
 

 

 

SUMMARY REPORT ON LEGISLATIVE 

REFORM CONSULTATION FEEDBACK  
Background on the Consultations 

The College Council has been engaged in strategic discussions regarding the need to consider 
reform to the Veterinarians Act since 2013. To progress this work, it commissioned an oversight 
advisory group, three working groups, in-depth research, and broad-based consultations. 
Included in the approach to consultation have been specific opportunities for the public to 
respond to key areas of debate. Comments and opinions received for each public consultation 
have been fed back into the College’s analysis and discussion process to help shape Council’s 
final recommendations.  

This report provides a brief summary of the perspectives raised by those who participated in 
each separate consultation.  

Consultations included the following topics:  

 
1. Single Screening Process for Investigations  
2. Expanded Public Register 
3. Mandatory Quality Assurance Program 
4. Interim Suspensions 
5. Mandatory Reporting of Dismissal or Resignation Related to Incompetence or Incapacity 

of a Member 
6. Publicizing a Notice of Hearing 
7. Objects of the College 

 

It should be noted that, while all consultations garnered veterinarian perspective, consultations (4), 
(5), and (6) received significant attention from the general public.  

 



CONSULTATION FEEDBACK: MANDATORY 

REPORTING  
 
Consultation Period: November 3, 2016 - December 5, 2016. 

Submissions: 131 submissions 

 

Overview of the Feedback: 

Respondents who took the survey (rather than simply providing comments) were divided as 
follows based on the responses received to the question asking respondents to rank their 
support of the concept on a scale of 1 to 10: 

• 1 - 4: critical of the concept 
• 5 - 6: neither in favour of the concept nor critical of it  
• 7 - 10: in favour of the concept 

 
The following chart illustrates the breakdown of the responses received: 
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Additional Comments: 

• My concern is that incompetence can be a subjective concept.  And with corporate 
changes occurring I can see where incompetence could be viewed as an ability of an 
associate to perform at a pace dictated by the employer.  I could also see incompetence 
being defined by an unhappy employer as inability to follow corporate doctrine. 

• I do not support 'organizational silence' and sweeping under the rug.  the problem will 
just move on to another practice and other staff/animals/members of the public will suffer 
for it. 

• This is a good idea to nip issues in the bud, before they become very bad.  It can help 
build public confidence in our self regulation. 

• Not so much a caution for this but a caution for limiting it only to members; a solo 
practitioner is then immune if staff are concerned about his/her competency/ability to 
practice to standards.   not sure if this can be tweaked to allow staff to report as well 

• I would suspect that it is more likely that an employer may be more likely to be involved 
in incompetence or incapacity and I feel this legislation should mandate associates as 
well in cases of the above. 

• I'm actually surprised this has not already been implemented. 
• The public needs to know if the veterinarian that they are entrusting for the care of their 

dear pet or animals has performance, capacity, trust or negligent issues.  Failure to 
know that leaves our most vulnerable companions at significant risk.  Transparency is 
key to the oversight of any regulatory body. 

 

The College Council reviewed the consultation feedback related to this concept at its March 
2017 meeting.  Based on its review of the consultation feedback and its discussion, Council 
approved that the concept of mandatory reporting be amended to apply to all veterinarians and 
to clarify that mandatory reporting should only apply in cases of suspected incapacity, and not to 
cases of incompetence due to concerns expressed in the consultation feedback about the 
subjectivity for “incompetence” and the potential for abuse regarding this concept:  
 

Revised Concept 

The circumstances in which it is proposed that mandatory reporting will take place is where a 
licensed member has reasons to believe that another licensed member is incapacitated. 
Circumstances that might justify a mandatory report would be cases where a veterinarian is 
incapacitated by a physical or mental health condition that impairs his or her ability to provide 
veterinary care. A report would have to be made to the College. The report must be filed within 
30 days after the obligation to report arises unless the member who is required to file the report 
has reasonable grounds to believe that there is urgent need for intervention, in which case the 
report must be filed right away. The College would then conduct its own investigations after it 
receives a report. A report would not constitute a finding of incapacity against the member who 
is the subject of the report. Only an impairment panel of the Discipline Committee can make 
such a conclusion. 



It is suggested that the proposal regarding mandatory reporting should include an immunity 
provision for reports stating that no action or other proceeding shall be instituted against a 
person for filing a report in good faith. 

Following its review, Council directed that the College move forward on including this concept in 
its final proposal to the Ministry. 

Appendix: Consultation Backgrounder  

What is the concept? 

The Veterinarians Act does not currently include mandatory reporting provisions related to 
incompetence or incapacity. However, this concept is not unfamiliar to veterinarians as they 
currently have a number of other mandatory reporting obligations under different federal and 
provincial legislation and regulations, such as the Animal Health Act and regulations, the Health 
Protection and Promotion Act and regulations, the Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Animals Act, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act and regulations, and the Health of 
Animals Act and regulations. 
 
Introducing a carefully circumscribed provision on mandatory reporting by employers or facility 
directors in the Veterinarians Act related to the dismissal or resignation of a licensed member 
involving significant incompetence or incapacity, would allow the College to mitigate risks to the 
public by receiving timely information regarding licensed members whose practice poses a risk 
to the public and may require remediation or rehabilitation. 

Why is the College Considering Changes to this Concept? 

There are a number of reasons to propose the concept of mandatory reporting for introduction in 
the Act. 

First is the concept of organizational silence. This refers to a collective-level phenomenon of 
saying or doing very little in response to significant problems that, if unchecked, can proliferate 
in professions, which can erode public trust, and thereby prevent meaningful discussions on 
significant patient safety issues. If such discussions go unstated, a “culture of silence” can reign 
and potentially dangerous problems are swept “under the rug.” 

Secondly, members are often privy to more specific information about how other members 
practice, which the College and the public are not. From a public trust point of view, substance 
abuse, incapacity, and severe incompetence can be significant and extremely problematic. 
Mandatory reporting would be a useful mechanism with which to manage these issues by 
alerting the College if there is a concern that a veterinarian is not practising safely. This would 
allow the College to take action to protect the public and use innovative approaches to help 
rehabilitate or remediate veterinarians as necessary. 

Finally, instituting a mandatory reporting system would align with public expectations and 
assumptions with respect to the College’s role in mitigating risk and taking action to ensure 
public protection. 

What is Proposed? 

The circumstances in which it is proposed that mandatory reporting will take place is either after 
a licensed member, who is an employer or a facility director, has terminated the employment or 



contract (locum) of another licensed member (who is a veterinarian) for reasons of either 
incapacity or incompetence, or if the licensed member resigns before the employer or facility 
director can address the concerns. Mandatory reporting by associates or staff has intentionally 
been excluded from the model as they are not involved in oversight of veterinary facilities and 
many such complaints can be dealt with internally by human resources. Associates and staff 
would still be free to make reports to the College in circumstances in which they believe it is 
warranted, but such reports are not mandated under this proposed concept. 

Circumstances that might justify a mandatory report would be cases where there is repetitive 
lack of standard of care in which a veterinarian displays deficiencies in his or her knowledge, 
skill, or judgment, or a fairly serious health problem which interferes with a veterinarian’s 
competence or ability to provide care. A report would have to be made to the College within a 
certain number of days following the termination or resignation of the veterinarian by the 
employer or facility director, and must contain the reason(s) for the termination or reason(s) for 
intending to terminate if the member resigned before the employer could take action. The 
College would then conduct its own investigations after it receives a report. A report would not 
constitute a finding of professional misconduct, incapacity, or incompetence against the member 
who is the subject of the report. Only a panel of the College’s Discipline Committee or an 
impairment panel of the Discipline Committee can make such a conclusion. 

It is suggested that the proposal regarding mandatory reporting should include an immunity 
provision for reports stating that no action or other proceeding shall be instituted against a 
person for filing a report in good faith. 
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