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Message from the Chair 
David A. Wright 

2019 was another busy year for the Law Society Tribunal, 
as we made changes to better serve licensees, licence 
applicants, the public, and the Law Society, all 
while preserving and refining the successful 
processes we have cultivated over the six 
years since the Tribunal’s creation. 

In this report, you’ll read about several 
of the biggest changes made in 2019, 
including the development and pre-
deployment of the Tribunal’s new website, 
which has always been an essential tool 
for both accessibility and transparency; 
our website has now been augmented, 
streamlined and calibrated for mobile as well 
as desktop use. 

You’ll also learn about our Tribunal staff, many of 
whom began in 2018 or 2019, including our new Registrar, 
Celia Lieu, whose duties include managing administrative staff 
and working to continuously improve policies and performance 
standards. 

As always, in 2019 our adjudicators presided over a variety 
of important cases, which resulted in a number of notable 
decisions; summaries of these can be found in this report as 
well. 

Just like in previous years, we’ve provided a summary of the 
mandatory education sessions we hold for adjudicators each 
year; this year we’ve also included information about the 
adjudicator orientation session we held along with the Society 
of Ontario Adjudicators and Regulators, as an essential training 
for the many new adjudicators who joined the Tribunal in 2019. 

Lastly, this report will provide a quantitative analysis of the year 
past, in the form of a selection of our robust statistics. Though 
we track numbers that reflect our work using many different 
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David A. Wright's 
attendances this 

year included 
the AJEFO Annual 
Conference, CIAJ's 

Annual Conference, 
SOAR's Annual 

Conference, 
NCLDB's Annual 

Meeting and 
Conference, 

and a speaking 
engagement at the 
Advocates' Society 

Prosecutors' 
Network 

measures, from number of vacated licensing hearings to amount 
of adjudicator time spent on paralegals, we have chosen the 
numbers we think will give the most accurate picture of the past 
year. 

There were several other developments in 2019 that don’t have 
their own sections but still deserve mention. On November 29, 
2019, the new Tribunal Rules of Practice and Procedure were 
approved by Convocation, to go into effect January 1, 2020. The 
Rules had not been completely rewritten since 2009, and the 
need for change had been identified in various reports, notably 
the Tribunal Model Three-Year Review Final Report in January 
2016. 

As mentioned above, a number of new bencher adjudicators 
were appointed to the Tribunal as a result of the 2019 bencher 
elections. We added 29 new adjudicators in 2019, while keeping 
four former benchers on as appointee adjudicators. Convocation 
also appointed Gina Papageourgiou and Paul M. Cooper as 
vice-chairs of the Appeal Division and the Hearing Division, 
respectively. I want to take this opportunity to thank the 
many adjudicators who left the Tribunal for their considerable 
contributions to our jurisprudence and our community, in 
particular former Vice-Chairs Christopher D. Bredt and Raj 
Anand. I also welcome Mr. Cooper and Ms. Papageorgiou to their 
new roles. 

I’d also like to thank the many people who support the Tribunal, 
and who helped to make 2019 the excellent year that it was, 
including our staff, adjudicators, committee members, Chair’s 
Practice Roundtable members, and anyone who participated in 
public consultations. Your time and hard work are integral to our 

David A. Wright 
Chair of the Law Society Tribunal 

mission, and are greatly appreciated. 
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Tribunal at a Glance 
Tribunal structure, numbers, and people 

Results of 
Applications by 

the Licensee/ 
Licence Applicant 
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Tribunal Structure 

David A. Wright 
Chair 

Tribunal Committee 
9 Members 

Tribunal Office 
Registrar 

Administrator 
2 File Management 

Coordinators 
2 Bilingual File Management 

Coordinators 
Scheduling Coordinator 
Publication Coordinator 

Tribunal Members 
20 Elected Lawyer Benchers 
4 Elected Paralegal Benchers 

3 Appointed Lay Benchers 
6 Ex-Officio Benchers/Former 

Treasurers 
15 Lawyer Appointees 
2 Paralegal Appointees 

9 Lay Appointees 

Office of the Chair 
Executive Assistant to the Chair 
Communications Coordinator 

2 Tribunal Counsel 
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Paul Cooper 
Vice-Chair, 

Hearing Division 

188 
Reasons 
released in 
2019 
31 oral reasons 
157 written reasons 

3322 
Adjudicator 
hours in 2019 
Including pre-
hearing conferences 
and proceeding 
management 
conferences 

Tribunal Leadership 

Gina Papageorgiou 
Vice-Chair, 

Appeal Division 

Isfahan Merali 
Chair, 

Tribunal Committee

Julia Shin Doi 
Vice-Chair, 

 Tribunal Committee 

Files Opened Year-Over-Year 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
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Adjudicator Education
Tribunal Member Training in 2019 

Effective Adjudicator Training 

2019 saw many new members join the Tribunal following the 
Law Society of Ontario’s bencher elections. In partnership 
with the Society of Ontario Adjudicators and Regulators 
(SOAR), the Tribunal offered a mandatory adjudicator training 
program, which could also be attended by existing members 
who wanted to refresh their knowledge of best practices in 
adjudication techniques. 

The comprehensive training program was led by Tribunal 
Chair David A. Wright and Pamela Chapman, Program Director 
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of SOAR and Osgoode Professional Development’s Certificate 
in Administrative Adjudication and Advanced Certificate 

Adjudication. Guests included Marisha Roman, 
Investigator & Trainer, Rubin Thomlinson LLP, 

on conducting hearings with Indigenous 
parties, the Honourable John I. Laskin, 
Court of Appeal for Ontario (retired), on 
the transformation of Canadian judgment 
writing, the Honourable Justice Freya 
Kristjanson, Superior Court of Justice 
(Ontario), on active adjudication, and 
Treasurer Malcolm Mercer, on the Rules 

of Professional Conduct and the Paralegal 
Rules of Conduct. The five-day training 

was comprised of lectures, discussions, 
independent exercises, group exercises, and a 

hearing simulation. 

Topics covered included:

 • An administrative law refresher
 • Statutory Context and Tribunal Culture
 • Administrative Law in the Regulatory Context
 • Adjudication in a Regulatory Setting
 • Decision-making, Writing & Reviewing
 • Oral Judgments 
• Active Adjudication and the Hearing Process at the Tribunal
 • Core Values
 • Balancing Transparency with Privacy Protection
 • Inclusive & Accessible Adjudication 

In addition to 2019’s Effective Adjudication Training, the 
Tribunal organizes two compulsory education sessions every 
year. This past year’s sessions focussed on Solicitor-Client 
and Litigation Privilege and Advanced Reasons Writing. 
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Solicitor-Client and Litigation Privilege 

The first session of the Tribunal’s seminar on 
Solicitor-Client and Litigation Privilege was 
presented by Mahmud Jamal, at the time 
a litigation partner with Osler, Hoskin  & 
Harcourt LLP and now justice of the Court 
of Appeal for Ontario. The second session 
was presented by W. David Rankin, litigation 
associate with Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP 
and co-author of Sopinka and Gelowitz on 
the Conduct of an Appeal. The presenters 
reviewed the rules and development of 
solicitor-client and litigation privilege, aiming to 
provide both a primer on the applicable law and a 
practical guide on how to deal with privilege claims before 
the Tribunal. 

Topics included: 

• the purpose and rationale of solicitor-client privilege
 • the applicable test for privilege
 • evolution and constitutionalization
 • exceptions
 • waiver
 • in-house counsel and privilege
 • auditors and “limited waiver”
 • common interest transactional privilege
 • the purpose and rationale of litigation privilege
 • the applicable test for litigation privilege 
• how litigation privilege differs from solicitor-client privilege 

Presenter 
Mahmud 

Jamal 
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Presenter 
Pamela 
Chapman 

Advanced Reason Writing 

This session built on the introductory 
decision-writing training done with Tribunal 
adjudicators in the 2015 and 2019 multi-day 
adjudication training programs. Presented 
by Pamela Chapman, educator and former 
adjudicator and mediator, John I. Laskin, 
Court of Appeal for Ontario (retired) and 
Caroline Mandell, legal writing coach and 

former legal counsel to the justices of the 
Court of Appeal for Ontario, the session 

delved more deeply into best practices to 
support effective decisions, with a focus on 

issue identification and issue-driven organization 
in order to support strong analysis. Other advanced 

best practices were explored, including effective writing 
processes, revising in layers, and clarity and credibility 
through language. 
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Notable Reasons 
Hearings that developed Tribunal jurisprudence 
in 2019 

Good Character Requirements 
Zoraik v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONLSTA 11 

While practising as a lawyer in British Columbia, Mr. Zoraik 
was charged and convicted of criminal offences in relation to 
a letter left at the court registry alleging jury tampering in a 
case that he had recently lost. Mr. Zoraik was subsequently 
disbarred in B.C. and applied for licensing in Ontario, where 
the hearing panel dismissed his application following a good 
character hearing. Mr. Zoraik appealed this decision, and the 
appeal panel subsequently overturned the hearing panel’s 
dismissal of his licensing application. 

The appeal panel held that the hearing panel had erred in 
several respects, most notably by drawing adverse inferences 
against Mr. Zoraik for failing to admit wrongdoing or express 
remorse in relation to the jury tampering letter, when he had 
pled not guilty, testified in his defence at the criminal trial, and 
continued to maintain his innocence. The appeal panel also 
found that the hearing panel had erred by requiring Mr. Zoraik 
to guarantee that there would be no future misconduct if he 
was granted a licence, which it found to be an unrealistically 
high threshold. The panel ordered the Law Society to dispense 
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with the need, after three years, for Mr. Zoraik to re-write the 
licensing exams, and upon his satisfaction of other licensing 
requirements, to permit Mr. Zoraik to be called to the Bar. 

Converting Conduct Applications to Capacity 
Applications 
Law Society of Ontario v. Stewart, 2019 ONLSTH 118 

Mr. Stewart had neglected his professional responsibilities in 
serious ways that would normally result in findings of 
professional misconduct, and he was suspended on an 
interlocutory basis pending investigation. During that time he 
recognized that his mental illness and substance use had played 
a significant role in his behaviour and he received treatment. He 
moved to end his suspension on the basis that he was capable 
of returning to practice and had found a potential employer. 

Working co-operatively, the parties put together a framework 
for the conduct investigation to lead to a capacity application, 
which could be reused in future, similar, proceedings. An 
agreed statement of facts was negotiated, setting out: Mr. 
Stewart’s improper conduct, his psychiatric history, his drug and 
alcohol abuse, his prognosis and the recommended treatment. 
Relying on a lengthy medical opinion, the parties negotiated 
a detailed protocol to govern the licensee’s return to practice, 
which included a detailed treatment plan and employment 
restrictions. They set aside the motion to end the suspension 
and instead requested an expedited capacity hearing. 

The panel accepted the parties’ agreed disposition with minor 
revisions, noting that the diversion of the misconduct allegations 
to a capacity proceeding, with the agreement on strict terms for 
the licensee’s resumption of practice, was a logical and welcome 
outcome that was consistent with the Tribunal’s jurisprudence 
and the Human Rights Code. 
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The Role of Intention in Findings 
of Misappropriation 
Law Society of Ontario v. Wilkins, 2019 ONLSTH 47 
Law Society of Ontario v. Wilkins, 2019 ONLSTH 109 

Mr. Wilkins admitted that for eight months, when he did 
not have a bookkeeper, he failed to maintain monthly trust 
reconciliations and comparisons. He also acknowledged the 
existence of 19 irregular transfers from his trust account into 
his general bank account over a period of three months, 
totalling $76,742.90, which he used to cover operating 
expenses. Mr. Wilkins testified that these transfers were made 
inadvertently and that he thought the funds were coming from 
his other business account or his spouse’s personal account. 

The panel adopted the view that the unauthorized use of trust 
funds, whether intentional or through negligence or gross 
incompetence, amounted to misappropriation. In short, the 
intention to wrongfully take money is not required in order 
to make a finding of misappropriation. The panel rejected 
Mr. Wilkins’ explanations as being not credible, but noted 
that, in any event, they rendered his actions grossly negligent 
and incompetent, and so found him to have engaged in 
misappropriation. His licence was revoked. 

Exceptional Circumstances in Cases of 
Presumptive Revocation 
Law Society of Ontario v. Zopf, 2019 ONLSTH 144 

Ms. Zopf pled guilty to one charge of fraud under $5,000 
for using a false ID to open an account under a false name 
and obtain a $400 cash advance. As a result, Ms. Zopf was 
suspended on an interlocutory basis in December 2017. 
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The panel decided that the circumstances were exceptional, 
and therefore should not lead to the presumptive penalty 
of revocation for engaging in fraud. Ms. Zopf was relatively 
inexperienced and had become involved in a fraudulent scheme, 
concocted by others, which had nothing to do with the provision 
of legal services. The underlying circumstances that produced 
and explained Ms. Zopf’s conduct were her financial difficulties, 
her emotional upset related to the imminent passing of her 
father, and her need to travel to see him before his death. The 
panel found that these circumstances resulted not in a lapse of 
professional integrity, but rather in a lapse of personal integrity 
and common sense. Ms. Zopf was therefore suspended for 18 
months and, in addition to her regular continuing education 
requirements, she was to complete a CLE program in ethical 
practice for paralegals. 

Production of Third Party Records from a Federal 
Tribunal 
Law Society of Ontario v. Odeleye, 2019 ONLSTH 42 
Law Society of Ontario v. Odeleye, 2019 ONLSTH 68 
Law Society of Ontario v. Odeleye, 2019 ONLSTH 135 

Three of Mr. Odeleye’s clients, each of whom had made 
applications for refugee status to the Immigration and Refugee 
Board of Canada (IRB), complained to the Law Society that he 
had sexually harassed them. Mr. Odeleye  had sought production 
of records from the IRB, some of which it had produced in 
redacted form, since refugee claims generally are heard in the 
absence of the public, and the complainants generally have a 
high privacy interest in their personal information contained in 
the IRB records. 

Mr. Odeleye’s request for further production by the IRB was 
opposed by both the IRB and the Law Society. The panel decided 
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that the IRB should produce the unredacted versions of those 
records, as well as some other documents, as it could not be sure 
whether other relevant documents may have been held back in 
order to protect the complainants’ personal information, and 
the protection of the complainants’ high privacy interests must 
give way to Mr. Odeleye’s interests if the records contained 
information about the alleged professional misconduct. 

The IRB raised jurisdictional concerns about the Tribunal’s 
authority to compel the IRB (a federal government institution) 
to produce records of personal information protected by 
the Privacy Act. The IRB also claimed that it had discretion 
to withhold production of documents under the Privacy Act. 
However, the panel concluded that it did have the jurisdiction to 
compel the IRB to produce its records in an unredacted format 
for the panel’s inspection, review and possible disclosure to 
the parties in the proceeding. 

The IRB failed to produce the records as ordered, or even 
to respond at all to the Tribunal. The IRB had not appealed 
or sought  judicial review of the Tribunal’s order. The panel 
convened a case conference at the Law Society’s request, in 
which the IRB participated, but provided no explanation for 
the refusal to respond other than its disagreement with the 
panel’s ruling. 

The panel was obliged to ensure the procedural fairness of the 
Tribunal proceeding, which included ensuring that Mr. Odeleye 
had access to information that could be required for his defence 
but was in the possession of third parties. The IRB’s defiance 
called into question the fairness of the Tribunal’s process. The 
panel concluded that it should exercise its discretion, under 
the Statutory Powers Procedure Act, and ask the Divisional Court 
to inquire into whether the IRB was in contempt of the panel’s 
order. 
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Advertising 
Law Society of Ontario v. Rothman, 2019 ONLSTH 75* 
Law Society of Ontario v. Rothman, 2019 ONLSTH 129* 

Mr. Rothman operated a province-wide real estate firm, having 
created a business model that used an online process to allow 
potential clients to obtain precise fixed-rate quotes for their 
particular transactions. The firm’s website domain name was 
“realestatelawyers.ca”, and it used the firm name “Real Estate 
Lawyers.ca LLP”. 

The panel dismissed all allegations of breaches of the Law 
Society’s rules dealing with misleading, confusing, or deceptive 
advertising, including Mr. Rothman stating that the firm 
“specialized” in real estate transactions when he had not been 
designated as a “certified specialist” by the Law Society. The 
panel did find that Mr. Rothman engaged in professional 
misconduct when two of his firm’s mailers failed to specify that 
there would be disbursements charged in addition to the legal 
fees quoted. One dissenting panel member would have found 
professional misconduct because the firm name “Real Estate 
Lawyers.ca LLP” created confusion or deception by suggesting 
an entity that listed all real estate lawyers, rather than a single 
firm. 

Because the panel dismissed all but part of one of the Law 
Society’s allegations, it converted the proceeding to an 
invitation to attend and dismissed the application, reasoning 
that the proven misconduct was minimal in nature and was 
significantly different from the allegations at the outset of the 
hearing. 

* Under appeal

https://realestatelawyers.ca
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A New Website 
The Tribunal upgrades its web presence 

2019 saw the development of the Tribunal’s new website, designed 
with the goal of increasing transparency and accessibility for licensees/ 
licence applicants, their representatives, and the public. 

The Tribunal’s website has always been an excellent source of 
information for anyone looking to learn more about the Tribunal. 
It has general information about our processes, like links to the 
legislation, regulations, by-laws and rules that guide our adjudicators 
in their decision-making. In addition, our website continues to house 
a variety of procedural guides, the upcoming hearings schedule, 
notable Tribunal jurisprudence, adjudicator biographies, and, 
importantly, a variety of public documents. 

Many public documents are posted to the Tribunal website in order 
to maintain transparency about Tribunal decisions, and to provide 
context to those who are interested in current Tribunal proceedings. 
If a licensee/licence applicant currently has a proceeding before the 
Tribunal, the notice that initiated the proceedings is posted so that 
users can see what the proceedings are about. When a final order, 
or an order that addresses some important issue is made, this too is 
posted to our website, to ensure that the public is aware of the past 
and present status of licensees/licence applicants. When adjudicators 
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"...the Tribunal 
website now 
offers several 

improved
features 

to make it 
even easier 
to use and 

understand." 

make orders, they usually explain their decisions in reasons. 
Links to reasons are also published on our website, giving 
greater detail and rationale to the Tribunal’s orders. 

In addition to all of this, the Tribunal website now offers 
several improved features to make it even easier to use and 
understand. We now have a licensee/licence applicant lookup 
function that allows users to view all posted documents that 
relate to that person. Additionally, all documents have now 
been consolidated in one place, and can then be sorted and 
searched using a variety of filters. As well as displaying as a list, 
our upcoming hearings are now displayed in a calendar format, 
allowing for easy browsing and improved comprehension. 
And lastly, signing up for either of two Tribunal mailing lists is 
now as easy as typing an email address and clicking ‘submit’, 
with a signup button in the footer of every page. Perhaps most 
importantly, the website is now mobile-friendly, boasting a 
display that’s optimized for tablet and smartphone, as well as 
desktop—a prerequisite for any website in this era of constant 
connectivity. These are just a few examples of the many 
improved features now found at www.lawsocietytribunal.ca. 

The website has undergone a more holistic revamp as well, 
including a reorganization that will make it easier for users 
to find exactly what they’re searching for and a section of the 
home page that directs visitors to relevant parts of the site, 
depending on whether they are members of the public, the 
media, or parties before the Tribunal. The look of the website, 
too, has been updated, with a modern design that better 
reflects the modern Tribunal it describes. 

In our digital age, accessibility means online accessibility. The 
Tribunal’s new website, which officially launched in January 
2020, gives anyone with internet and a web browser easy 
access to essential information about the Tribunal and the 
important work we do. 

www.lawsocietytribunal.ca
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Registrar's Message
A Note on Tribunal Staff 

The past few years have seen 
the addition of several 

new members to the 
Tribunal team, including 
myself. I’d like to take 
this opportunity to 
introduce you to the 
administrative staff at 
the Tribunal, as well as 
what each of their roles 

entails, starting with my 
own. 

As Registrar, I work closely 
with the Chair to implement and 

improve operational policies and 
performance standards in order to ensure that the Tribunal 
upholds and models its core values of fairness, quality, 
transparency and timeliness. To this end, my duties include 
overseeing all aspects of the Tribunal’s administrative 
processes and managing the administrative staff. 

The Administrator  is the public face and first point of 
contact at the Tribunal. The Tribunal Administrator responds 
to requests from staff, parties, adjudicators, and members 
of the public in addition to supporting the operations of the 
Tribunal. 

File Management Coordinators, or FMCs, are responsible 
for managing a group of files from start to finish. They are 
committed to providing high quality service to the parties, 
adjudicators and public. 

The Scheduling Coordinator plays a critical role in ensuring 
pre-hearings, proceeding management conferences, case 
conferences and hearings are scheduled on a timely basis. 
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She also works closely with the Chair to assist him in assigning 
adjudicators to hearing panels. 

At the end of all Tribunal proceedings, and occasionally 
midway through as well, the panel makes a decision and 
writes reasons to explain how they came to that decision. The 
Publication Coordinator manages all aspects of the tracking, 

preparation, review, approval 
and distribution of reasons at 
the Tribunal. Tribunal Staff Members 

Chair 
David A. Wright 

Executive Assistant 
Vashti Ramsukh 

Tribunal Counsel 
Lisa Mallia 
Joe Zaffino 

Communications Coordinator 
Ivy Johnson 

Tribunal 
Administrator 
Leah McCoy 

File Management Coordinators
Romeo Benedicto 
Sochima Egbeocha

Chloé Dussarrat (Bilingual)
Eileen Bright (Bilingual) 

Scheduling
Coordinator 
Shalini Vyas 

Publication Coordinator 
Erik Eide 

I am thrilled to be a part of the 
team at the Tribunal, which also 
includes five staff members 
in the Office of the Chair-- the 
Chair, the Executive Assistant, 
two Tribunal Counsel  and the 
Communications Coordinator. 
I look forward to working with 
everyone to build on past 
successes, find new ways to 
enhance and improve service 
delivery, and to further support 
ongoing staff development. 

Celia Lieu 
Registrar 
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Members 
of the Tribunal and Tribunal Committee 

Tribunal Committee 

Isfahan Merali 
Julia Shin Doi 
Larry Banack 
Jack Braithwaite 
Paul M. Cooper 
John Fagan 
Marian Lippa 
Geneviève Painchaud 
Gina Papageorgiou 
Lubomir Poliacik 
David A. Wright (ex-officio) 

Tribunal Members 

David A. Wright 
Paul M. Cooper 
Gina Papageorgiou 
Andrea Alexander 
Ryan Alford 
Raj Anand 
Larry Banack 
S. Margot Blight 
Jack Braithwaite 
Christopher D. Bredt 
Robert Burd 
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Murray Walter Chitra 
Thomas G. Conway 
Jean-Jacques Desgranges 
Teresa Donnelly 
W. Paul Dray 
Seymour Epstein 
Etienne Esquega 
Sam Goldstein 
Jacqueline M. Harper 
Philip Horgan 
Shayne Kert 
Eva Krangle 
Vern Krishna 
Shelina Lalji 
Barbara A. Laskin 
Cheryl Lean 
Margaret Leighton 
Kathleen Lickers 
Marian Lippa 
Michelle M. Lomazzo 
Cecil Lyon 
Sabita Maraj 
C. Scott Marshall 
Anna Mascieri-Boudria 
Isfahan Merali 
Barabara J. Murchie 
Ross W. Murray 

W. Andrew Oliver 
Geneviève Painchaud 
Lubomir Poliacik 
Geoff Pollock 
Maurice A. Portelance 
Brian L. Prill 
Jonathan Rosenthal 
Linda R. Rothstein 
Frederika M. Rotter 
Clayton Ruby 
Jay Sengupta 
Chi-Kun Shi 
Julia Shin Doi 
Megan E. Shortreed 
Anne E. Spafford 
John F. Spekkens 
Harvey T. Strosberg 
Marilyn J. Thain 
Tanya Walker 
Peter C. Wardle 
Doug Wellman 
Eric Whist 
Alexander Wilkes 
Bradley H. Wright 
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Contact 
Address 
Law Society Tribunal 
Suite 402 
375 University Avenue 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5G 2J5 

Telephone 
416-947-5249 

Toll free 
1-800-668-7380, ext 5249 

Fax 
416-947-5219 

Email 
tribunal@lso.ca 

mailto:tribunal@lso.ca
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