SENT VIA E-MAIL

DISCIPLINE TRIBUNAL OF THE ONTARIO MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY COUNCIL

IN THE MATTER BEFORE THE DISCIPLINE TRIBUNAL HELD PURSUANT TO THE
MOTOR VEHICLE DEALERS ACT, 2002, S.0O. 2002, c.30, Sch. B

TO: AUTOMOTIVE WHOLESALE INC. o/a TORONTO AUTO
GROUP/2ND CHANCE AUTOMOTIVE/NEED A CAR
USED CAR SUPERSTORES
2380 LAWRENCE AVE
TORONTO, ON M1P 2R5

TO: ANIL PURI
TO: STEVEN BELL

AND TO: SCOTT LALONDE

NOTICE OF REFERRAL TO DISCIPLINE TRIBUNAL

Take notice that pursuant to section 14(4) 4 of the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act, 2002, (the “Act”),
the Registrar has referred the complaint(s) against AUTOMOTIVE WHOLESALE INC. o/a
TORONTO AUTO GROUP/2ND CHANCE AUTOMOTIVE/NEED A CAR, ANIL PURI, SCOTT
LALONDE and STEVEN BELL to the Discipline Tribunal for alleged violations under the Code of
Ethics, as set out in Ontario Regulation 332/08.

REASONS

Section 17 of the Act establishes a Discipline Tribunal and empowers the Discipline Tribunal to
hear and determine issues concerning alleged breaches of the Code of Ethics. The Code of Ethics
applies to all Registrants registered under the Act. Any Registrants that disregard or violate the
Code of Ethics are subject to having their conduct reviewed by the Discipline Tribunal. The Code
of Ethics requires that all Registrants conduct business with Integrity, Accountability, Compliance,
Respect and Professionalism as well as ensuring that requirements are met when it comes to
Disclosure and Marketing and the Disclosure of Information in Sale and Lease Contracts.

PARTICULARS

The reasons for this Notice are:
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Background

1.

On or about October 1999, AUTOMOTIVE WHOLESALE INC. o/a TORONTO AUTO
GROUP/2ND CHANCE AUTOMOTIVE/NEED A CAR (the “Dealer”) was first registered
as a motor vehicle dealer under the Act. The Dealer is currently registered.

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.

On or about April 2014, Steven Bell (“Bell”) was first registered as a motor vehicle
salesperson under the Act. At all material times, Bell has been a registered salesperson,
Sales Manager and a Person in Charge of the day-to-day activities, of the Dealer.

On or about April 2004, Scott Lalonde (“Lalonde”) was first registered as a motor vehicle
salesperson under the Act. At all material times, Lalonde has been a registered
salesperson, Finance Manager and a Person in Charge of the day-to-day activities, of
the Dealer.

Non-Compliance

5.

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 that his monthly income was $1,286 and he was
on ODSP (Ontario Disability Support Program). Consumer A agreed to attend the
Dealer’s premises to discuss next steps and booked a test drive.

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 discovered that ‘nothing was ready’ for the test drive and a representative of the
Dealer said he needed a minimum income of $1,800.

On or about January 15, 2025, Consumer A posted an online ‘Google review’ on the
Dealer’s profile and expressed his dissatisfaction with the experience. In particular,
Consumer A stated:

“‘BEWARE! TOTAL CON ARISTS !
Was A complete waste of time !
After multiple days of texting with
"salesman" giving all the info
requested | drove 70miles thinking
they were going to help me out!
They had nothing ready, even though
| had booked a test drive !

They are a scam !

Would give zero stars if | could !
Complete false advertising !”
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8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Shortly thereafter, Puri or another representative of the Dealer, publicly replied to
Consumer A’s online review, stating:

“Hi James,

Hate to say this publicly, but the
scam is on your side, ODSP
income of $1300 plus illegal cash
income of $400 per month with
multiple R9's on your credit bureau
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.”

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 abusive in nature towards a disabled person.

On or about March 17, 2025, a Representative of the Registrar (the “Representative”)
sent an email to Puri regarding Consumer A’'s complaint. The Representative requested
that the following information and records be submitted, as required pursuant to s. 14 of
the Act.

All text messages and written correspondence with this consumer.

Copy of credit application

Copy of credit approval/denial

The name of the individual responsible for responding to online reviews of the
dealership, and confirmation of the individual is who responded to Mr. Young’s
review

e. The dealer’s reasoning for responding to a negative review with a public
declaration of a consumer’s purportedly accurate personal and private
information

apow

On or about March 26, 2025, the Representative spoke with Bell. Bell advised that when
he became aware of the online posting, he asked Puri to take it down and Puri did so.
Bell explained that perhaps Puri was just ‘having a bad day’; however, Bell remained
vague about who posted the comments online suggesting it could have been another
‘owner’ of the dealership. Bell further advised that they did not possess any of the
records as requested. The Representative asked to speak to Puri directly; however, Bell
declined.

As stated in paragraph 2 above, Puri is the sole Director of the Dealer.

On or about March 27, 2025, Bell sent correspondence to the Representative and
acknowledged that the “response from the owner may have been a bit less than
professional”’; however, Consumer A’s online review contained ‘baseless accusations’
against the Dealer.
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14. The Dealer, Bell and Puri thereby failed to confirm who was the individual responsible for
posting the comment online and failed to thereby comply with the Registrar’s request for
information, as required pursuant to s. 14 of the Act. This is contrary to s. 9(1) of the
Code of Ethics.

15. The comment posted online, on behalf of the Dealer, was unprofessional and
disrespectful to the rights and interests of Consumer A. The Dealer thereby violated ss.
8, 9(1) and (2) of the Code of Ethics.

16. The Dealer failed to ensure its salespersons carried out their duties in compliance with
the Code of Ethics. The Dealer thereby violated s. 6(1) of the Code of Ethics.
Bell’s Non-Compliance

17. In regard to the online posting and how the complaint was handled — as described above
— Bell thereby violated ss. 6(2), 9(1) and (2) of the Code of Ethics.

18. As a Person in Charge of the Dealer, Bell also 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.

Puri’s Non-Compliance

19. In regards to the online posting and how the complaint was handled — as described
above — Puri thereby violated ss. 6(2), 8, 9(1) and (2) of the Code of Ethics.

20. 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.

Lalonde’s Non-Compliance
21. As a Person in Charge of the Dealer, Lalonde 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.

The Registrant(s) may provide a written response to the particulars set out above to
OMVIC within 15 days of service of this Notice to: legal_dept@omvic.on.ca

If the Discipline Tribunal makes a determination that a registrant has failed to comply with the
Code of Ethics, it may order one or more of the following:

e Afine up to $25,000 per party;

¢ Require the registrant to take further educational courses;

e If the registrant is a motor vehicle dealer, require the dealer to arrange and fund
educational courses for salespersons employed by the dealer;

e Award costs.
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This Notice of Referral to Discipline (“‘NORD”) and decisions of the Discipline Tribunal may be
published. Hearings before the Discipline Tribunal may be recorded and are open to the public.

APPLICATION OF THE STATUTORY POWERS PROCEDURE ACT

The Statutory Powers Procedure Act, R.S.O 1990 c.s.22, applies to the hearing to be held by
this Discipline Tribunal. A party to a proceeding may be represented by counsel or an agent.

The good character, propriety of conduct or competence of the Registrant(s) shall be an issue in
any hearing before the Discipline Tribunal and reasonable information of allegations with
respect thereto has been furnished.

The Rules of Practice of the Discipline Tribunal will apply and are available on OMVIC’s
website. A Notice of Hearing and disclosure will be provided in accordance with the Rules of
Practice of the Discipline Tribunal.

Take note that as per the Rules of Practice, failure to attend a hearing before the Discipline
Tribunal may result in a decision being determined ex parte (in your absence).

APPLICATION OF THE RULES OF PRACTICE OF THE DISCIPLINE TRIBUNAL

This is to serve notice that OMVIC may make application for its costs, pursuant to Rule 13 of the
Rules of Practice.

FURTHER PARTICULARS/SUPPLEMENTAL NOTICE

The Registrar may provide further and other particulars in respect of any other matters herein or
in respect to any other matter including further particulars of violations of the Code of Ethics.

DATED at Toronto, this 18" day of June, 2025

Maureen Harquail
Registrar, Motor Vehicle Dealers Act, 2002
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