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INTRODUCTION 

1. The Hearing Committee of the Law Society of Saskatchewan comprised of 
Rochelle Wempe as Chair, Leah Howie, and Rikki Boté (the “Committee”) convened by 
videoconference on February 14, 2024 to hear this matter. Counsel for the Law Society 
was Tim Huber, K.C. and the Member, Peter V. Abrametz, appeared on his own behalf 
(the “Member”). 
 
2. Neither counsel nor the Member had any objections to the composition or 
jurisdiction of the Committee. The Member indicated that as part of the joint submission 
he would not challenge the jurisdiction of the Committee.   

 
3. Following a hearing that spanned several days in 2017, the Member was found 
guilty by the original Hearing Committee of conduct unbecoming of a lawyer in that he: 

 



1. did, in relation to the following clients, effect withdrawals of trust funds for the 
payment of fees, disbursements or other expenses in a manner contrary to Law 
Society of Saskatchewan Rule 942(3): 

a. M.G.; 
b. E.M.; 
c. S.F.; 
d. K.S.; 
e. A.K.; 
f. J.M.; 
g. A.N.; and 
h. E.H. 

 
2. did knowingly cause trust cheques to be issued to a fictitious person for the 
purpose of effecting a transfer of trust funds for payment to himself; 
 
4. did fail to maintain proper books and records in relation to his legal practice 
contrary to Part 13(H) of the Law Society of Saskatchewan Rules in relation to the 
following client matters: 

a. M.G.; 
b. E.M.; 
c. S.F.; 
d. K.S.; 
e. A.K.; 
f. J.M.; 
g. A.N.; and 
h. E.H. 

 
5. did enter into or continue a debtor/creditor relationship with the following clients 
(loaning money) when his interests and the interests of those clients were in 
conflict and failed to ensure that: 

a. the transaction was a fair and reasonable one; 
b. that its terms were fully disclosed to the client in writing in a manner that is 
reasonably understood by the client; 
c. the client was given a reasonable opportunity to seek independent legal 
advice about the transaction; 
d. the client consented in writing to the conflict of interest; and 
e. there was no appearance of undue influence; in relation to the following client 
matters: 

i. A.N.; 
ii. Doris S.; 
iii, Deanna S.; 
iv. R.B.; 
v. L.H.; 
vi. C.J.; 
vii. D.M.; 
viii. D.J.; 



ix. C.M.; 
x. T.H.; and 
xi. R.B. 

  
4. After the original Hearing Committee’s findings of conduct unbecoming and just 
prior to the penalty phase, the Member brought an application to stay the proceedings on 
the basis of delay. That application was dismissed, and original Hearing Committee 
sentenced the Member to be disbarred and to pay costs of $58,645.24. 

 
5. The Member then successfully applied to the Court of Appeal to stay the 
disbarment pending his appeal after serving 36 days of his penalty. The Member appealed 
all aspects of the original Hearing Committee decision including the decision on the stay 
application.  

 
6. In Abrametz v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2020 SKCA 81, the Court of Appeal 
overturned the Hearing Committee decision on the stay application due to delay and 
effectively ended the proceeding 

 
7. The Court of Appeal did not overturn any aspect of the original Hearing 
Committee’s findings on the conduct unbecoming. Those findings, therefore, remain valid 
and are the facts upon which this new Hearing Committee must base its penalty decision.  

 
8. The Law Society of Saskatchewan then appealed the matter to the Supreme Court 
of Canada.  In Law Society of Saskatchewan v. Abrametz, 2022 SCC 29, the Court 
reversed the decision of the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal to stay the matter due to 
delay.  

 
9. The Supreme Court of Canada also referred the matter back to the Court of Appeal 
for reconsideration of the outstanding matters left undetermined in the appeal, specifically 
the aspects of the appeal related to the penalty imposed by the original Hearing 
Committee. 

 
10. In Abrametz v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2023 SKCA 114, the Court of Appeal 
overturned the Penalty Decision and the costs award of the original Hearing Committee 
and referred the issues of penalty and costs back to the Hearing Committee for 
reconsideration. 

 
11. In the intervening period between the original Hearing Committee decision and the 
decision of the Court of Appeal to refer the penalty back to the Hearing Committee, one 
of the members of the Hearing Committee passed away, and another was appointed to 
the bench.  The Hearing Administrator for the Law Society of Saskatchewan, therefore 
exercised his powers under the Rules to reconstitute a new Hearing Committee to allow 
this matter to be concluded. The Committee again notes that there were no objections by 
either the Member or counsel for the Law Society to the jurisdiction of the new Hearing 
Committee appointed by the Hearing Administrator.   
 



12. The Notice of Hearing produced by counsel for the Law Society and consented to 
by the Member was filed and marked as Exhibit L-1 in relation to this proceeding. It is 
appended to this Decision. 
  
13. The original Hearing Committee decision dated January 10, 2018 produced by 
counsel for the Law Society and consented to by the Member was filed and marked as 
Exhibit L-2 in relation to this proceeding.  It is also appended to this Decision. 
 
14. The parties proposed a joint submission on penalty which included the following 
sanctions: 

a) Peter V. Abrametz will be granted permission to resign his membership with the 
Law Society of Saskatchewan by the Hearing Committee; 
c) Costs in the amount of $25,000 to be deposited with the Law Society of 
Saskatchewan in advance of the Penalty Hearing. 
 

15. On February 14, 2024 the new Hearing Committee accepted the joint submission 
with written reasons to follow.  These are the written reasons.   
 
FACTS 
 
16. As stated earlier, the facts underlying the finding of conduct unbecoming which are 
the basis for the new Hearing Committee’s decision on penalty are those found by the 
original Hearing Committee decision (Exhibit L-2).  Through all the proceedings in the 
Court of Appeal and the Supreme Court no errors were found, and the original Hearing 
Committee’s findings of conduct unbecoming remain valid.   
 
17. The Supreme Court succinctly summarized the facts in their decision as follows: 

 
[6] In 2012, the Law Society commenced an audit investigation of Mr. Abrametz’s 
financial records due to apparent irregularities in the use of a trust account. On the 
eve of a visit by investigators to his office in December 2012, Mr. Abrametz self-
reported to the Law Society that he had failed to promptly deposit more than 
$36,000 in fees into his office account. 
 
[7] The Law Society’s investigation related to eight transactions by Mr. Abrametz. 
In 
seven of these, Mr. Abrametz had issued cheques to clients that were then 
endorsed by the clients and cashed by Mr. Abrametz. In the other case, he had 
issued three cheques to a fictitious person, endorsed that false name on the 
cheques and cashed them. In addition, Mr. Abrametz had on 11 occasions 
advanced money to clients, relating to settlement funds, charging them a flat 30 
per cent fee of the amount advanced, as well as a 30 per cent contingency fee, 
and interest. 
 

18. Although the investigation resulted in seven charges being laid against the 
Member, the original Hearing Committee only found Mr. Abrametz guilty of four of those 



charges.  The facts relating to each of those four charges were summarized by the Court 
of Appeal as follows: 

(a) Charge 1 was for breach of LSS Rule 942(3), which required that trust funds for 
the payment of fees, disbursements or other expenses be withdrawn by a cheque 
payable to the member’s general account. On seven occasions, Mr. Abrametz issued 
cheques to clients that were then endorsed by the clients and cashed by him. In this 
way, Mr. Abrametz received payments for his benefit without the funds having been 
first deposited in his law office general account. Mr. Abrametz self-reported these 
transactions on the eve of the investigatory audit and acknowledged at the conduct 
hearing that he had failed to comply with the applicable Rule. 

(b) Charge 2 was also for breach of Rule 942(3). Mr. Abrametz issued three cheques 
drawn on his trust account to a fictitious person – being a name that his family had 
jokingly used to refer to him in the past. Those payments also resulted in the diversion 
of funds to Mr. Abrametz, enabling him to personally receive payments that were “off 
the books”. 

(c) Charge 4 was for the creation of records relating to the transactions that were the 
subject of Charges 1 and 2, which did not accurately reflect aspects of those 
transactions, including the fact that legal fees had been paid to Mr. Abrametz 
personally rather than to his law firm. 

(d) Charge 5 was for breaches of provisions of Chapter VI of the Code that related to 
conflicts of interest which prohibited lawyers from entering into a debtor-creditor 
relationship with their clients. Those transactions were described as follows in 
Abrametz CA: 

[46] As to Charge 5, the Hearing Committee found that Mr. Abrametz had advanced 
money to clients and charged them a 30 per cent flat fee of the amount advanced 
in addition to his usual 30% contingency fee. Mr. Abrametz did not deny those 
transactions had occurred but characterized them as advances rather than loans. 
There were many such advances - 128 in 2010 for a total of $55,145.36, a total of 
$45,306.00 in 2011, and more in earlier years. Mr. Abrametz also argued these 
advances did not constitute a business transaction with a client within the meaning 
of Chapter VI of the relevant version of the Code, which formed part of the Rules. 

 
 
ANALYSIS AND REASONS  
 
Statutory Authority  
19. The authority of this Hearing Committee to impose the proposed joint submission 
is contained in Law Society Rule 1131.  Rule 1131 provides that where there is a finding 
of conduct unbecoming the Hearing Committee may order one or more of a number of 
penalty options.  Permission to resign, as a penalty outcome that may be imposed by the 
Hearing Committee, is provided for in section 1131(3)(a)(viii) and the authority to order 
costs is contained in 1131(3)(a)(vi). 
 
 



Joint Submissions 
20. The law with respect to joint submissions in a regulatory context has been 
reviewed by other hearing committees of the Law Society of Saskatchewan and the courts 
on many occasions including in the decisions of: Rault v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 
2009 SKCA 81, paras 17 – 30, Law Society of Saskatchewan  v Martens, 2016 SKLSS 
12,at paras 41 - 42, and Law Society of Saskatchewan  v Buitenhuis, 2020 SKLSS 2 at 
para 15. Also important to this area of the law is the decision of R v Anthony-Cook, 2016 
SCC 43 wherein the Supreme Court confirmed a stringent public interest test be applied 
by a trial judge when deciding whether to reject a joint submission on sentence in the 
criminal context. 
 
21. The importance of deference to joint submissions on penalty in disciplinary matters 
is now well established. It has been said a joint submission should only be departed from 
if it is “unfit” or “unreasonable” or “contrary to the public interest” and should not be 
departed from “unless there are good or cogent reasons”: Rault v Law Society of 
Saskatchewan, 2009 SKCA 81 at para 28  (.  A joint submission should be accepted 
unless it “is outside a range of penalties [that are] reasonable in the circumstances”: Law 
Society of Upper Canada v Paskar, [1996] LSDD No 189 at para 81.  

 
22. A joint submission may be disregarded when it is “wholly inappropriate having 
regard to the nature of the conduct involved”: Law Society of Upper Canada v Orzech, 
[1996] LSDD No 56 at 6. It may be departed from where the “penalty is so disproportionate 
to the underlying misconduct and circumstances as to be contrary to the administration 
of justice or would be such as to bring the administration of justice into disrepute”: Re 
Gay, [2005] OCPSD No 2 at para. 12. 
 
23. In Law Society of Saskatchewan v. de Whytell, 2020 SKLSS 7at para. 7, the 
Hearing Committee noted it was clear from the decisions that: 

 
a hearing committee is expected to assess joint submission to ensure that they 
reflect an adequate concern for the protection of the public and the credibility of 
the legal profession. At the same time, the committee should accord deference to 
the efforts of the parties and their representatives to reach an accord on a 
reasonable outcome. The rationale for this deference is based on the idea that it 
will encourage co-operation by members with the disciplinary process and 
represent an effective stewardship of resources by obviating the need for extensive 
hearing of evidence. 
 

24. The first step in the analysis is to ask whether the proposed penalty falls within a 
range of penalties that are reasonable and appropriate in the circumstances of this case. 
If it falls within that range, it should not offend the other principles articulated by past cases 
and it should be followed. 

 
25. While the Hearing Committee in this case was of the view that the joint submission 
put forward by counsel for the Law Society and the Member was at the low end of the 
range, taking into account  the principles of sentencing including the aggravating and 



mitigating factors (as directed by the Court of Appeal), the Committee has concluded that 
the joint submission was within the appropriate range of penalties and ought not to be 
interfered with.   

 
Application of key principles of sentencing  
26. The relevant principles of sentencing which the Committee must apply include 
public protection, deterrence, parity and weighing the aggravating and mitigating factors.   
 
27. The Saskatchewan Court of Appeal in Abrametz v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 
2023 SKCA 114 (Court of Appeal Decision #2) provided a breakdown of the key 
considerations as follows: 

[74] … As Wilkinson J.A. observed in Merchant 2009, “the reasonable range of 
sentences in disciplinary matters is elastic…[and]…will be impacted by considerations 
of age, experience, discipline history, the unique circumstances of the member, and 
the nature of the conduct complained of” (at para 95). In Gavin McKenzie, Lawyers 
and Ethics: Professional Responsibility and Discipline, loose-leaf (2023-2)(Toronto: 
Thomson Reuters, 2018) at 26:18 (WL) (McKenzie), the learned author notes that 
specific deterrence, general deterrence and, in appropriate cases, improved 
competence, rehabilitation, and restitution are relevant, and offers this overview of 
considerations that are often taken into account:  

Factors frequently weighed in assessing the seriousness of a lawyer’s misconduct 
include the extent of injury, the lawyer’s blameworthiness, and the penalties that 
have been imposed previously for similar misconduct. In a 2022 decision 
[Abrametz SC], the Supreme Court of Canada held that the presence of an abuse 
of process may be considered when determining the appropriate penalty. In 
assessing each of these factors, the discipline hearing panel focuses on the 
offence rather than on the offender and considers the desirability of parity and 
proportionality in sanctions and the need for deterrence. The panel also considers 
an array of aggravating and mitigating factors, many of which are relevant to the 
likelihood of recurrence. These aggravating and mitigating factors include the 
lawyer’s prior discipline record, the lawyer’s reaction to the discipline process, the 
restitution (if any) made by the lawyer, the length of time the lawyer has been in 
practice, the lawyer’s general character, and the lawyer’s mental state. Alcoholism, 
drug addiction, stress caused by financial and matrimonial difficulties, and mental 
illness are common factors in discipline cases and are material to the assessment 
of penalty in cases where a causal relationship exists between the lawyer’s 
condition and the misconduct being considered. (footnotes omitted) 

[75] In James T. Casey, Regulation of Professions in Canada, loose-leaf (2023-6) 
(Toronto: Thomson Reuters, 1994) at 14:3 (WL) (Casey) the learned author identifies 
a slightly different non-exclusive list of factors that have been treated as mitigating - 
“attitude” since the offence was committed, as a less severe sanction may be imposed 
where the person genuinely recognizes that their conduct was wrong, with the caveat 
that there is authority that while remorse can be a mitigating factor, a lack of remorse 
cannot be an aggravating factor, in circumstances where the offender honestly 



believes in their innocence (D’Mello v Law Society of Upper Canada, (2015), 2015 
ONSC 5841); 

- the age and experience of the offender,  

- the offender’s disciplinary record;  

- entering a guilty plea where doing so shows an acceptance of responsibility; provided 
that there is authority that it is an error to treat an explanation offered in an attempt to 
mitigate the sanction as an aggravating factor (McLean); 

- whether restitution has been made; 

- the good character of the offender; and 

- a long unblemished record of public service. 

[76] As Casey also observes, aggravating factors may include very serious 
misconduct, planning and deliberation, the vulnerability of those affected, and the 
impact of the misconduct on the client and others. 

 
28. The primary consideration in all Law Society discipline proceedings is the 
protection of the public. This is clearly set out in section 3.1 of The Legal Profession Act 
1990, SS 1990-91 c L-10.1 which states that the Law Society’s mandate is “to protect the 
public by assuring the integrity, knowledge, skill, proficiency and competence of 
members”. 
 
29. Closely related is the need to maintain the public’s confidence in the integrity of 
the profession and the ability of the profession to govern its own members. The conduct 
of the Member must be dealt with in a way that both protects the public and fosters the 
public’s confidence in the legal profession. While the protection of the public remains 
paramount, maintaining public confidence in the profession is also in the public interest. 

 
30. The penalty should also ensure specific deterrence to the Member and general 
deterrence to the profession as a whole. In this particular case, given the Member’s 
intention to resign, the emphasis is on general deterrence. The membership must 
understand that conduct like that of the Member is unacceptable. 

 
31. Although mitigating and aggravating factors are less of a consideration where joint 
submissions are involved, the presence of aggravating and mitigating factors still serves 
to delineate the appropriate range of penalty in a particular case. The aggravating and 
mitigating factors in the present case are relevant to the Hearing Committee’s 
considerations as to whether the penalty being advanced in the joint submission is 
appropriate and within the range. 

 
32. The Committee takes direction from the Court of Appeal’s recent decision 
(Abrametz v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2023 SKCA 114 at para. 128) where they 
held that the mitigating factors which the Committee must consider in deciding penalty 
included  the following: 



i. Mr. Abrametz’s self-report and cooperation with the investigation of the 
charges;   

ii. The fact that Mr. Abrametz had practiced under conditions for approximately 
six; and  years.  

iii. Mr. Abrametz’s long career and lack of a prior record. 
 

33. In addition to the factors outlined by the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal, the 
Committee is also of the view that it is a mitigating factor that Mr. Abrametz has agreed 
to the joint submission, rather than contesting the penalty.   
  
34. The Committee finds that the main aggravating factor relevant to the penalty in this 
case is the seriousness of the conduct including:  
 

i. The fact that many of the clients were vulnerable individuals;  
ii. The amount of money involved;  
iii. The fact that the conduct was deliberate and prolonged;  
iv. The fact that the conduct included serious trust account violations; and  
iv. The fact that the Member went as far to create a fictitious person in carrying 

out the conduct.    
 
35. At paragraphs 122 – 132 the Court of Appeal also directed that parity was another 
important consideration in determining a proportionate sentence.  The Court of Appeal 
held that the original Hearing Committee’s flawed approach to aggravating and mitigating 
circumstances  caused it to err in its application of the parity principle.  It is noteworthy 
that the Court of Appeal stated that should not be taken as having decided that disbarment 
cannot be considered as a possible sanction by the Hearing Committee when it rehears 
this matter (at paragraph 132)   

 
36. The Hearing Committee is of the view that allowing the Member to resign strikes a 
balance between the aggravating and mitigating factors and takes into account the Court 
of Appeal’s comments on the appropriate sentence.    
 
37. Rules 724 and 727 provide that members of the Law Society of Saskatchewan 
cannot retire or resign their membership via simple resignation while they are subject to 
outstanding discipline. The discipline proceedings must be concluded. The Member’s 
interest in resigning as a member of the Law Society is met by the joint submission. 
Likewise, the interest of the Law Society in concluding the outstanding proceedings 
against the Member, as well as its interest in seeing the Member cease practice are also 
achieved through permitting the Member to resign. Given that the Member has left 
practice, the public is protected from him continuing to practice. 

 
38. The Hearing Committee is also of the view that a reduction of the costs that the 
Member must pay to $25,000 takes into account the Court of Appeal’s comments at para. 
136 of their decision in Abrametz v Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2023 SKCA 114, where 
they overturned the previous costs order made by the original Hearing Committee:  

 



[136]      I would also set aside the Costs Award made by the Hearing Committee. 
That award was made in the context of the Penalty Decision and was accordingly 
based on the Hearing Committee’s findings and reasoning, which will be 
reconsidered when it rehears the matter. For that reason, the matter of costs 
should be assessed by the Hearing Committee after it has determined the penalty 
to be imposed on Mr. Abrametz, in light of its findings and reasoning in what will 
be a new penalty decision. 
 

39. Applying all these principles and weighing the mitigating and aggravating factors, 
the new Hearing Committee finds that the joint submission, allowing the member to resign 
and ordering him to pay $25,000 in costs is within the range of appropriate penalties.  It 
is reasonable and is not contrary to the public interest.   
 
ORDER 
 
40. Therefore, pursuant to Rule 1131(3)(a)(viii) and 1131(3)(a)(vi) of the Rules of the 
Law Society of Saskatchewan, the Hearing Committee makes the following Orders: 
41.  

a) Peter V. Abrametz is granted permission to resign his membership with the Law 
Society of Saskatchewan; and  

b) Peter V. Abrametz will pay costs to the Law Society in the amount of $25,000.  
This amount has already been paid to the Law Society.   

 
DATED at Saskatoon the 28th of February 2024.  
 
        “Rochelle Wempe” (Chair)  
 

“Leah Howie”    
 

        “Rikki Boté”    



        C A N A D A  ) 
) 

PROVINCE OF SASKATCHEWAN ) 
) 

  T O   W I T ) 

IN THE MATTER OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION ACT, 1990 
AND IN THE MATTER OF PETER V. ABRAMETZ, S.R., 
A LAWYER OF PRINCE ALBERT, SASKATHCEWAN 

TO: PETER V. ABRAMETZ, S.R. 

NOTICE OF PENALTY HEARING 

You are hereby notified that a Penalty Hearing will be held in relation to the matters referred to in 
the attached Report of the Hearing Committee as follows: 

Wednesday, February 14, 2024 at 2:00 p.m. via Teams 

DATED at the City of Saskatoon, in the Province of Saskatchewan, this 20th day of December, 
2023. 

_________________________________________ 
Greg Walen, K.C., Hearing Administrator 
Law Society of Saskatchewan 
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