2,
paras 6, 7). In response, the Former Registrant stated she did not understand the question, accused
[C9] of having a "tone," and purported to make statements on behalf of [C8], including a "formal
notification" requiring [C9] to stop harassing him and directing her to have no further contact with
[C8]'s family (NOH 2, para 8). The Former Registrant did not ask any questions to understand why
[C9] was concerned about weaponization (NOH 2, para 9). In a letter dated October 6, 2020,
without having met [C9] or the children, the Former Registrant accused [C9] of discussing court
proceedings with the children, making disparaging remarks about [C8] to them, engaging in
emotional abuse, and committing parental alienation. She purported to speak on behalf of [C8]. in
demanding [C9] stop contacting his lawyer and threatening a costs motion (NOH 2, paras 10, 11).
These findings correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 2, paragraphs 3 through 11.

[218] The findings with respect to [C9] [C9] establish the following professional misconduct
allegations under Part II of NOH 2: (a) failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about information
presented by clients, including [C9]'s concern about her services being weaponized (contrary to
section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook); (b) failing
to be aware of the Former Registrant’s own values, attitudes, and needs and their impact on the
professional relationship (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (c) failing to distinguish the Former Registrant's needs from those
of her clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of
the Handbook); (d) failing to ensure that professional recommendations or opinions were
appropriately substantiated by evidence (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (e) using her professional position of authority to
coerce, harass, or improperly influence a client (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (g) engaging in conduct that would
reasonably be regarded as disgraceful, dishonourable, or unprofessional (contrary to sections 2.2
and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (i) making
statements in letters in the course of practising the profession that she knew or ought to have known
were false, misleading, or otherwise improper (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation and Principle IV of the Handbook); and (I) abusing [C9] verbally,
psychologically, or emotionally (contrary to section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation).

Findings with Respect to [C11]



[219] [C11] ([C11]) and [C10] (not [C9])*' came into contact with the Former Registrant in
September 2020 pursuant to a court order requiring them to begin reunification counselling by
October 9, 2020 (NOH 3, paras 3-5). The Former Registrant provided a forensic services contract
containing the same misleading disclaimer of College oversight and the hold-harmless clause
barring complaints that she had used in the other matters we canvass above. Allegations in respect
of these provisions pertaining to dealings with [C11] are raised NOH 3 at paragraph 7. When [C11]
asked that the hold-harmless clause be removed, the Former Registrant refused, stating he would
have to sign if he wanted her services (NOH 3, paras 8, 9). She then pressured him to sign by
threatening to fill his spot from her waitlist, characterizing his delay pending legal review as non-
compliance with the court order, and stating she would inform the court of his refusal to participate
(NOH 3, para 10). When [C11]'s faxed contract appeared to be missing the signature page, the
Former Registrant set a 21-minute deadline for delivery and characterized it as continued non-
compliance (NOH 3, para 11). She invoiced [C11] approximately $2,300 for emails and texts
between October 6-26, 2020 (later reduced by $1,050) which is a fee the Panel finds was excessive
and inappropriate per NOH 3 at paragraph 14.

[220] The Panel accepted [C11]'s evidence in its entirety. The Former Registrant’s billing
communications were harassing. She set unreasonably short payment timelines, referred to invoice
delays as contract violations and threatened to bring them to the court's attention, and threatened
collection agency action as alleged in NOH 3 at paragraph 15. When [C11] indicated he would file
a College complaint if she pursued collections, the Former Registrant accused him of extortion,
threatened to file a police report, invoked the hold-harmless clause, and reported [C11] to the
Children's Aid Society.

[221] Without ever meeting [C11] or [G] (except for a brief phone call during which [G]
apparently hung up) the Former Registrant directed [C11] to correspond exclusively by email. We
find that the allegations in NOH 3 at paragraphs 18 and 19 are substantiated accordingly.

[222] We accept that the Former Registrant then made sweeping conclusions about [C11]. She
accused him of "playing games," engaging in alienation, child abuse, and emotional abuse, and
stating drastic measures were needed to protect [G] from him as alleged in NOH 3, at paragraphs
20 and 21.

[223] InanOctober 21, 2020 letter written for use in the court proceedings, the Former Registrant
recommended a change of custody before it was "too late," recommended that the court order a
psychological evaluation of [C11] to rule out personality disorders, and accused him of alienating
[G] and engaging in emotional abuse. She did so without disclosing the extremely limited nature
of her contact with [C11] and [G] as per NOH 3, at paragraphs 22-25.

[224] In an October 29, 2020 letter, the Former Registrant made further broad and misleading
allegations. She characterized [C11] as non-compliant in the six enumerated respects at NOH 3,
paragraph 26. We find that the College has proven the factual particulars alleged in NOH 3,
paragraphs 3 through 26 on a balance of probabilities.

[225] The findings with respect to [C11] establish the following professional misconduct
allegations under Part II of NOH 3: (a) failing to observe, clarify, and inquire about information

2l This is a different [C10] as referred to in NOH 3 and not to be confused with [C9] as described in the events
pertaining to NOH 2. The Panel has reused the descriptor [C10] to accord with language used in NOH 3.



presented by clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and
Principle I of the Handbook); (b) failing to be aware of the Former Registrant’s own values,
attitudes, and needs and their impact on the professional relationship (contrary to section 2.2 of
the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook); (c) failing to distinguish
the Former Registrant's needs from those of her clients (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation and Principle I of the Handbook); (d) failing to ensure that professional
recommendations or opinions were appropriately substantiated by evidence (contrary to section
2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (e) using the
Former Registrant’s professional position of authority to coerce, harass, and improperly influence
clients (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.6 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle
IT of the Handbook); (g) engaging in conduct that would reasonably be regarded as disgraceful,
dishonourable, or unprofessional (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook); (h) failing to provide clients with accurate and
complete information regarding the nature and limitations of services available (contrary to section
2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle III of the Handbook); (j) making
statements in letters and in the contract she knew or ought to have known were false, misleading,
or otherwise improper (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.21 of the Professional Misconduct
Regulation and Principle IV of the Handbook); (k) failing to ensure that fee schedules clearly
described billing procedures and the use of collection agencies (contrary to section 2.2 of the
Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook); and (1) charging fees
which were excessive in relation to the services performed (contrary to sections 2.2 and 2.25 of
the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VI of the Handbook).

Use of Titles and Misrepresentation of Qualifications

[226] In her website materials, advertisements, and email signature, the Former Registrant used
titles and designations that were inaccurate or misleading. She used the title “forensic social
worker” and the acronym “FSW”—a designation that does not exist as a recognized category of
registration or professional title in Canada. She also used the title “licensed clinical social worker”
and the acronym “LCSW.” That designation is not recognized by the College. While the LCSW
title may be recognized in Virginia, the Former Registrant’s Virginia LCSW licence expired in
2015. These materials were means by which prospective clients were solicited.

[227] In a number of public materials and in letters related to the [C1] matter, the Former
Registrant overstated her experience. She claimed to have over 30 years of clinical experience and
25 years in practice. These representations are inconsistent with her licensing date of 2001. These
findings correspond to the factual particulars alleged in NOH 1, paragraphs 39 and 40. The title
protection investigation confirmed the use of "FSW" and "LCSW" on the Former Registrant's
website and Psychology Today profile and that her Virginia LCSW licence expired in 2015 (NOH
1, para 39). The Former Registrant also misrepresented her professional affiliations in her forensic
services contract and in the description of those services. Her website and services contract
suggested that “forensic services” was a recognized specialty in Ontario that she possessed. This
was untrue in both respects. She stated in her contract that forensic services were not overseen by
the College and not provided under her RSW number. This was also untrue. As of January 13,
2021, her website still described her as providing “Forensic Services”. These findings of fact
correspond to NOH 2, paragraph 5, and NOH 3, paragraph 7(a).



[228] These findings in combination establish the following professional misconduct allegations
under Part II of NOH 1: (i) misrepresenting professional qualifications, education, experience, or
affiliation (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of
the Handbook); (s) advertising services through statements that are false or misleading or contain
unverifiable factual information (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle VII of the Handbook); (t) failing to describe education, training, experience, and
areas of competence in an honest and accurate manner (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional
Misconduct Regulation and Principle VII of the Handbook); (u) soliciting prospective clients in a
manner that was misleading (contrary to section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation
and Principle VII of the Handbook); and (y) inappropriately using a term, title, or designation in
respect of her practice (contrary to section 2.15 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation). They
also establish the allegations arising under Part I of NOH 2: (f) misrepresenting professional
qualifications, education, experience or affiliation; (j) advertising services in a manner that is false
or misleading; (k) soliciting prospective clients in a manner that was misleading; and (m)
inappropriately using a term, title or designation in respect of practice. They further establish
allegation (f) under Part I of NOH 3.

[229] The Panel makes no findings on allegations (b), (e), (1), and (aa) in NOH 1, allegation (h)
in NOH 2 and allegation (i) in NOH 3.

Professional Misconduct

[230] Based on the foregoing, the Panel finds that the Former Registrant committed multiple
breaches of the Professional Misconduct Regulation, the Code of Ethics, and the Handbook across
a broad range of professional obligations.

[231] With respect to client-centered practice, the Former Registrant failed to properly observe
and clarify client information, failed to recognize how her own values and needs affected her
professional relationships, and failed to keep her clients’ needs paramount.

[232] With respect to professional recommendations and opinions, she made recommendations
not guided by client interests and provided professional opinions unsupported by evidence-based
practice or professional knowledge.

[233] With respect to boundaries and power imbalance, she failed to maintain appropriate
professional boundaries, abused her professional authority, and coerced, influenced, and exploited
her clients.

[234] With respect to misrepresentation and documentation, she misrepresented her
qualifications, education, and experience, and made, signed, or issued records and reports that were
false, misleading, or improper.

[235] With respect to fees and billing, she charged undisclosed and excessive fees, failed to
explain fee structures, cancellation policies, and billing procedures, and breached agreements with
clients regarding fees.

[236] With respect to advertising and solicitation of clients, she engaged in advertising that was
false, misleading, or unverifiable, and she inaccurately described her training and services. She
thereby solicited clients in a misleading manner.



[237] With respect to matters of consent and client abuse, she provided services without legally
required consent, verbally, psychologically, and emotionally abused clients, used inappropriate
titles, used inappropriate contractual provisions for her services and engaged in conduct that is
properly characterized as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional within the meaning of's.
2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation.

[238] We will describe this particular form of misconduct in more detail in the section that
follows.

Disgraceful, Dishonourable and Unprofessional Conduct

[239] Section 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation provides that it is professional
misconduct to engage in conduct that, having regard to all the circumstances, would reasonably be
regarded by members as disgraceful, dishonourable, or unprofessional. This is a catch-all
provision. It directs the Panel’s attention not to any single breach but to the conduct as a whole
and to how that conduct reflects on the member and on the profession.

[240] Disgraceful conduct is conduct that has the effect of shaming the registrant and, by
extension, the profession. To be disgraceful, the conduct must cast serious doubt on the registrant’s
moral fitness and inherent ability to discharge the higher obligations the public expects
professionals to meet. Dishonourable conduct is similar in nature but need not be as severe. It
typically includes an element of dishonesty. Both disgraceful and dishonourable conduct carry an
element of moral failing. Unprofessional conduct is at the lower end of the spectrum and captures
conduct that falls below the standards reasonably expected of a member of the profession.

[241] Inappropriate, intimidating, and harassing conduct directed at those affected by a
registrant’s practice meets the 2.36 threshold.

[242] The Panel finds that the Former Registrant’s conduct, taken as a whole, would reasonably
be regarded by members of the profession as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional.

[243] The conduct in this case was not a series of isolated lapses. Across multiple client matters
spanning more than three years, the Former Registrant repeatedly levelled grave accusations
against parents she had in some instances never met and children she had never assessed. She did
this both in her correspondence and in letters written for use in family law proceedings. She
advanced strong recommendations capable of altering a child’s custody and access arrangements
on the strength of one-sided information and without any adequate or methodologically sound
assessment. She misrepresented her qualifications and used titles she was not entitled to use,
lending her opinions an authority they did not warrant. And she placed into her contracts terms
that falsely disclaimed the College’s oversight and purported to bar her clients from complaining
to the College—provisions designed to put her practice beyond the reach of her regulator. Each of
these features carries elements of moral failing.

[244] The Former Registrant’s billing conduct also independently supports a finding of moral
failure. She charged unparticularized and excessive fees, including thousands of dollars for text
messages at a rate she had never disclosed in advance. She used the threat of collection agencies,
police reports, and litigation to extract payment and to discourage complaints. In Moore v. College
of Chiropractors, which we note above in our review of the College’s submissions, the Divisional
Court upheld findings that comparable billing practices (charging a client substantial sums for



messages without notice that they would be billed) were disgraceful, dishonourable, and
unprofessional. The Panel reaches the same conclusion on the conduct before it.

[245] Social workers occupy positions of trust, frequently with vulnerable people at difficult
moments in their lives. The evidence established tangible harm. [C3]’s co-parenting relationship
with [C4] was damaged and she was required to retain counsel. [C11] experienced significant
personal distress and the distress experienced by his child increased. [C5] felt exploited and
betrayed at a time of acute personal need. Conduct of this kind erodes public confidence in the
profession. Members of the profession would regard this behavior as disgraceful, dishonourable,
and unprofessional.

[246] As such, the Panel finds the allegations of disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional
conduct under s. 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation established in respect of each of
the three Notices of Hearing.

Efforts to Relitigate Issues and Raise Post-Hearing Motions

[247] As noted above, on November 16, 2025, the Former Registrant served a written motion
seeking a permanent stay of these discipline proceedings on the grounds of medical incapacity and
procedural unfairness (as above the "Stay Motion"). The motion was filed through Ms. “Annie
Tul”, described as a friend assisting the Former Registrant in preparing and submitting documents.
Ms. Tul never appeared before the Panel. The materials state in various locations that they have
been prepared with the assistance of artificial intelligence. It is unclear to the Panel if Ms. Tul is a
name that has been assigned to the assisting technology or if Ms. Tul is in fact a person who was
helping the Former Registrant. The Panel understands that in any event there is no dispute Ms. Tul
is not a lawyer.

[248] Despite being filed in a manner that was not consistent with prior rulings of this Panel, the
Stay Motion was considered on November 20 and dismissed that day with reasons issued, as above,
on December 8 and circulated on December 9, 2025.

[249] Between the evening of December 9 and the next hearing date on December 12, the Former
Registrant made further attempts via “Ms. Tul” to file unsworn materials and seek orders on motion
including a purported further attempt to obtain a stay of proceedings on a written record in the
form of a renewed motion in writing.

[250] On December 12, 2025, when the hearing resumed, neither the Former Registrant nor
anyone on her behalf appeared to speak to this attempt to obtain a stay of the proceedings or seek
other relief on the motion. At that point, the Panel was left with no choice but to declare the Former
Registrant’s ongoing failure and refusal to follow any rules of procedure as having reached the
threshold of abuse of process and we did so.

[251] While we had previously entertained the Former Registrant’s materials on the Stay Motion
solely in writing out of necessity (because neither she nor anyone on her behalf attended), the
repeated attempts to renew and relitigate matters that had already been decided became unduly
repetitious and abusive of the Tribunal’s processes. The Panel accordingly declined to consider
the December 9 motion or any other “motions” — from any party - which did not strictly accord
with the Rules of Procedure. The Panel received no credible explanation for why the Former
Registrant or her “agent” could generate extensive materials purporting to be motion records but



then never attend to speak to them. We were left with no alternative but to conclude that this was
being done intentionally and that the refusal to adhere to the Rules of Procedure was not the result
of any disability or other circumstance requiring accommodation.

[252] Following the close of evidence and argument, and while the Panel’s decision on the merits
remained under reserve, “Ms. Tul” filed two further motions for directions.

[253] The first, filed February 14, 2026 and declared to have been prepared with the assistance
of artificial intelligence, sought: (1) an order compelling the College to produce a written version
of the September 2025 order and the “explicit directions” referenced in the Panel’s December §,
2025 decision; (2) an order directing the College to provide the specific medical criteria required
for a “sufficient” incapacity assessment; (3) an order staying the penalty phase of the proceedings
pending resolution of those requirements; and (4) a ruling striking or correcting the College’s
characterization of the Former Registrant’s medical status in a February 13, 2026 letter. The stated
grounds were lack of disclosure of prior directions, violation of natural justice, duty to
accommodate, and alleged bad faith on the part of the College.

[254] The second motion, filed February 23, 2026 and also prepared with the assistance of
artificial intelligence, sought: a temporary pause in the release of the Panel’s decision on the merits;
written confirmation of which medical documents were before the Panel; a written specification
of the precise medical evidence required to establish incapacity; and leave to submit any further
medical evidence in writing without attending in person.

[255] The Former Registrant via “Ms. Tul” also filed reply submissions on March 21, 2026,
arguing that she was medically incapable of participating in the hearing by reason of a series of
medical conditions which we will not reproduce here. She also asserted that no meaningful
opportunity to participate had been provided, that the College had failed to accommodate her
disabilities, and that the proceeding should accordingly be a nullity. She again sought a permanent
stay of proceedings or, in the alternative, a declaration that the hearing was a nullity and a
redetermination.

[256] The College had responded in the interim by letter, dated March 4, 2026. The College
opposed both motions and submitted that the Panel should decline to entertain them or, in the
alternative, dismiss them.

[257] The College’s position was as follows.

[258] First, that the Rules of Procedure do not contemplate the bringing of motions after evidence
and argument have closed. The College pointed to Rule 5.01(1) which contemplates motions being
heard before or during the hearing.

[259] Second, that even applying the common law framework for reopening a proceeding under
reserve—as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in 671122 Ontario Ltd. v. Sagaz Industries
Canada Inc., 2001 SCC 59—that neither motion satisfied the applicable test. On the first Sagaz
factor (whether fresh evidence would probably change the result), the College argued that the
Former Registrant’s December 13, 2025, letter had expressly stated that she was not relying on
medical evidence in relation to the misconduct allegations. The notices of motion disclosed no
new or significant change in health status and provided no particulars of any new evidence the
Former Registrant intended to adduce. On the second Sagaz factor (reasonable diligence), the



College submitted that any additional medical evidence bearing on the Former Registrant’s
position on incapacity would, absent a new and significant change in her condition, have been
available prior to the close of the hearing.

[260] Third, that the request for direction from the College on what medical evidence would
establish incapacity would require the College’s counsel—litigation adversaries of the Former
Registrant—to provide the Former Registrant with legal advice, which they could not do. The
College noted that it had already provided the Former Registrant with some limited guidance on
this point and had filed motion materials containing written submissions and relevant
jurisprudence.

[261] Fourth, the College confirmed for the record the medical documentation that had been
provided to the Panel: the report of Dr. Klein dated October 15, 2025; the report of Dr. Chan dated
October 27, 2025; the report of Dr. Venema dated November 5, 2025; a questionnaire of Dr. Chan
dated November 6, 2025; and the defence expert report of Dr. Naidoo dated September 7, 2023.
The College had previously provided the Former Registrant with this information and had served
her with a full copy of the Exhibit Book. We confirm that this material was indeed received and
marked as lettered exhibits for identification.

[262] Finally, the College submitted that the public interest in the timely resolution of serious
misconduct allegations, and the pattern of repeated procedural motions in these proceedings,
weighed strongly against any further delay.

[263] The Panel declines to consider both post-hearing motions. They are further abuses of this
Tribunal’s process as well as non-compliant with the Rules of Procedure. The manner in which
the post-hearing motions were attempted was contrary to our December 12 ruling and directions.

[264] These motions were brought after evidence and argument had closed and while
deliberations were underway. The Rules of Procedure do not provide a direct mechanism for
motions at that stage and they would in any event require supporting evidence to be sworn pursuant
to Rule 5.03(1).

[265] Moreover, we note that even on a generous application of the Sagaz framework, neither
motion is supportable. The Former Registrant has not identified any new medical evidence she
proposes to adduce, let alone evidence that would be relevant and material to the issues on reserve.
Absent a new and significant change in her alleged condition, any additional evidence in support
of her position on incapacity would have been available, through the exercise of reasonable
diligence, before the hearing closed. We would also agree with the College that the request for
guidance from the College on how to make out an incapacity argument amounts to a request for
legal advice from litigation adversaries.

[266] The Panel has already addressed, and declined, multiple prior attempts by the Former
Registrant to relitigate issues of procedural fairness and incapacity. These further post-hearing
motions are, in substance, a continuation of the same pattern. They do not raise any new issue of
law or fact and do not justify further delay in the rendering of the Panel’s decision on the merits.

[267] We are aware that the Former Registrant raised a TBI as a basis for accommodation
requests and as a ground for seeking a stay. The Panel addressed the Stay Motion in a separate
decision and addresses her post-hearing motions above. We pause here to note that the lettered



medical materials were never spoken to further after being marked. The Panel has nonetheless
reviewed those documents. None of them cause us to change any of the findings made above.

[268] A mental health condition operates as a defence to professional misconduct only where the
licensee establishes on a balance of probabilities that the disability actually precluded compliance
with professional obligations at the relevant time.?> The Former Registrant continued to operate
her practice, maintain a website, and correspond extensively. Even on this hearing she has
generated lengthy written materials with artificial intelligence despite never attending or having
an agent attend to speak to any of them. Nothing in the record before us approaches the threshold
the Law Society Tribunal reviewed in Vader, 2013 ONLSHP 8. There is no established causal
connection between the Former Registrant's alleged TBI or other medical circumstances and the
conduct at issue. Her mental health and medical circumstances are not a defence to the misconduct
in the Notices of Hearing.

Conclusion
[269] For these reasons, the Panel has found the Former Registrant guilty of professional

misconduct as set out above. The parties shall schedule a penalty hearing in this matter with the
Hearings Officer.

I, Rita Silverthorn, sign this decision as chairperson of the Panel and on behalf of the Panel
members listed below.

Date: August 31, 2026 Signed:

Rita Silverthorn, Chair
Candice Snake
Chisanga Chekwe

22 Law Society of Ontario v. Harris, 2022 ONLSTH 4 at para. 200; Law Society of Upper Canada v. Vader, 2013
ONLSHP 8 at paras. 46-47.



