
 

DISCIPLINE DECISION 
 

REVIEWING PANEL: Aviva Harari, Public Member 
 Jon Lemaire, Registrant Member 
 Joe Malfara, Registrant Member 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A DISCIPLINE HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO THE MOTOR 
VEHICLE DEALERS ACT, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.30, Sch. B 

 
 

B E T W E E N :   

 )   
ONTARIO MOTOR VEHICLE  ) 
INDUSTRY COUNCIL )   
 )  
- and - ) 
 ) 
AUTOMOTIVE WHOLESALE INC O/A )  
TORONTO AUTO GROUP/2ND ) 
CHANCE AUTOMOTIVE/NEED A ) 
CAR USED CAR SUPERSTORES ) 
 ) 
- and -  ) 
 ) 
ANIL PURI ) 
 )     
 

 
 
This matter proceeded by way of Rule 1.07 of the Rules of Practice before the Discipline 
Tribunal and the Appeals Tribunal. This Reviewing Panel has reviewed and considered written 
materials from the Parties together with a waiver of the requirement for an oral hearing and 
hereby makes the following Order: 
 
Date of Decision:  August 26, 2026 
 
 
Findings: 
 
 Automotive Wholesale Inc. O/A Toronto Auto Group/2nd Chance                
 Automotive/Need A Car (the “Dealer”) has breached the 
 following: 

• Section 9(1) of the Code of Ethics, O. Reg. 332/08 
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 Anil Puri has breached the following: 

• Sections 6(2) and 9(1) of the Code of Ethics, O. Reg. 332/08 

Order: 

1. The Dealer shall pay a fine in the amount of $2,500 no later than ninety (90) calendar 
days from the date of the Discipline Tribunal’s Order: 
 

2. Anil Puri shall pay a fine in the amount of $1,000 no later than ninety (90) calendar days 
from the date of the Discipline Tribunal’s Order. 
 

3. Anil Puri shall successfully complete the MVDA Key Elements Course no later than 
ninety (90) calendar days from the date of the Discipline Tribunal’s Order. 
 

4. The Dealer shall offer to all current and future salespersons, employed by the Dealer, to 
fund their completion of the MVDA Key Elements Course, no later than ninety (90) 
calendar days from the date of the Discipline Tribunal’s Order. 
 

 

Overview 

This matter proceeded on the basis of an Agreed Statement of Facts, dated June 16, 2026, a 
jointly proposed disposition and a waiver of oral hearing, pursuant to Rule 1.07 of the Rules of 
Practice before the Discipline Tribunal and the Appeals Tribunal. The Agreed Statement of Facts 
states in relevant part as follows: 

Withdrawals: 

The allegations contained in paragraphs 3, 4, 12, 14, 16, 17, 18 and 21 of the Notice of Referral 
to Discipline (“NORD”) dated June 18, 2025 are withdrawn.  

Background: 
 

1. On or about October 1999, the Dealer was first registered as a motor vehicle dealer under 
the Act. The Dealer is currently registered. 

 
2. On or about February 1996, Anil Puri (“Puri”) was first registered as a motor vehicle 

salesperson under the Act. At all material times, Puri has been a registered salesperson, 
sole Director, and a Person in Charge of the day-to-day activities, of the Dealer. 

 
Non-Compliance 

 
3. In and around January 2025, Consumer A contacted a sales representative of the Dealer 

to make inquiries about purchasing a motor vehicle. As part of the ongoing 
correspondence, Consumer A advised of his monthly income and that he was on ODSP 
(Ontario Disability Support Program). It was agreed that Consumer A would attend the 
Dealer’s premises to discuss next steps. 

 
4. In and around January 2025, Consumer A travelled approximately 120 kilometers (70 

miles) and attended the Dealer’s premises. When Consumer A arrived at the dealership, 
he inquired about purchasing a vehicle; however, a representative of the Dealer said he 
needed a minimum income of $1,800. 
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5. On or about January 15, 2025, Consumer A posted an online review on the Dealer’s profile 

and expressed his dissatisfaction with the experience, stating in part: 
 
“Was A complete waste of time ! 
After multiple days of texting with 
salesman giving all the info 
requested I drove 70 miles thinking 
they were going to help me out!” 
 

6. Shortly thereafter, Puri on behalf of the Dealer, publicly replied to Consumer A’s online 
review, stating in part: 

 
“Hate to say this publicly, but the 
scam is on your side, ODSP 
income […] does not qualify you for  
a car loan. Your credit is so bad that  
forget a bank your mother should NOT 
even loan you $10 cause you  
Would never pay it back on time.  
Buy cash is the answer.  
Thank you for your review.” 
 

7. On or about January 23, 2025, Consumer A filed a complaint with the Registrar’s 
Complaints & Inquiries Department. In particular, Consumer A complained about the public 
sharing of his financial information, disputed its accuracy, and found the comments to be 
disrespectful in nature towards a disabled person. 

 
8. On or about March 17, 2025, a Representative of the Registrar (the “Representative”) sent 

an email to the Dealer and requested further information and an explanation regarding the 
complaint. 

 
9. On or about March 26 and 27, 2025, the Representative contacted a representative of the 

Dealer, who advised the online posting had already been removed and acknowledged the 
“response from the owner may have been a bit less than professional”. 

 
10. The comment posted online, by Puri on behalf of the Dealer, was unprofessional and 

unbecoming of a registrant, contrary to s. 9(1) of the Code of Ethics. 
 
Puri’s Non-Compliance 

 
11. In regards to the online posting – as described above – Puri thereby violated s. 9(1) of the 

Code of Ethics. 
 

12. As a Person in Charge of the Dealer, Puri failed to ensure that the Dealer acted in 
compliance with the Act, its regulations, and the Code of Ethics and thereby personally 
contravened ss. 6(2) and 9(1) of the Code of Ethics. 

 
Code of Ethics Violations 

 
13. As particularized above, Puri has violated the following section of the Code of Ethics: 
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Accountability 
s. 6(2)  A registered salesperson shall not do or omit to do anything that causes 
the registered motor vehicle dealer who employs or retains the salesperson to 
contravene this Regulation or any applicable law with respect to trading in motor 
vehicles. 
 

14. As particularized above, the Dealer and Puri have violated the following section of the 
Code of Ethics: 

 
Professionalism 
s. 9(1)  In carrying on business, a registrant shall not engage in any act or omission 
that, having regard to all of the circumstances, would reasonably be regarded as 
disgraceful, dishonourable, unprofessional or unbecoming of a registrant. 

 

Decision of the Reviewing Panel 
 
Having reviewed and considered the Agreed Statement of Facts and written submissions  
provided by the Parties, the Reviewing Panel is satisfied that the evidence contained in the 
Agreed Statement of Facts substantiates the allegations that: the Dealer breached section 9(1) 
of the Code of Ethics and Anil Puri breached sections 6(2) and 9(1) of the Code of Ethics. 
 
The Reviewing Panel accepted the parties’ proposed resolution for the reasons below. 
 
Reasons for Decision  
 
In reviewing the joint submission on penalty, the Reviewing Panel must determine if the 
proposed resolution is in the public interest or if it is so disproportionate to the circumstances of 
the impugned behaviour that a reasonable person would believe it to be a miscarriage of justice. 
In doing this analysis, the Reviewing Panel must consider the goals of imposing an 
administrative penalty: specific deterrence of the offender, general deterrence for the motor 
vehicle sales industry, and rehabilitation and remediation for these particular offenders.  
 
Dealing with the last of the considerations first, there is a requirement that Mr. Puri complete an 
educational requirement and that others in the dealership are also encouraged to do so at the 
dealer's cost. It is anticipated that the educational requirement as well as the fines will ensure 
future compliance. – which should educate and encourage regulatory compliance in the future.  
  
In considering the monetary penalty, the Reviewing Panel notes the following:  
  
Aggravating Factors  
In this case, Mr. Puri demonstrated very poor judgment in responding with hostility at the 
comment and more particularly in disclosing customer information. To suggest one was having a 
bad day is not an excuse for the poor judgement in responding demonstrated in this this matter. 
While one might be angry and upset if a negative comment is shared through social media, 
there are more appropriate ways that a business can deal with it. Both the Dealer and Mr. Puri 
have been registered for many years and ought to have known better than to make the 
statements they did, especially using a public platform.  
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Mitigating Factors  
The Dealer and Mr. Puri have accepted responsibility for the actions as evidenced by entering 
into an agreed statement of facts and joint submission on penalty. When asked to, Mr. Puri did 
remove the public comment.  

  
Having considered all of the factors, the Reviewing Panel finds that the proposed penalty is in 
appropriate having considered the circumstances.  The amount of the penalty is adequate to 
signal to the industry that conduct as described above is not acceptable and that there are 
consequences for such behaviour. The educational requirement will hopefully prevent an 
inappropriate response in the future.  
  
The Panel is satisfied that the agreed upon penalty satisfies the sentencing principles of specific 
and general deterrence, maintains public trust, meets the objectives of rehabilitation and 
remedial action, and that the proposed penalty is in the public interest.  
 

 
     Ontario Motor Vehicle Industry Council 

         Discipline Tribunal 

Dated: August 26, 2026 

 

     ____________________________________ 

      Aviva Harari, Public Member 
      
   
      On behalf of: 
      Jon Lemaire, Registrant Member 
      Joe Malfara, Registrant Member 
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