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DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION 

 This matter came on for hearing by videoconference before a panel of the Discipline 
Committee (the “Panel”) of the Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers 
(the “College”) on July 14, 2026. The registrant whose conduct was under review is Steve Andrew 
Zehr (the “Registrant”). The Registrant attended the hearing and was self-represented. The hearing 
proceeded on an uncontested basis. The Panel delivered its findings on the merits orally on July 
14, 2026, accepted the parties’ joint submission on penalty and costs, and administered a reprimand 
the same day, with written reasons to follow. 

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

 The College alleged that the Registrant engaged in professional misconduct of the most 
serious nature. The Registrant, a registered social worker, provided in-home services to Client A, 
a non-verbal client with limited cognitive function who requires 24-hour care. On December 17, 
2022, while alone with Client A in the family home, the Registrant sexually assaulted him. The 
Registrant was subsequently convicted of sexual assault contrary to section 271 of the Criminal 
Code, RSC 1985, c C-46, for this same conduct. 

 The Registrant admitted all of the allegations in the Notice of Hearing, and the matter 
proceeded on the basis of an Agreed Statement of Facts. After deliberating, the Panel found that 
the Registrant committed professional misconduct as alleged. The Registrant’s conduct would 
reasonably be regarded as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional. 

Publication Ban 

 At the outset of the hearing the Panel made an order prohibiting the publication of the 
identity of — or any information which may disclose the identity of — the client in this matter, 
including the client’s family and home address. The client is referred to as “Client A” in the Notice 
of Hearing and throughout these reasons. 

 The Panel granted the order pursuant to s. 28(7) of the Social Work and Social Service 
Work Act, 1998, SO 1998, c 31 (the “Act”). The criminal proceedings arising from the same 
conduct were subject to an order under s. 486.4 of the Criminal Code prohibiting publication of 
any information that could identify the victim, and that order persists. The order made by this Panel 
mirrors those protections in this proceeding. The Panel was satisfied that the matters in issue 
involve personal matters about Client A of such a nature that the desirability of avoiding public 
disclosure outweighs the desirability of adhering to the principle that hearings be fully open to the 
public. The public need not know Client A’s identity in order to understand this proceeding or the 
Panel’s reasons. 

 Because the Agreed Statement of Facts appends certified transcripts from the criminal 
proceedings which identify the victim and the victim’s family, the Panel directed that the copy 
filed in the public record be redacted to be consistent with the publication ban. The College filed 
two hearing briefs with identical contents — one private and one public — the public version 
having been redacted accordingly. 

The Allegations 

 In the Notice of Hearing dated October 28, 2025 (Exhibit 1), the Registrant is alleged to be 
guilty of professional misconduct pursuant to the Act in that he is alleged to have engaged in 
conduct that contravenes the Act, Ontario Regulation 384/00 (the “Professional Misconduct 
Regulation”), Schedule “A” to By-law No. 66 of the College, being the College’s Code of Ethics, 
and Schedule “B” to By-law No. 66, being the College’s Standards of Practice Handbook (the 
“Handbook”). The Notice of Hearing states as follows: 

I.  Background 

1. You obtained a bachelor’s degree in social work from the University of Western Ontario-King’s College in 
2018 and became a member of the College on October 24, 2018. 
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2. Between July 1, 2009, and December 20, 2022, you worked for the Victoria Order of Nurses as a healthcare 
aid and social worker, providing in-home respite care to clients. 

3. While working for the Victoria Order of Nurses, you were contracted by Client A’s parents to provide 
assistance with Client A. Client A is non-verbal, with low cognitive function, and requires 24-hour care 
following a stroke. He is unable to care for himself in any capacity. 

4. You worked with Client A’s family off and on for close to a decade, In or around 2021, you became Client 
A’s primary social worker. Your role included bathing, feeding, and dressing Client A, changing Client A’s 
diapers, and providing Client A companionship. 

II.  Conviction of Sexual Assault and Sentencing 

5. In or around December 17, 2022, you abused Client A, including sexually and emotionally; failed to meet the 
standards of the profession; and engaged in disgraceful, dishonorable and unprofessional conduct in respect 
of Client A, including as follows: 

(a)  While Client A’s parents were out to run errands, you were left alone with Client A in the family home. 

(b) You were sitting on a chair directly opposite of Client A, who was sitting on the couch, in the living 
room. 

(c) Your pants were pulled down below your knees, exposing your penis and genital area. 

(d) You touched and stroked your penis with your hands and began masturbating in front of Client A. You 
remained directly in front of Client A on the couch and continued to masturbate for a few minutes in the 
presence of Client A. 

(e) During this time, you instructed Client A to touch your penis and genital area, which he did on two 
occasions with his hand. 

6. On September 5, 2023, you pled guilty to one count of sexual assault on Client A, contrary to s. 271 of the 
Criminal Code, R.S.C., 1985, c. C-46. 

7. On September 16, 2024, you were sentenced to two years less a day of incarceration, to be followed by three 
years of probation, and prohibited from associating with Client A or any members of his family in any capacity. 

8. In being convicted of sexually assaulting Client A, you contravened a federal law in a manner relevant to your 
suitability to practise. 

III.  Allegations of Professional Misconduct 

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

i.     Abusing your position of power and responsibility to your client; 

ii.    Having sexual relations with your client; 

iii.  Using your professional position of authority to coerce, improperly influence, harass, abuse or exploit 
your client; and 

iv.  Engaging in conduct which could reasonably be perceived as reflecting negatively on the professions 
of social work. 
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b. In that you violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VIII of the 
Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.2.1, 8.2.3, and 8.6) including by: 

i.   Failing to ensure that sexual misconduct does not occur; 

ii.  Engaging in physical sexual relations with your client; and 

iii. Engaging in behavior of a sexual nature by the member towards the client. 

c.  In that you violated Section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation by abusing your client 
physically, sexually, verbally, psychologically, or emotionally including sexually within the meaning of 
subsection 43(4) of the Act. 

d.  In that you violated Section 2.29 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation by contravening a federal 
law in a manner relevant to your suitability to practise. 

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

The Registrant’s Plea 

 College counsel confirmed at the outset that the hearing would proceed on an uncontested 
basis. The Registrant confirmed that he admitted all of the allegations set out in the Notice of 
Hearing. 

 The Registrant was self-represented. The Panel accordingly conducted an oral plea inquiry 
before accepting his admissions. The Panel had no concerns further to that oral plea inquiry. 

 The Agreed Statement of Facts also contains written acknowledgements relevant to the 
Registrant’s plea, including that the Registrant reviewed and understood the Notice of Hearing, 
that he entered into the Agreed Statement of Facts freely and voluntarily, that he voluntarily admits 
the truth of the facts recounted in it, and that he understands the Panel can accept his admissions 
as constituting professional misconduct. 

 On the basis of the plea inquiry and the acknowledgements in the Agreed Statement of 
Facts, the Panel was satisfied that the Registrant’s admissions were voluntary, informed, and 
unequivocal. 

The Evidence 

 The evidence on the merits consisted of an Agreed Statement of Facts executed by the 
Registrant on June 23, 2026 and by the College on June 25, 2026 (Exhibit 3). College counsel 
reviewed the Agreed Statement of Facts with the Panel in detail. There were no objections of any 
kind from the Registrant, and the Panel accepted the agreed facts as provided. 

 The Agreed Statement of Facts provides as follows1: 

A. Background 

 
1 The Notice of Hearing states that the Registrant became a member of the College on October 24, 2018. The Agreed 
Statement of Facts states that he first registered with the College on April 4, 2019. Nothing turns on the difference. 
The Agreed Statement of Facts is the evidence before the Panel, and the Panel relies on it. 



- 5 - 

1. Steve Andrew Zehr (the "Registrant") obtained a Bachelor's Degree in Social Work from the 
University of Western Ontario - King's College in 2018. He first registered with the Ontario 
College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers (the "College") as a Social Work 
registrant on April 4, 2019. 

2. Between July 1, 2009, and December 20, 2022, the Registrant worked for the Victoria Order 
of Nurses ("VON") as a healthcare aid and social worker, providing in-home respite care to 
clients. 

3. In this role, the Registrant assessed and assisted individuals to achieve optimum psychosocial 
and social functioning through the use of social work knowledge, skills, interventions and 
strategies. 

4. On December 19, 2022, the College began an investigation into the conduct of the Registrant 
after being informed by the Ontario Provincial Police that the Registrant had been charged with 
sexual assault and sexual exploitation of a person with disability while working with the VON 
("Client A"). 

B. Services Provided by the Registrant to Client A 

5. While working for the VON, the Registrant was contracted by Client A's parents to provide 
assistance with Client A. Client A is non-verbal, with limited cognitive function, and requires 24-
hour care following a stroke. He is unable to care for himself in any capacity. 

6. The Registrant worked with Client A's family off and on for close to a decade. 

7. In or around 2021, the Registrant became Client A's primary social worker and support 
worker, which among other duties entailed providing Client A companionship, tangible 
support, and social support, and assisting Client A to achieve optimum psychosocial and social 
functioning through the use of his social work skills. 

8. The Registrant held a position of authority over Client A. 

C. The Sexual Assault 

9. In the months leading to the Registrant's arrest, Client A's parents had grown concerned that 
small sums of money were missing and installed cameras throughout the residence. 

10. On or around December 17, 2022, Client A's parents left Client A alone with the Registrant to 
attend to errands. While observing the camera footage during their absence, they discovered 
that the Registrant was sexually assaulting Client A as follows: 

(a) The Registrant was sitting in a chair directly opposite of Client A, who was sitting 
on the couch in the living room. 

(b) The Registrant pulled his pants below his knees, exposing his penis and genital 
area. 

(c) The Registrant touched and stroked his penis with his hands and began 
masturbating in front of Client A. He remained directly in front of Client A on the 
couch and continued to masturbate for a few minutes in the presence of Client A. 

(d) During this time, the Registrant instructed Client A to touch his penis and genital 
area, which he did on two occasions with his hand. 
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11. Client A's parents immediately notified the Police, who were dispatched to the sexual assault as it 
was in progress at the residence. 

12. The following criminal charges were then laid against the Registrant: one count of sexual assault 
contrary to Section 271 of the Criminal Code and one count of inciting sexual touch contrary to 
Section 153.1(1) of the Criminal Code. 

D. The Criminal Proceedings - Criminal Conviction and Sentencing 

13. On September 5, 2023, the Registrant pled guilty to one count of sexual assault on Client A, 
contrary to s. 271 of the Criminal Code, R.S.C., 1985, c. C-46. The Registrant was convicted of 
sexual assault that day. A copy of the certified transcript from this hearing is attached as Tab 
"A". 

14. One count of inciting sexual touch contrary to Section 153.1(1) or the Criminal Code was 
withdrawn at the request of the Crown. 

15. Several of Client A's family members, including his mother, filed victim impact statements 
describing the devastating impact of the Registrant's assault on their emotional well-being, 
particularly given the trust they had in the Registrant as Client A's caregiver and social 
worker. 

16. On September 16, 2024, the Registrant was sentenced to: 

(a) two years less a day of incarceration; 

(b) three years of probation; 

(c) non-communication order (Client A and his family) 

(d) prohibition on being in a position of authority, either via employment or 
volunteerism, with people with disabilities; 

(e) weapons prohibition order for 10 years; 

(f) DNA order 

(g) Sex Offender Information Registration Act order for 20 years 

17. In the reasons for sentencing delivered orally on September 16, 2024, Justice Graham found 
that the Registrant's actions constituted a wrongful act of psychological and physical violence. 
Justice Graham found the gravity of the offence, the breach of the family's trust, the impact on 
the family, Client A's vulnerability, and the fact that the incident occurred in the family home 
where Client A ought to have been safe from harm to be aggravating factors. 

18. Justice Graham also emphasized the need for procedural safeguards "to prevent [the Registrant] 
being in a similar position in the future." 

19. A copy of a certified transcript from the sentencing reasons is attached as Tab "B". 

E. Interim Undertakings 

20. On March 20, 2023, the Registrant entered into an interim Undertaking, Agreement & 
Acknowledgement with the College to, among other things, refrain from the practice of social 
work until his criminal matter was fully and finally disposed of. 
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21. On April 5, 2026, after allegations of professional misconduct were referred to the Discipline 
Committee, and after the Registrant was released from the custody, the Registrant entered into 
a second interim Undertaking with the College, agreeing to refrain from engaging in the practice 
of social work or social service work, or holding himself out to the public as a member of the 
College and/or as qualified to practice as a social worker or social service worker, pending the 
completion of the discipline proceeding. 

F. Admissions of Professional Misconduct 

22. The Registrant agrees that the standards of the profession are set out in the Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Practice Handbook 3rd Edition (the "Handbook"). 

23. The Registrant admits that by reason of engaging in the conduct outlined above, he is guilty of 
professional misconduct as set out in Section 26(2)(a) and (c) of the Social Work and Social 
Service Work Act, 1998, SO 1998, c 31 (the "Act"), in that the Registrant: 

(a) Violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of 
the Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in Interpretations 2.2, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 
2.2.8) including by: 

(i) Abusing his position of power and responsibility toward his client; 

(ii) Having sexual relations with his client; 

(iii) Using his professional position of authority to coerce, improperly 
influence, harass, abuse or exploit his client; and 

(iv) Engaging in conduct which would reasonably be perceived as 
reflecting negatively on the professions of social work. 

(b) Violated Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VIII 
of the Handbook 2nd ed. (as commented on in Interpretations 8.1, 8.2, 8.2.1, 8.2.3, 
and 8.6) including by: 

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

(ii) engaging in physical sexual relations with a client;  

(iii) and engaging in behaviour of a sexual nature towards the client; 

(c) Violated Section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation by abusing his 
client physically, sexually, verbally, psychologically, or emotionally including 
sexually within the meaning of subsection 43(4) of the Act. 

(d) Violated Section 2.29 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation by contravening 
a federal law in a manner relevant to his suitability to practise. 

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

G. Acknowledgements 

24. Having had the opportunity to obtain independent legal advice, the Registrant has reviewed and 
understands the Notice of Hearing dated October 28, 2025 (the "Notice of Hearing") and this 
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Agreed Statement of Facts. The Registrant further acknowledges that he is entering into this 
Agreed Statement of Facts freely and voluntarily, without compulsion or duress. 

25. This Agreed Statement of Facts constitutes a statement of facts agreed upon by the parties within 
the meaning of rule 13.02 of the Rules of Procedure of the Discipline Committee of the College. 

26. The Registrant irrevocably acknowledges and agrees that all the facts in this Agreed Statement 
of Facts are true and accurate. 

27. The Registrant voluntarily admits the truth of the facts as recounted in this Agreed Statement of 
Facts. 

28. The Registrant understands the nature of the allegations that have been made against him and 
that by voluntarily admitting these facts, he waives his right to require the College to otherwise 
prove these facts. The College and the Registrant agree that because of the admissions in this 
Agreed Statement of Facts, neither the College nor the Registrant need to prove the facts 
recounted in this Agreed Statement of Facts through a full hearing with witness' testimony and 
other evidence. 

29. The College and the Registrant understand that, at a hearing into this matter, they may adduce 
additional evidence pertaining to some or all of the allegations contained in the Notice of 
Hearing that is consistent with the facts agreed to in this Agreed Statement of Facts. The College 
and the Registrant understand that, at a hearing into this matter, they are prohibited from 
adducing additional evidence that is inconsistent with the facts agreed to in this Agreed 
Statement of Facts. 

30. The Registrant understands that the Panel of the Discipline Committee can accept that the facts 
herein constitute professional misconduct and, in particular, can accept his admissions as 
constituting professional misconduct. 

31. The Registrant understands that if the Panel makes a finding or findings of professional 
misconduct against him, then the Panel's decision and its reasons, and/or a summary of its 
reasons including the facts contained herein and the Registrant's name, as well as any reprimand 
ordered under section 26 of the Act, will be published in the College's official Registrant 
publication, in the College's register, on the College's website, and/or on CanLII (the website 
operated by the Canadian Legal Information Institute). 

32. The Registrant understands that the Panel of the Discipline Committee can make orders as a 
result of a finding of professional misconduct, as described in the Notice of Hearing, and then 
would consider the appropriate penalty under section 26 of the Act. The Registrant understands 
that the Panel of the Discipline Committee might not accept a submission as to penalty or costs, 
even where jointly proposed by the parties. 

33. The College and the Registrant consent to this Agreed Statement of Facts being filed with the 
Discipline Committee and provided to the Panel in advance of the hearing of this matter. 

 

Submissions of the College on Misconduct 

 The College filed written submissions on the findings sought. The College submitted that 
the facts admitted in the Agreed Statement of Facts, together with the Registrant’s admissions, 
support findings of professional misconduct on each of the allegations in the Notice of Hearing. 

 On the contravention of federal law (Section 2.29 of the Professional Misconduct 
Regulation), College counsel submitted that the Registrant’s conviction for sexually assaulting his 
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client is plainly relevant to his suitability to practise. Counsel emphasized that the analysis in this 
regard is not automatic: no two cases are alike, and the Panel must be satisfied on the facts of each 
case. The College relied on several prior decisions of this Discipline Committee and of other 
Ontario regulators in which convictions for sexual assault were found relevant to suitability to 
practise. 

 On the disgraceful, dishonourable or unprofessional conduct allegation (Section 2.36), the 
College relied on this Committee’s decision in Ackermann v Ontario College of Social Workers 
and Social Service Workers (March 5, 2003), which explains that disgraceful conduct is conduct 
that has the effect of shaming the member and, by extension, the profession, and that both 
disgraceful and dishonourable conduct involve an element of moral failing. 

Advice of Independent Legal Counsel on the Merits 

 Independent Legal Counsel provided oral advice to the Panel in the presence of the parties. 
He advised that while admissions simplify a panel’s task, the Panel’s consideration must not 
become perfunctory or automatic. He advised the Panel to satisfy itself that the admissions were 
voluntary, informed, and unequivocal, and to raise any concerns before deliberating. He further 
advised that the question before the Panel was whether the evidence contained in the Agreed 
Statement of Facts — which was the entirety of the evidence before the Panel — substantiated all 
of the allegations in respect of which the College sought findings. The parties were given an 
opportunity to comment on the advice and no concerns were raised. 

Decision of the Panel 

 The College bears the onus of proving the allegations on a balance of probabilities, on 
evidence that is clear, convincing, and cogent. Following deliberation, the Panel returned and 
announced its decision orally that same day. The Panel found that the Registrant engaged in 
professional misconduct as alleged in the Notice of Hearing, with these written reasons to follow. 

Reasons for Decision on Misconduct 

 The conduct in issue occurred in December 2022. The allegations refer to the Code of 
Ethics and Standards of Practice Handbook, second edition, and the Panel has applied the 
provisions as particularized in the Notice of Hearing. 

Allegation (a) – Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the 
Handbook 

 The Panel finds that the College has proven this allegation. The Registrant was Client A’s 
primary social worker and support worker and, as the Agreed Statement of Facts expressly 
acknowledges, held a position of authority over him. Client A was as vulnerable as a client can be. 
He is non-verbal, with limited cognitive function, dependent on others (including the Registrant) 
for every aspect of his care, and unable to resist or report what was done to him. By exposing 
himself to Client A, masturbating in front of him, and instructing him to engage in sexual touching, 
the Registrant abused his position of power and responsibility, engaged in sexual relations with 
his client, and used his position of authority to abuse and exploit his client. This conduct could not 
more clearly reflect negatively on the professions of social work and social service work. The 
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Registrant failed to meet the standards of the profession contrary to Section 2.2 of the Professional 
Misconduct Regulation and Principle II of the Handbook. 

Allegation (b) – Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VIII of 
the Handbook 

 The College has also proven this allegation. Principle VIII of the Handbook is directed at 
sexual misconduct. The prohibition on sexual contact between a registrant and a client is absolute. 
The admitted facts establish that the Registrant engaged in physical sexual relations with Client A 
and in behaviour of a sexual nature towards him. He failed in the most fundamental way to ensure 
that sexual misconduct did not occur. The Registrant thereby failed to meet the standards of the 
profession contrary to Section 2.2 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation and Principle VIII 
of the Handbook. 

Allegation (c) – Section 2.5 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation 

 The Panel finds that the College has proven this allegation. Section 2.5 of the Professional 
Misconduct Regulation prohibits abusing a client physically, sexually, verbally, psychologically, 
or emotionally, including sexual abuse of a client within the meaning of subsection 43(4) of the 
Act. The Registrant’s admitted conduct — exposing his genitals to Client A, masturbating in his 
presence, and instructing him to engage in sexual touching — constitutes sexual abuse of a client 
within the meaning of subsection 43(4). 

Allegation (d) – Section 2.29 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation 

 The College has proven this allegation. The Registrant was convicted of sexual assault 
contrary to section 271 of the Criminal Code, a federal law. The Panel accepts that the relevance 
of a conviction to suitability to practise is not automatic and must be assessed on the facts of each 
case. Here, the connection is direct and complete. The conviction arises from the Registrant’s 
sexual assault of the very client to whom he was providing social work services. The assault was 
committed in the course of providing those services. The conditions of the Registrant’s sentence, 
including the prohibition on occupying positions of authority over people with disabilities, 
underscore that the criminal court itself considered the Registrant’s conduct incompatible with 
work of this kind. The Panel finds that the Registrant contravened a federal law and that the 
contravention is relevant to his suitability to practise. 

Allegation (e) – Section 2.36 of the Professional Misconduct Regulation 

 Lastly, the Panel finds that the College has proven this allegation. In Ackermann, this 
Committee explained that disgraceful conduct is conduct that has the effect of shaming the member 
and, by extension, the profession, casting serious doubt on the member’s moral fitness and inherent 
ability to discharge the higher obligations the public expects professionals to meet. Both 
disgraceful and dishonourable conduct involve an element of moral failing. The Registrant’s 
conduct meets each of the three disjunctive standards in Section 2.36. Members of the profession 
would regard the sexual abuse of a profoundly vulnerable, non-verbal client, in his own home, by 
the social worker entrusted with his care, as disgraceful, dishonourable, and unprofessional. The 
moral failing here is egregious. 
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Penalty Phase 

 Following the release of the Panel’s findings orally, the hearing proceeded to penalty the 
same day. The parties tendered a Joint Submission on Penalty and Costs dated June 23, 2026 
(Exhibit 4) and an Undertaking and Acknowledgement signed by the Registrant (Exhibit 5), 
together with a book of authorities. The parties made oral submissions on penalty and did not file 
written submissions, while offering to provide them in writing on request. 

The Joint Submission and the Registrant’s Undertaking 

 Pursuant to the Undertaking, the Registrant resigns from the College and permanently 
surrenders his certificate of registration. He permanently agrees never to engage in the practice of 
social work or social service work in any jurisdiction and agrees not to use the restricted titles set 
out in sections 46 and 47 of the Act or to hold himself out as a member of the College or as 
qualified to practise as a social worker or social service worker. He agrees never to apply or reapply 
for registration with the College. The Registrar will record the fact of the Undertaking on the public 
register. 

 In light of the Undertaking, the parties jointly submitted that the Panel should order that: 
(a) the Registrant be reprimanded, with the fact and nature of the reprimand recorded on the 
College’s register; (b) the Panel’s finding and order (or a summary thereof) be published, with 
identifying information concerning the Registrant, in the College’s official publication and on the 
College’s website and/or on CanLII, with the results of the hearing recorded on the register and in 
any other media-related format that is provided to the public and is deemed appropriate by the 
College; and (c) the Registrant pay costs to the College in the amount of $5,000.00 on a timetable 
of instalments. 

Penalty Submissions of the College 

 College counsel submitted that when presented with a joint submission, the Panel’s task is 
not to determine the penalty from scratch. The question is whether the proposed penalty would 
bring the discipline process into disrepute or is otherwise contrary to the public interest. The 
purpose of penalty is to satisfy a mix of objectives with public protection foremost among them. 

 College counsel emphasized that the order in this case must be public. Transparency in 
how a member who has engaged in misconduct is held to account is how the tribunal upholds 
public trust, and public confidence demands it. 

 On the Undertaking, College counsel submitted that it goes beyond what the Panel could 
otherwise order. Under the Act, a registrant whose certificate is revoked retains the ability to seek 
reinstatement after a period of time, and the Panel cannot limit a registrant’s ability to seek 
registration in another jurisdiction. The Registrant has agreed to both permanent and extra-
jurisdictional restrictions. The College argues that there is accordingly greater public protection in 
this outcome than the Panel could otherwise achieve by order. 

 On costs, College counsel submitted that costs are not an element of penalty but are 
appropriate in this case. The membership at large should not bear the entire cost of the proceeding, 
and the Registrant should contribute. The proposed amount is consistent in the College’s 
submission with other cases in which an early resolution was accomplished. 
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 College counsel identified the egregiousness of the misconduct — which counsel described 
as being as serious as it gets — as an aggravating factor. As mitigating factors, counsel noted that 
the Registrant has been entirely cooperative and that he was engaged in the process and appeared 
before the Panel. Counsel also noted that the Registrant has accepted responsibility for his actions, 
having pled guilty in the criminal proceeding and admitted the allegations in this proceeding. 
Counsel submitted that the Agreed Statement of Facts in both proceedings demonstrates remorse 
and that the Registrant’s Undertaking demonstrates genuine insight, including his own recognition 
that he should not practise in this profession. 

Penalty Submissions of the Registrant 

 The Registrant was given the opportunity to make submissions on penalty and raised no 
objection to any of the positions put forward by College counsel. 

Advice of Independent Legal Counsel on Penalty 

 Independent Legal Counsel advised the Panel that there was no concern with the Panel’s 
jurisdiction to make the requested order. He agreed that the Undertaking secures protections that 
the Panel would not otherwise have the power to order. He emphasized that a panel must accept a 
joint submission on penalty unless the high public interest threshold for rejecting it is met and he 
reminded the Panel that joint submissions are the product of negotiations between the parties. 
These negotiations can only occur and succeed if there is some expectation that panels will 
ultimately accept joint positions unless they are obviously contrary to the public interest. The 
parties were given an opportunity to comment on the advice and again raised no concerns. 

Decision on Penalty 

 Following deliberation, the Panel returned and accepted the Joint Submission on Penalty 
and Costs, and made an order consistent with its terms. One correction to the costs timetable was 
raised by College counsel and agreed to by the Registrant. The instalments as originally drafted 
totalled $4,900 rather than $5,000. As such, the corrected timetable we order provides for a final 
instalment of $100.00 in the twenty-first month. 

 The Panel orders that: 

(a) the Registrant will be reprimanded, and the fact and nature of the reprimand 
shall be recorded on the College’s register; 

(b) the Panel’s finding and order (or a summary thereof) shall be published, with 
identifying information concerning the Registrant and a link to the decision, 
in the College’s official publication and on the College’s website and/or on 
CanLII, and the results of the hearing shall be recorded on the register and 
in any other media-related format that is provided to the public and is deemed 
appropriate by the College; and 

(c) the Registrant shall pay costs to the College in the amount of $5,000.00, 
payable in instalments as follows: $500.00 on the date of the hearing; 
$220.00 by the 15th day of each month thereafter for 20 months; and a final 
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payment of $100.00 by the 15th day of the following month — with the full 
outstanding amount becoming due should the Registrant miss a payment. 

 The order is effective immediately. 

Reasons for Decision on Penalty 

 A penalty order should maintain high professional standards, preserve public confidence 
in the ability of the College to regulate its registrants, and, above all, protect the public. 

 Where penalty is proposed by way of joint submission, the Panel does not ask whether it 
would have imposed the same penalty after a contested hearing. A panel presented with a joint 
submission must exercise restraint, rejecting the joint submission only where the proposed penalty 
would be viewed by reasonable and informed persons as a breakdown in the proper functioning of 
the justice system, or as otherwise contrary to the public interest. That is an undeniably high 
threshold and we recognize that joint submissions provide important benefits to the discipline 
process.  

 The proposed penalty comes nowhere near that threshold. To the contrary, the Panel is 
satisfied that the combination of the Registrant’s Undertaking and the proposed order achieves 
greater public protection than any order the Panel could impose under the Act. Had the Panel 
revoked the Registrant’s certificate of registration, the Registrant would have retained the statutory 
right to apply for reinstatement after the passage of time, and nothing would have prevented him 
from seeking registration in another jurisdiction. As a result of the Undertaking, the Registrant has 
permanently removed himself from the social work and social service work professions, 
everywhere, and can never apply or reapply to this College. This Committee has accepted joint 
submissions structured in this way in comparable circumstances in other matters. 

 The Panel considered the aggravating factors, chief among them the egregiousness of the 
misconduct itself. This was a case of sexual abuse of a profoundly vulnerable, non-verbal client, 
in his own home, by the professional entrusted with his care. The Panel also accepts that there are 
mitigating factors: the Registrant’s cooperation throughout, his attendance and engagement in this 
proceeding, his guilty plea in the criminal proceeding, his admissions in this proceeding, and the 
insight reflected in his Undertaking. 

 Transparency requirements are met. The reprimand and the publication of the Panel’s 
finding and order with the Registrant’s name ensure that the outcome of this proceeding, and the 
fact that the Registrant can never practise again, will be known to the public and to anyone who 
looks up the Registrant on the College’s register. Public confidence in the College’s ability to 
govern its registrants demands no less. 

Costs 

 The Panel has discretion to award costs where appropriate pursuant to paragraph 4 of 
subsection 26(5) of the Act. Costs are not an element of penalty and are not intended to be punitive. 
Their purpose is to relieve the membership at large from bearing the full cost of a proceeding 
occasioned by a registrant’s misconduct. 
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 The Panel finds that this is an appropriate case to award costs. The amount of $5,000.00 is 
modest, reflects the early and complete resolution the Registrant’s cooperation made possible, and 
is consistent with awards in other cases resolved on a similar basis. The instalment timetable, as 
corrected, is reasonable, and the acceleration provision protects the College in the event of default. 

Reprimand 

 Following its acceptance of the Joint Submission at the hearing on July 14, 2026, the Panel 
delivered its reprimand. Panel member Geneviève Côté delivered the reprimand on behalf of the 
Panel. The fact and nature of the reprimand form part of the College’s register. 

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

Date: August 7, 2026  Signed:  
 Suzanne Oliver RSSW 

   Suzanne Oliver, Chair 
   Geneviève Côté 
   Carina Chan 
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