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DISCIPLINE COMMITTEE OF THE IMMIGRATION CONSULTANTS OF CANADA REGULATORY COUNCIL 
 

 
Panel:  Georges Boissé, Public Representative, Chairperson 
  Deborah Song, Member 
  John Lironi, Member     
 
Between: 
 
Immigration Consultants of Canada Regulatory Council  Ross Morrison for  
        Immigration Consultants of Canada 
        Regulatory Council 
And         
         
Orsolya Liptak-Bennet, R414495     
ICCRC File No. CD.2014.171 and CD.2015.033      
 
        Andrew Roman for the Panel 
        of the Discipline Committee 
 
Date of Hearing:  Thursday, April 28, 2016 
 
Date of the Reasons for the Decision: May 10, 2016 

_______________________________________________________ 
 

Reasons for Decision 
 
Introduction 

The complaint was heard by conference call of a panel of the Discipline Committee of the three 
members listed above, on April 28, 2016. The panel reviewed and discussed the written submissions of 
the parties provided to the panel before the hearing. 
 
Also attending the conference call were Carla Gelbloom, who recorded the minutes and the panel’s 
decision and independent legal counsel, Andrew Roman.  Mr. Morrison was available during the call to 
answer any questions the panel had. 
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Notice of Referral  

The parties acknowledge and agree that the allegations as set out in paragraph 1(b) of the Notice of 
Referral herein dated April 27 and August 4, 2015 are substantially correct. 

ICCRC File No. CD.2014.171 

1.  The Member breached her obligations with respect to serving honourably and maintaining 
quality service and providing the Client with a written retainer agreement or engagement letter.  

(a)  Applicable Article(s) of the Code of Professional Ethics: 

(i) Article 3.1 – Serve Honourably; 

(ii) Article 6.1 – Maintenance of Quality Service; 

(iii) 6.1.1 – Meet all applicable deadlines; 

(iv) 6.1.2 – Conduct Client affairs in an efficient, cost-effective manner; 

(v) Article 12.1 – Conduct of Retainer Generally; 

(vi) 12.1.2 – The written retainer agreement or engagement letter fully discloses: 

 (i) the fees payable; 

 (ii) the disbursements to be charged; 

 (iii) the payment terms and conditions; 

 (iv) schedule of payments; 

(vii) 12.1.3 – The written retainer agreement or engagement letter identifies the nature but not the 
amount of any other remuneration, such as but not limited to a referral fee, being or to be received by 
the ICCRC member in connection with the matter; 

(viii) 12.1.4 – The written retainer agreement or engagement letter discloses that the ICCRC member 
is a member of ICCRC; 

(ix) 12.1.5 – The written retainer agreement or engagement letter provides sufficient details as to 
how to contact ICCRC. 

(b)  Particulars of the Allegation(s): 
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(i) In December, 2011 the Complainants retained the Member Orsolya Liptak-Bennet (the 
“Member”) to advise and assist the Complainants in applying for and obtaining permanent residence in 
Canada as well as a work permit in Canada through the Provincial Nominee Program. 

(ii) The Member advised the Complainants that the process would take up to 9 months.  

(iii) The written retainer agreement called for payment of the sum of $60,000, a good portion of 
which money would be paid to employers. 

(iv) The written retainer agreement provided for payment of three instalments of $20,000 and 
stated that if the Member failed to find an employer then the Member would retain the sum of $3,000 
but would return the rest of the money to the Complainants. 

(v) The written retainer agreement was signed in December, 2011. 

(vi) More than 9 months passed since the signing of the retainer agreement and yet the Member 
had not yet found an employer.  The Complaints therefore decided that they did not want the Member 
to represent them anymore. 

(vii) The Complainants asked for their money back and to cancel the contract.  However, the 
Member asked for more time and on each occasion promised to obtain the approvals in a week, or two 
weeks, etc. 

(viii) In April, 2013, more than a year after the signing of the contact, the Member sent a very vague 
and unclear PDF form and informed the Complainants that the Member had filed for a labour market 
opinion. 

(ix) In March, 2013 the Member advised the Complainants that the Member had submitted the 
“Cleaning and Maintenance Supervisor” Labour Market Application on behalf of the prospective 
employer Greenway Maintenance Solution Inc.  The Member stated that she would be notified about 
the outcome in four weeks’ time. 

(x) The Complainants asked for documents to show that the Member had taken some real action 
and had actually filed for the Labour Market Opinion.  However, no documents were provided by the 
Member. 

(xi) Between April, 2013 and February, 20104 the Complainants continually asked for updates.  
However, no specific information was provided by the Member. 

(xii) The Complainants’ application was rejected in September, 2013.  However, the Member did not 
advise the Complainants of the outcome until February, 2014. 
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(xiii) In March, 2014 the Complainants again asked for the return of the sum of $17,000, being 
$20,000 less $3,000 that the Member was entitled to keep.  The Member refused to refund the 
Complainants’ money. 

(xiv) On March 26, 2014 the Complainants officially terminated their agreement with the Member.  
The Member again refused to give the Complainants their money back. 

(xv) The Member misrepresented to the Complainants the time schedule and the success of the 
applications. 

(xvi) The Member misled the Complainants with respect to the progress of the Labour Market 
Opinion. 

(xvii) The Member charged the Complainants, not the prospective employer (as the Member said that 
she would) for the filing of the Labour Market Opinion. 

(xviii) The Member failed to perform the first part of the contact in three months.  

(xix) The Member failed to file the Labour Market Opinion for the Complainants in March, 2013. 

(xx) The proposed employment, being a supervisor cleaner not a rug designer, was not the 
employment which the Member had promised. 

(xxi) The Member should have known that there was no employment opening for the position of rug 
designer.  The Member should not have accumulated such expenses on this account. 

(xxii) For two years the Member failed to inform the Complainants of the progress of their 
applications. 

(xxiii) Between September, 2013 and February, 2014 the Member failed to inform the Complainants 
about the rejection of the Labour Market Opinion. 

(xxiv) The Member charged the Complainants $2,500 for employer interviews. 

(xxv) The Member charged the Complainants for meeting with the Complainants’ relative, Mr. Navid. 

(xxvi) The Member charged the Complainants for reviewing changes to the immigration policy. 

(xxvii) The Member charged the Complainants $7,500 as a fee to a recruitment company. 

(xxviii) The Member wrongfully retained $17,000 of the $20,000 fee which was paid to the Member. 

(xxix) The Member clearly negotiated but refused to honour the refund policy. 

(xxx) The Member charged additional expenses to the Complainants notwithstanding that the 
applications were rejected. 
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(xxxi) The Member failed to inform the Complainants of the existence of the ICCRC until her services 
were terminated. 

(xxxii) The Member offered to reduce the price of the contract to $40,000 if the Complainants signed a 
new contact with the Member and did not file a complaint with ICCRC. 

(xxxiii) The Complainants filed a complaint against the Member with ICCRC in April, 2014. 

ICCRC File No. CD.2015.033 

1.  The Member breached her obligations with respect to maintaining quality service.  

(a)  Applicable Article(s) of the Code of Professional Ethics: 

(i) Article 6.1 – Maintenance of Quality Service; 

(ii) 6.1.1 – Meet all applicable deadlines; 

(iii) 6.1.2 – Conduct Client affairs in an efficient, cost-effective manner; 

(iv) 6.1.3 – Communicate with the Client at all stages of a matter in a timely and effective way; 

(v) 6.1.5 – Answer reasonable Client requests in a timely and effective manner; 

(vi) 6.1.9 – Comply in letter and in spirit with the Code. 

(b)  Particulars of the Allegation(s): 

(i)  The Complainants retained the Member Orsolya Liptak-Bennet (the “Member”) in November, 
2013 to prepare and present Viktor Santa’s Application for Permanent Residence in Canada under the 
Spousal Sponsorship Category. 

(ii) On or about November 4, 2013 the Complainants signed a Retainer Agreement with the 
Member and thereafter paid the Member at least $4,520 as the Member’s Retainer fee. 

(iii) The Member informed the Complainants that Viktor Santa’s Application was submitted to 
Citizenship and Immigration Canada (“CIC”) in May, 2014.  However, when the Complainants contacted 
the CIC call centre in November, 2014 they were unable to obtain confirmation that the Complainant’s 
Application had been filed with CIC. 

(iv) The Complainants then asked the Member for proof that the Complainant’s Application had in 
fact been filed.  In response, the Member sent the Complainants two government fee payment stubs, 
one in October, 2014 and the other in January, 2015.  The payment stubs have two different reference 
numbers which the Complainants believe do not relate to the Complainant’s Application. 
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(v) Notwithstanding numerous requests made therefor the Member has failed or refused to 
provide the Complainants with proof that Viktor Santa’s Application for Permanent Residence was ever 
filed. 

(vi) The Complainants filed a complaint against the Member with ICCRC in January, 2015. 

Minutes of Settlement  

In the Minutes of Settlement by their respective solicitors jointly agree to settle the matter on the 
following terms: and submit that the penalty to be imposed by the  

1. The parties jointly agree and submit that the penalty to be imposed by the Discipline Committee 
 on the Respondent Orsolya Liptak-Bennet (“the Member”) is as follows: 

(a) A reprimand; 

(b) The Member will be suspended from practice for a period of four months, commencing May 1, 
 2016; 

(c) Two months of the suspension will be waived on condition that the Member take the ICCRC 
 Practice Management Education (“PME”) courses on Ethical Practice and Retainers, such 
 courses to be completed by July 1, 2016; 

(d) No later than July 15, 2016 the Member will file with the ICCRC Registrar a sworn declaration 
 that she has completed the PME courses as set out in subparagraph (c) above; 

(e) If the Member does not comply with the requirements set out in subparagraphs (c) and (d) 
 above, then she will be suspended for the additional two months, such further two months 
 suspension to take effect upon non-compliance. 

2. The parties agree as to the form and content of the Order to be made by the Discipline 
 Committee which is being filed with these Minutes of Settlement. 

 

Decision 

After carefully reviewing the written submissions of the parties, the panel unanimously approved the 
Joint Submission on Penalty.  The panel found that the proposed penalty adequately addressed the need 
for a general deterrence to the entire membership, as well as a specific deterrence to the Member. The 
panel decided that the proposed penalty is reasonable and in the public interest. 
 
The panel commended the parties for reaching an agreement on both the facts and the proposed 
penalty.  
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The panel directs ICCRC’s Complaints and Professional Standards Administrator to insert each of our 
electronic signatures in the signature lines at the end of these Reasons for Decision. 
 

 

_______________________________ 

Georges Boissé, Public Representative, Chairperson 

  

_______________________________    

Deborah Song, Member         

  

 

_______________________________ 

John Lironi, Member   

 

 


