ACVA Board of Directors Teleconference Minutes

Thursday, August 4, 2011, 4:00 pm, ET

In attendance were Drs. Cuvelliez, Matthews, Meyer, Pypendop, Smith, Steffey and Wetmore. Drs. Read joined at 4:17.

The teleconference was called to order by Dr. Cuvelliez at 4:04 pm, ET. 

Administrative business

Approval of Minute of BOD teleconference on July 7, 2011


Dr. Cuvelliez called for discussion.

· Dr. Wetmore asked for clarification of the sentence in item 1 (Exam fee change), b, ii, 1 on page 1. The preposition “for” was missing. This was corrected.

· Dr. Donaldson called the directors’ attention to the changes to 3, h (Bylaws Amendment Discussion Point #5 – committee report submission date), iv, 2 and vi, 4 that had been suggested by Dr. Steffey and incorporated into the document sent to them on July 5th. There was no discussion.

· Dr. Steffey asked that AVTA be spelled out the first time it appears in the minutes.


Dr. Cuvelliez called for a motion.



Dr. Meyer moved to accept the minutes of the July Board of Directors’ 



teleconference, 2nd by Dr. Smith; there were no votes against.

Business to be addressed
1. Bylaws amendments

a. A copy of the Bylaws with the proposed amendments approved by the Board in July and the discussion points (#s 6, 8 & 12) not resolved in July were sent to the directors prior to the teleconference.

b. Discussion Point #6, 1 – Committee on Education: increasing the number of members

i. Dr. Wetmore asked if there was a reason for a minimum number of members.

ii. Dr. Donaldson speculated that this was to avoid having a single person do the work of the committee. 

1. She noted that this is essentially what has been the case recently as the chair has made all the arrangements for speakers at the annual meeting. 

2. The committee members have only been involved in the review abstracts. With more than 50 abstracts submitted this year, Dr. Mosley has also recruited other diplomates.

3. Dr. Pypendop commented that abstract review should not be limited to the members of the Committee on Education. The Committee members should do their job and the ACVA should, as is done at other meetings, have abstracts reviewed by any diplomate, particularly those who are experts on the topic addressed by a work.

iii. Dr. Steffey explained the reasoning behind his suggestion that the number of committee members be increased.

1. The number in itself is not important as it will be determined by the acceptance or rejection of his proposal to expand the activities of the Committee to more than merely organizing the scientific program of the Annual Meeting.

2. He has proposed that the purpose of the Committee on Education be to take on greater responsibility for the educational needs of diplomates and residents as well as other veterinarians and the public. The Committee should be inventive and:

a. Find out what the membership needs.

b. Determine how to address these needs.

c. Monitor the effectiveness of the efforts.

3. He also pointed out a benefit of having a larger committee is that more diplomates become aware of the College’s activities, will serve on other committees and be informed candidates for nomination to the Board or an executive position.

4. A larger committee with expanded responsibilities may lead to appointment of subcommittees assigned to specific educational projects.

5. Articulating the purpose of this Committee, and perhaps other committees, will provide a framework for committee activities.

iv. Dr. Meyer asked Dr. Steffey what the difference was between the responsibilities of the Committee on Education and the Annual Meeting Committee.

1. Dr. Steffey explained that the Annual Meeting Committee was just that. It is to organize the annual meeting only part of which involves education. The Committee on Education is responsible for all educational activities which should include but extend beyond the scientific sessions of the annual meeting. Their areas of responsibility are overlapping circles.

2. Dr. Steffey pointed out that recertification may require participation in continuing education. The Committee on Education would reasonably be involved in providing and overseeing recertification. 

3. Dr. Wetmore commented that what Dr. Steffey is proposing is a redefinition/expansion of the role of this committee.

Dr. Meyer agreed that the proposal goes beyond what the current Committee does 

v. Dr. Smith commented that increasing the number of members to the Committee is not really applicable to its current activities.

Dr. Wetmore pointed out that one of the jobs of the chair is to motivate members by sharing the workload. Having more members, regardless of the committee’s described duties, should mean more people to participate.

vi. Dr. Cuvelliez noted that the proposed expansion of the Committee’s responsibilities is actually in the current description of its duties. Item e, 2 states “Conduct other appropriate educational programs, as determined by the Board.”

1. Drs. Steffey, Meyer and Wetmore agreed that this simple statement does cover the proposed expanded duties.

2. Dr. Steffey suggested that articulating some details of directions for additional educational programs might encourage the Committee to expand its activities.

vii. Dr. Matthews noted that section B in the proposed amendment does not obligate the Committee to pursue any of these activities within any particular time frame.

viii. There was a brief, general discussion of how the expanded committee could function as a source and coordinator of speakers for continuing education meetings.

ix. Dr. Donaldson asked if the Bylaws should specify a minimum or an absolute number of members.

1. Dr. Steffey commented that setting a minimum could result in the number of members fluctuating from year to year.

2. Dr. Wetmore noted that the current wording identifying a minimum is “but not limited to”.

3. Dr. Steffey asked if this was consistent with other descriptions of committee numbers in the Bylaws. Dr. Donaldson responded that it is consistent with the definition of membership for a majority of the committees.

x. Dr. Matthews moved to increase the minimum number of members to 5; 2nd Dr. Meyer, no further discussion; 1 vote against, 5 in favor.

c. Discussion point #6, 2 – Committee on Education: abstract coordinator

i. Dr. Cuvelliez called for discussion by asking whether the current description defining the abstract coordinator as a second year committee member should be retained or replaced by the proposed, more detailed description.

ii. De. Steffey commented that this position was an important one but the detailed description need not be in the Bylaws. It could be in a Policies and Procedures document.

iii. Dr. Donaldson pointed out that the Directors participating in the July teleconference had decided to put the details of the duties of the Multiple Choice Question Databank Manager in the Bylaws. 

1. Dr. Matthews suggested the duties be in a policies and procedures document.

2. Dr. Pypendop pointed out that it will be easier to revise the description of the duties in a procedures document since the process may change.

iv. Dr. Pypendop suggested that a minimum term length be identified.

Dr. Donaldson noted that the Multiple Choice Question Databank Manager’s term was listed as a minimum of 5 years. 

v. Dr. Steffey summarized that the Abstract Coordinator as an ex officio member of the Committee on Education will remain in the proposed amendment but the detailed description will be removed. A statement comparable to that for the Multiple Choice Question Databank Manager will be added. 

vi. Dr. Matthews moved that the proposed amendment be changed as summarized by Dr. Steffey; 2nd by Dr. Meyer

1. Dr. Wetmore requested a clear statement of the motion which was articulated with reference to the initial proposal:

a. To include Article IV, Section 4, A, d  which defines the Abstract Coordinator as an ex officio member of the Committee on Education

b. To replace Article IV, Section 4, D, the description of the Abstract Coordinator’s duties with a statement that the term of the appointment will be for at least 5 years.

2. Dr. Cuvelliez called for further discussion, there was none: there were no votes against.

d. Discussion Point #6, 3 – Committee on Education: provision for appointment of an ad hoc subcommittee

i. Dr. Steffey suggested that the Bylaws already provided a mechanism for creating additional committees as needed, i.e. by presidential appointment, and therefore this addition was not necessary at this time.

ii. Dr. Meyer moved that Article IV, Section 4, A, e of the proposed amendment be struck; 2nd by Dr. Wetmore; there were no votes against.

e. Discussion Point #6, 4 – Committee on Education: description of the responsibilities and duties

i. Dr. Wetmore suggested that, to be consistent, these duties would be moved to a policies and procedures document.

1. Dr. Steffey proposed that, in this case, it was better to have too much than too little. The consequences of too little were evident in the current simple statement of duties and the limited activity of the committee.

2. Dr Mathews commented that having the duties spelled out might stimulate action.

3. Dr. Wetmore asked whether having the duties listed in such detail might not tie the hands of the committee.

4. Dr. Steffey responded that, if these are things the College says should be done, then the committee should address them.

5. Dr. Matthews noted that if the duties are not increased then there is no point in increasing the number of committee members.

ii. Dr. Matthews moved to include sections B and C of the proposed amendment which describe the responsibilities and duties of the Committee: 2nd by Dr. Wetmore

1. Dr. Meyer asked if the listed duties were not somewhat limited/ prescribed and would not allow the committee to do something not included here.

2. Dr. Cuvelliez suggested adding “but not limited to”. 

3. Dr. Steffey noted that he did not see the description as limiting and that “but not limited to” might leave the door open to the committee engaging in an activity outside the realm of education.

4. Dr. Steffey commented that the responsibilities described in “B” were quite broad.

5. Dr. Matthews called attention to item C, c which is also pretty open ended. She suggested that instead of stating that the duties would “be” in item C, they would “include”.

6. Dr. Matthews and Wetmore agreed to changing the motion by replacing the word “be” with “include”.

7. there were no votes against

f. Dr. Pypendop asked if item A, c which gives the president the authority to appoint additional members to the committee was not redundant as the president is given this authority in Article IV (Committees) section 1 (general policies). 

i. Dr. Steffey agreed that, as with the provision for the appointment of a subcommittee, there was no need to articulate this again.

ii. Dr. Matthews moved to delete item A, c; 2nd by Dr. Meyer; there was no further discussion; there were no votes against.

g. Discussion Point #8 – Academy of Veterinary Technician Anesthetists (AVTA)–ACVA Liaison Committee

i. The Directors were sent copies of the AVTA Constitution and Bylaws prior to the teleconference.

ii. Dr. Cuvelliez noted that the Board had discussed this point at the July teleconference but not approved a proposed amendment for lack of information about the AVTA.

iii. Dr. Pypendop stated that the main question had been whether the AVTA has a similar requirement that the ACVA review its examination.

iv. Dr. Read, currently a member of this Committee, reported that they had reviewed the general and small animal sections of the exam last month and are now reviewing the large animal section.

1. The exam is disappointing, there is lots of dogma, it is not current and some questions are wrong.

2. Dr. Diane Wilson, chair of the Committee, spent an hour on the phone with the AVTA exam representative going through the exam question-by-question.

3. He is not sure the AVTA will accept the Committee’s suggestions.

v. Dr. Matthews asked if this was the first time the ACVA has reviewed the exam.

Dr. Smith answered that she was chair several years ago. The Committee reviewed the exam 1 year. She is not sure they changed anything. In general the interaction was very inconsistent.

vi. Dr. Pypendop suggested that, since the AVTA does not require that their exam be reviewed by the ACVA, the Committee cannot be required to do so. The AVTA should be encouraged to ask for input from the ACVA and thanked on occasions when they do ask.

1. Dr. Matthews suggested adding “if requested” to the requirement to review the AVTA exam (Article IV, Section 9, C, 3).

2. Dr. Steffey suggested “as desirable” to avoid the ACVA being perceived as subservient.

vii. Dr. Smith asked whether the Directors did not think the ACVA should have input into the certification of veterinary technician anesthetists.

1. Dr. Matthews responded that the ACVA does not have the authority to oversee the AVTA.

2. Dr. Steffey agreed and that specifically requiring the Committee to review the AVTA’s exam and annual report when the AVTA does not require it, is presumptuous.

viii. Dr. Read commented that: 

1. ideally, the ACVA would be more involved and have input into the development of the exam and not just review the end result shortly before it is administered.

2. in his opinion, the ACVA should either be more involved or the Committee should be eliminated. The current Committee has no direction.

ix. Dr. Smith commented that the ACVA should not absolve its self of responsibilities to anesthesia technicians.

x. Dr. Donaldson pointed out that the Committee was created in response to the American Board of Veterinary Specialties (ABVS)’s criticism that the ACVA did not have an established relationship with the AVTA.

1. Dr. Matthews suggested that if the ABVS wants the ACVA to be more involved in the AVTA, perhaps the ACVA could ask for guidance on how this could be accomplished.

2. Dr. Meyer pointed out that the ACVA is due to submit a 5 year report this year which would be a good place to raise the issue that the ACVA has had difficulty fulfilling the request as it has no authority to require that the AVTA reciprocate.

3. Dr. Wetmore suggested that the ABVS through the AVMA should be able to influence the National Association of Veterinary Technicians in America, the parent organization of the AVTA.

xi. Dr. Cuvelliez summarized that the relationship is not at its best and the AVTA seems to be arbitrary in its requests for help which leaves the ACVA dependent on the AVTA taking the initiative.

Dr. Pypendop concluded that, realistically, there is nothing the ACVA can do about it at this point but that it should continue to try to improve the relationship.

xii. Dr. Steffey suggested that the Directors rethink the description of the Committee in the Bylaws.

1. The interest is in a broader issue: the alliance/working together with technicians to advance anesthetic care of animals.

2. A more general support of this purpose could be articulated in the Bylaws. 

xiii. Dr. Read pointed out that the Emergency Critical Care College must also be dealing with this issue perhaps it would be worth speaking with them.

xiv. Dr. Read suggested that the description of this Committee be reduced to the bare minimum.

Dr. Pypendop agreed that a short statement of the ACVA’s intent to do what it can with and for the AVTA should suffice. 

xv. Dr. Wetmore moved that items #2 & 3 be struck from the current description of the duties of the AVTA-ACVA Liaison Committee and that the word “ other” be removed from item 4; 2nd by Dr. Smith; Dr. Steffey asked for clarification; done; there was 1 vote against.

h. Discussion Point #12 – Amendments 

i. Dr. Donaldson asked that the Directors review the wording of the revised version of the proposed amendment. The content had been approved by the Board at the July teleconference.

ii. Dr. Steffey suggested that “the votes cast” be replaced by “of the voting members of the College”.

1. Dr. Meyer pointed out that if the voting is by mail ballot and the expected return is 60%, it would be impossible to realize a majority of the voting members of the College.

2. Dr. Wetmore reported that Roberts Rules advises a 2/3rds majority vote for constitutional and bylaws amendments.

3. Dr. Steffey agreed that a majority of the voting members was not obtainable but that raising the requirement to 2/3rds instead of a simple majority would provide better protection from arbitrary bylaws amendments.

iii. Dr. Steffey asked whether the “within 60 days of the annual meeting” referred to when the ballots would be sent out or when they were to be returned. 

1. Dr. Donaldson responded that she understood it to mean sent out within 60 days as, logistically, that was a reasonable target considering the other responsibilities to be met by the executive secretary immediately after the oral exam and annual meeting.

2. Dr. Meyer (?) suggested adding “sent out” within 60 days and returned within 30 days or by December 31st
a. Dr. Pypendop commented that a number of days allowed more flexibility than a fixed date.

b. Dr. Read proposed “within the prescribe time” and the interval in days or date on the ballot. 

iv. Dr. Meyer moved that the wording be changed to “sent out” within 60 days” and the outcome be determined by a “2/3rd” majority of the votes cast within 30 days of the initial posting; 2nd by Dr. Matthews; there was no further discussion; there were no votes against.

i. Dr. Meyer called the Directors attention to the fact that these amendments, according to the existing Bylaws, could be passed at the Annual Meeting by a simple majority vote as long as a quorum of (25% of the voting members were in attendance.

2. Oral Exam Committee reimbursement

a. Dr. Cuvelliez presented the issues to be discussed.

i. Whether to institute the $200/dau policy this year.

ii. If so, whether to excuse the chair for whom staying at the IVECCS host hotel is considerably more manageable.

b. Dr. Pypendop reported that Dr. Sinclair had emailed the Exam Committee asking if they would like to request a change to the new policy. He suggested that the Board might wait for the outcome of her inquiry.

c. Dr. Meyer explained that he had proposed delaying the implementation until next year because of the short notice and that the members of the committee might have already made their hotel reservations.

d. Dr. Donaldson pointed out that the schedule for the oral exam had not been finalized until July 27th at which time she immediately informed them of the new policy which had been approved by email vote on July 25th.

e. Dr. Meyer was concerned that the committee members might feel they are being taken advantage of and that this would result in fewer volunteers for  all committees.

f. Dr. Pypendop commented that it was unfair to change the rules 1 and a half months before the exam. However, whenever reimbursement is limited, there will be people who are unhappy.

g. Dr. Meyer moved to delay the implementation of the $200/day reimbursement limit until next year; 2nd Dr. Matthews; there were no votes against.

Dr. Cuvelliez announced that the agenda items had been addressed and asked if there was any additional business.

Dr. Meyer asked whether the Board of Directors needed to vote on the Thomson Prometrics proposal presented to the Exam Review Committee and reported on at the July teleconference. 


Dr. Wetmore responded that the Exam Review Committee had not met to discuss the Thomson Prometrics proposal but will be doing so soon. She anticipated that the entire proposal would not be accepted by the Committee as Thomson Prometrics does not always fully understand which issues are most important to the ACVA. 

Dr. Cuvelliez called for any further business. There was none.

The teleconference was adjourned at 6:15 pm

Addendum: Dr. Meyer caught Drs. Cuvelliez, Donaldson & Wetmore before they hung up to ask about the September Board meetings. It was concluded that:

· there was sufficient business to be discussed at a regular teleconference on Thursday, September 1 

· the meeting to approve the oral exam results on Wednesday, September 14th should deal with only that.

Respectfully submitted,

Lydia Donaldson, VMD, PhD, Dipl. ACVA



August 9, 2011

Report from the Executive Secretary

1. Dues are still outstanding for 2 diplomates.

2. Student award subscriptions have been submitted. The address of 1 recipient was has yet to be determined.

3. Errors & Omissions insurance renewal application has been submitted.

4. Dr. Donaldson will attend the IVECCS pre-symposium meeting is August 11 & 12.

5. The VAA editorial board is planning a meeting at IVECCS.

6. Dr. Seahorn and the ABVS Report Committee are making progress on the ABVS 5 year report.

7. The WCVA 11 organizers have sent a promotional PowerPoint presentation to be shown at the ACVA meeting and a sponsorship prospectus for the ACVA’s consideration. 
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