[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of the ACVA Board of Directors Teleconference
Monday, July 2, 2012, 3 pm EST

The meeting was called to order by Dr. Smith at 3:02 pm, EST.

In attendance were Drs. Clark-Price, Mama, Pypendop, Read, Sinclair, Smith, Steffey and Wetmore. Drs. Matthews and Shih apologized by email for not being able to attend.

Administrative Business

1. Approval of Minutes from BOD meeting June 2012
a. Dr. Smith called for additions or corrections. There were none.
b. Dr. Smith called for a vote to approve. All votes were in favor.
2. Approval of Minutes from BOD meeting June 22, 2012 (Exam Results)
a. Dr. Read suggested that the approval of the minutes be delayed until after the Appeals Committee had reviewed the petition for reconsideration from one of the exam candidates.
b.  There was general discussion over a desire for transparency versus concern that the discussion reported in the minutes might influence the Appeals Committee’s deliberations. 
c. The conclusion was to delay approval of the minutes so as not to compromise the appeals process.
3. Dr. Smith asked for a change of date for the August teleconference as she is scheduled to speak at the AVMA Convention at 3 pm EDT on August 6. 
a. She proposed either 3 pm Thursday, August 9 or Monday, August 13.
b. Five directors, plus Dr. Smith, indicated that Monday, the 13th would be the better day.

Business to be Addressed

1. MCQ Software request from Linda Barter.
a. Dr. Barter joined the teleconference at 3:10 pm EDT
b. Dr. Barter explained that:
i. There are many exam software programs available.
ii. The one she recommends can: 
1. categorize the questions in many ways, e.g. based on statistical performance from previous years, topic etc.
2. be run off a server so people can access it securely from multiple locations and
a. data entry can be done by more than 1 person.
b. the MCQ Exam Committee could “meet” without having to travel.
3. Is currently being used by ACVECC and managed by Dr. Bernie Hansen who has already helped and offered to continue to consult as needed.
c. Dr. Smith asked how long ACVECC had used the program.
Dr. Barter thought about 5 years.
d. Dr. Smith asked about cost.
i. Dr. Barter does not have exact figures but based on the information available on the LXR.com website, about $2,000-3,000:
1. Software ~$800
2. Server ~$1,200
3. Additional user = $200
4. Software support = $1,200/year or $100/request
5. Can be expanded to a scantron reader with test verification capabilities and to online testing
6. There are also training programs.
ii. Dr. Donaldson commented that Dr. Doris Dyson has offered to help enter data and re-organize the question bank.
Dr. Barter’s response was that there was lots of work to be done as the number of questions needs to be increased and all questions will need to be entered and re-categorized.
iii. Dr. Smith asked if the additional user fee would apply to individuals, i.e. it would be applied every time a new committee member was added, or be based on the number of users, i.e. new committee members would step into the positions vacated by outgoing members. 
1. Dr. Barter did not know.
2. Dr. Wetmore suggested that it might be possible for the additional users to be added during the exam review session only so the cost might be for a month versus a year.
iv. Dr. Barter offered to contact the company to get answers to these questions and a cost estimate relevant to the ACVA’s needs. 
1. Dr. Smith thanked Dr. Barter and asked her to get a quote on cost. 
2. Dr. Barter agreed to do so and will send it to Dr. Donaldson for distribution to the Directors.
v. Dr. Smith called for a motion.
1. Dr. Read moved that Dr. Barter’s recommendation for purchase of new MCQ exam management software be accepted. Seconded by Dr. Pypendop.
2. Dr. Smith announced that she would wait for the quote from Dr. Barter before calling for further discussion and a vote by email. 

2. Bylaws Amendments (Dr. Pypendop)
a. A document with the proposed amendments was sent to the Directors prior to the teleconference
b. Article I, Section 4 – Appeals Procedure
i. Dr. Pypendop explained the proposed changes were to bring this section into agreement with Article IV, Section 6 with regards to the name of the Appeals Committee and final approval by the BOD and to respond to questions raised by the ABVS review of the ACVA’s 2011 annual report.

Proposal (changes in red) 
“A candidate adversely affected by a decision of the Examination or Credentials Committees may petition for a review of the decision. The written petition must be filed with the Executive Secretary and shall include a statement of the grounds for reconsideration and any supporting documentation. The petition must be filed within 30 days of the date on which the Credentials or Examination Committee announces its decision or within 30 days of the date on which either Committee advises the affected person of the availability of this appeals process, whichever is later. Upon receipt of the petition, the Executive Secretary will notify the Chairperson of the appropriate committee and the Chairperson of the Appeals Committee. The Appeals Committee will make a judgment and submit a recommendation to the Board of Directors for a final decision. render a decision and communicate that decision to the Executive Secretary such that the Executive Secretary The chairperson of the Appeals Committee, or their designated representative will be able to inform the appellant of the decision within 30 days of the original petition. In the event of continued conflict between the petitioner and the College, appeals may be directed to the American Board of Veterinary Specialties with a copy to the ACVA President and Chair of the Board of Directors.”

ii. Dr. Donaldson questioned whether the chair of the Appeals Committee should report the outcome to the appellant. 
Dr. Pypendop responded that this was to be consistent with Article IV.
iii. Dr. Steffey asked if there was any other situation when an appeal might be filed against a decision made by a committee.
1. Dr. Donaldson reported that, in its review of the 2011 annual report, the ABVS had asked if there could be cause for an appeal against actions of the ACVA other than those related to credentials application or the exam. In her response she had acknowledged possible appeals against decisions from the Residency Training Committee.
2. Dr. Pypendop commented that there could be an appeal of a decision made by the Board of Directors.
3. Dr. Smith noted that a diplomate asked to leave the College might appeal.
4. Dr. Steffey suggested adding the Board of Directors as a subject for appeal.
iv. Dr. Steffey commented that 
1. he shared Dr. Pypendop’s concern for consistency.
2. it was not really appropriate for the chair of the Appeals Committee to report the outcome to the appellant, i.e. for the issue to go back to committee after review by the Board. 
3. the Executive Secretary should be responsible for communications of decisions from the Board.
v. Dr. Smith read the portion of the section with the Board’s modifications of Dr. Pypendops proposals.

“Upon receipt of the petition, the Executive Secretary will notify the Chairperson of the appropriate committee or Board of Directors, as applicable, and the Chairperson of the Appeals Committee. The Appeals Committee will make a judgment and submit a recommendation to the Board of Directors for a final decision. render a decision and communicate that decision to the Executive Secretary such that the Executive Secretary The chairperson of the Appeals Committee, or their designated representative The Executive Secretary will be able to inform the appellant of the decision within 30 days of the original petition.”

vi. Dr. Pypendop moved that the amendments as read be accepted. Seconded by Dr. Sinclair. All votes were in favor.

c. Article IV, Section 6 – Committee for Appeals of Credentials and Examination Outcomes
i. Dr. Pypendop explained that these changes were the counterparts to those in the previous amendments to Article I, section 4.

Proposal (changes in red)
Article IV, Section 6 – Appeals Committee for Appeals of Credentials and Examination Outcomes
A. The Appeals Committee for Appeals of Credential and Examination Outcomes will be composed of, but not limited to, three (3) members of the College who are not serving on the Credentials or Examination Committees, or as Officers or members of the Board of Directors.
B. The term of office shall be for three (3) years. Appointments to the Committee shall be staggered so that one new member is appointed to the Committee annually.
C. The duties of the committee shall be to:
1. Receive all appeals from candidates who have either failed to be accepted into the certification process or to pass an examination, and from any individuals negatively affected by a decision approved by the Board of Directors.
2. Make a judgment on each case based on information provided by the complainant and the responsible cCommittee.
3. Submit a recommendation to the Board of Directors for a final decision.
4. Inform the complainant of the Board of Directors conclusion.
5. Assist the complainant, with the responsible committee, in formulating a plan toward achieving successful certification resolution of the matter being appealed.

ii. Dr. Pypendop noted that, to be consistent with the changes to Article I, section 4 just approved, item C, 4 should be removed.

C. The duties of the committee shall be to:
1. Receive all appeals from candidates who have either failed to be accepted into the certification process or to pass an examination, and from any individuals negatively affected by a decision approved by the Board of Directors.
2. Make a judgment on each case based on information provided by the complainant and the responsible cCommittee.
3. Submit a recommendation to the Board of Directors for a final decision.
4. Inform the complainant of the Board of Directors conclusion.
5. Assist the complainant, with the responsible committee, in formulating a plan toward achieving successful certification resolution of the matter being appealed

iii. Dr. Read moved to accept the proposed amendments including the removal of item C, 4. Seconded by Dr. Wetmore (? Clark-Price). All votes were in favor.

d. Article III, section 4, c – Voting 
i. Dr. Pypendop explained that these changes were proposed to make voting procedures consistent with those described in the Constitution and recently approved by the Board at the June 4th teleconference. Although not necessary, the same concerns and timing should be applied.

Proposal (changes in red)
“Voting must be initiated within 60 days of the annual meeting unless a single candidate is nominated, in which case the vote may be taken viva voice at the annual meeting. Whether by mail or electronic ballot, the voting procedure must provide a means to  verify the identity of all voters, protect the anonymity of individual voters and prevent voters from voting more than once, being able to change a vote or determining the election results prior to the voting deadline and certification Ballots postmarked within 30 days following initiation of the voting and received by the Executive Secretary within 60 days following initiation of the voting shall be considered valid. In the case of electronic balloting, ballots completed within 30 days following initiation of the voting shall be considered valid. The deadline for ballot postmarking and reception, or completion of the electronic vote shall be specified on the ballots, or in the case of electronic balloting, posted on the voting site. The ballots to be returned by mail shall be sealed in a plain envelope, enclosed in a certification envelope with the name of the voting member in print and his/her signature. The results of the vote will be certified 
by the Board of Directors.”

ii. Dr. Read moved that the proposed amendment be accepted. Seconded by Dr. Clark-Price. All votes were in favor.

e. Article IV, section 1 – Standing Committees 
i. Dr. Pypendop explained that, as discussed in the June teleconference, it makes more sense that:
1. the president-elect appoint committees during his/her second year to serve during his/her first year as president.
2. appointments be completed before the first of the year so committees can be functional from the onset of their term January 1st.

Proposal (changes in red)
“Article IV, Section 1 – Standing committee members shall be appointed from the active membership by December 31st in January of each year such that terms overlap. Committee members will be appointed by the President on the first year of his/her term, and by the President-Elect on the second year of the President’s term.”

ii. Dr. Pypendop moved that the proposed amendment be accepted. Seconded by Dr. Clark-Price. Dr. Smith called for discussion.
1. Dr. Wetmore agreed that the President-Elect should appoint his/her own committees.
2. Dr. Pypendop commented that a single person should be responsible.
3. Dr. Smith called for a vote. All votes were in favor.

f. Article IV, Section 1, A – committee chairperson appointments
i. Dr. Pypendop explained that sometimes the most senior member of a committee is not the best choice or is unable to commit the time to be chair and therefore the position of chair should not be limited to just senior members.

Proposal (changes in red)
“The President will appoint committee chairpersons from among the most senior (i.e., longest committee tenure) of current committee members annually. Committee chairpersons will be appointed by the President on the first year of his/her term and by the President-Elect during the second year of the President’s term.”

ii. Dr. Pypendop moved to accept the proposed amendment. Seconded by Dr. Wetmore (? Sinclair). There was no discussion. All votes were in favor.

g. Article VIII – Amendments
i. Dr. Pypendop explained that these changes follow the procedures, timing and process for anonymity and protection against fraud approved by the Board for the Constitution.

Proposal (changes in red)
“The Bylaws may be amended by vote taken by mail or electronic ballot sent out within sixty (60) days of the annual meeting at which such amendments have been discussed provided written or electronically posted notice of the proposed change has been sent to the membership a minimum of thirty days prior to that meeting. Outcome will be determined by a 2/3rds majority of the votes cast within 30 days of the ballot mailing.
a. Proposed amendments, approved by the Board, shall be distributed to the voting membership 30 days prior to the Annual Meeting.
b. Such amendments shall be introduced by the President and discussed by the membership at the next regular meeting.
c. Within 60 days following the regular meeting, the Executive Secretary shall mail a ballot to each voting member or initiate electronic balloting. The proposed amendments will be included in the mailing or be posted on the voting site.
d. Ballots post marked within 30 days following initiation of the voting and received by the Executive Secretary within 60 days following initiation of the voting shall be considered valid. In the case of electronic balloting, ballots complete within 30 days following initiation of the voting shall be considered valid. The deadline for ballot postmarking and reception, or completion of the electronic vote shall be specified on the ballots, or in the case of electronic balloting, posted on the voting site. The ballots to be returned by mail shall be sealed in a plain envelope, enclosed in a certification envelope with the name of the voting member in print and his/her signature.
e. Approval of amendments shall require an affirmative vote by two-thirds of the votes cast.

ii. Dr. Wetmore suggested that “at least” preface 30 days to allow for earlier notification.
iii. Dr. Pypendop moved that the proposed amendment including the change to “at least 30 days” be accepted. Seconded by Dr. Sinclair. There was no further discussion. All votes were in favor.
h. Dr. Read thanked Dr. Pypendop for checking and finalizing these proposals.

3. Ad hoc committee on ACVA public outreach: update (Dr. Pypendop)
Dr. Pypendop reported that Dr. Fernando Garcia Pereira has offered to put together a list of possible public outreach actions with help from Dr. Heidi Shafford.

4. Ad hoc committee on Anesthesia Society: update (Dr. Mama)
a. Dr. Mama reported that there had been no changes since last month but the committee had a teleconference scheduled for Thursday. 
b. Dr. Pypendop noted that Dr. Peter Kronen, President of the AVA, was at the Pain Short Course.
i. It was clear that the AVA is going ahead with plans to create regional branches.
ii. Dr. Kronen has contacted additional ACVA diplomates to discuss the idea and plans.

5. Guidelines/policy for complaints against diplomates (Dr. Donaldson)
Dr. Donaldson reported that she had written a first draft but has not had a chance to review it.

New
1. Fundraising plan: (Dr. Wetmore)
Dr. Wetmore reported that she had had additional discussions with Dr. Blaze regarding her efforts to solicit support for the Foundation and had looked at the ASA and International Anesthesia Society’s approaches to fundraising but has not had time to finish a plan.

2. BOD members for 2013-2017: Nora’s replacement, Lois continue another 2 year term vs. Appoint replacement for 2013 (2 years or 4 years?): (Dr. Pypendop/Donaldson)
a. Dr. Donaldson explained:
i. The Bylaws (Article III, section 4, B) state that outgoing directors are to nominate candidates to run for their seat on the Board.
ii. Dr. Wetmore was elected to a 2 year term because Dr. Dodam was on the Board when he was elected to the presidency which disrupted the original plan for 2 directorships to turnover of each year. 
iii. Directors are to serve 4 year terms  and consecutive terms are not allowed (Bylaws Article II, section 2).
b. Dr. Donaldson agreed to remind Dr. Matthews to nominate candidates for her Region 3 directorship.
c. Dr. Smith commented that since consecutive terms were specifically prohibited by the Bylaws, Dr. Wetmore would have to relinquish her directorship.
d. Dr. Wetmore agreed to find nominees for her At-Large position.

3. Meeting Location for 2013/Committee on Annual Meeting : (Dr. Pypendop)
a. Dr. Smith explained that
i. IVECCS planning for 2013 is already underway. Dr. Donaldson will be attending the IVECCS planning meeting later in July.
ii. the Board is supposed to receive a recommendation on the Annual Meeting venue and date from the Annual Meeting Committee. However, the 2012 committee is incomplete.
b. Dr. Pypendop reported that there are 4 members of the committee but no one had agreed to be chair.
c. Dr. Smith asked that the Board make a decision whether to continue with IVECCS in 2013.
i. Dr. Pypendop offered to ask the committee but since it is such short notice, they may not be able to respond with an alternative plan in time. 
ii. Dr. Mama commented that:
1. once there is a veterinary anesthesia society, meeting with it will be the logical arrangement. 
2. Until then, returning to meeting with ASA is an option she likes. 
3. Jumping around to different venues from year-to-year would be difficult.
iii. Dr. Pypendop noted that the poll taken a couple of years ago indicated that a majority of the respondents were interested in meeting with IVECCS in some format.
iv. Dr. Wetmore commented that if the ACVA leaves IVECCS, IVAPM is likely to replace it in the program.
v. Dr. Mama asked why the ACVA could not provide a series of lectures at IVECCS without having its exam and annual meeting there.
Dr. Pypendop responded that the ACVA does not have to meet with IVECCS and there is no advantage to its doing so.
vi. Dr. Donaldson noted that:
1. the initial decision to meet with IVECCS happened because of a last minute problem with the plan to meet in Montreal with IVAPM.
2. Since then, it has continued by default. 
3. Someone just needs to decide to change the arrangement.
4. Although IVECCS now expects ACVA participation in their program, they have been reminded annually that the ACVA membership is not in complete agreement with it as a meeting venue.
vii. Dr. Smith pointed out that IVECCS offers an excellent opportunity for outreach that is not possible at ASA.
d. Dr. Wetmore moved that the meeting be held with IVECCS for one more year. Second by Dr. Read. There was no further discussion. All votes were in favor.
 
4. Letter to the ACVA Board, Exam Committee and Appeals Committee from a group of concerned ACVA diplomates (Dr. Smith)
a. The letter had been sent to the Directors by Dr. Donaldson upon receipt June 28th.
b. Dr. Smith called for general discussion of the letter and related activities:
i. Dr. Sinclair commented that:
1. some of the information in the letter was not accurate.
2. additional diplomates and exam candidates were being told the exam and exam process were flawed and that the results should be adjusted.
3. exam committee members had been questioned regarding the exam process. 
4. diplomates not involved in the letter have contacted her to clarify the information in the letter.
ii. Dr. Pypendop noted that the Davis exam candidate had been asked about his exam score which he had chosen not to disclose. 
Several Directors expressed concern that a candidate’s performance on the exam was personal information. For a 3rd party to request it was inappropriate.
iii. Dr. Read noted that this is the second time this year that a small group of diplomates has publicly questioned the efforts of the Board and, this time, the Exam Committees.
iv. Dr. Sinclair asked what the College might want: 
1. for 70% of the candidates to pass regardless of their qualifications which this year would mean lowering the passing score
2. or only 50% to pass because they met the expectations agreed upon by the members of the Exam Committees.
v. Dr. Clark-Price noted that in reading the results of the post-exam surveys returned by the candidates
1. most of them studied for the exam for only 2-3 months.
2. most of them assessed the exam as being fair. 
3. In his opinion, 2-3 months is not adequate time for preparation for a professional certifying exam.
vi. Dr. Mama repeated her opinion that the criticism expressed in the letter is  after the fact. The issues raised should be addressed in planning for future exams. She pointed out that the results of each exam are dependent on:
1. The strengths and weaknesses of the exam which are scrutinized annually.
2. The strengths and weaknesses of the candidates, i.e. their residency training programs, time spent in preparation, their test taking skills, English language proficiency and personal circumstances on the day of the exam.
vii. Dr. Smith asked if anyone on the Board had heard anything from any of the other diplomates who had signed the letter. 
1. Dr. Sinclair had discussed the letter, the misinformation and the exam with one of the signers.
2. Dr. Wetmore speculated that some of the diplomates who signed the letter did so without much thought and without verifying its content.
3. Dr. Clark-Price agreed that some of the co-signers were likely carried by the forcefulness of the argument. 
c. Dr. Smith asked the Board to discuss how to respond responsibly.
i. Dr. Sinclair proposed there be a statement from the Board to the membership and the results of the exam posted without the names of the candidates.
ii. Dr. Mama suggested:
1. that Dr. Pypendop should respond to the letter since it was addressed to the Board.  
2. if the activities continue, perhaps the letter and response should be posted on the website.
3. the ACVA has a defensible exam that many diplomates have worked hard to develop, review, administer and evaluate.
4. the ACVA exam may not be ideal but it is the result of a serious and sincere effort by many qualified diplomates.
iii. Dr. Pypendop agreed to draft a point-by-point response but would like the Board’s help. He suggested:
1. The letter and response be made public.
2. The response be sent soon; preferably by the end of the week.
iv. Dr. Pypendop then asked if there should be two letters: one to the group responsible for the letter and one to the membership. 
v. Dr. Read pointed out that really Dr. Smith, as chair of the Board, should be primary author on the response because the letter was addressed to the Board, not the President.
1. Dr. Smith agreed to draft a response but asked for help to be sure she has the facts correct as she has not been personally involved in the exam or its review for a number of years. 
2. Dr. Mama offered to help draft the letters. 
3. Dr. Smith accepted Dr. Mama’s offer and said she would rely on Dr. Sinclair for accurate information as well.
4. Dr. Sinclair supported the idea of 2 letters and commented that the one to the membership provide background on the exam process and explain changes that have been made in the past several years.
vi. Dr. Wetmore questioned whether a response to the letter would only enhance the group’s position. The ACVA is doing its best to administer the fairest, perhaps not perfect, exam it can.
1. Dr. Read expressed the opinion that the response should not be a detailed rebuttal but an acknowledgement and a thank you for their interest.
2. Dr. Steffey agreed that the letter signers deserve a response but it should be a carefully composed to minimize escalation of the debate.
vii. Dr. Mama agreed that:
1. The response to the letter should not be long or in point-by-point detail and should thank them for speaking up about issues they identified in the exam process.
2. The Board needs to build trust among the members in the sincerity of  its efforts. All members should be encouraged to participate.
viii. Dr. Pypendop also agreed that the group behind the letter needs a respectful response. 
1. He withdrew his earlier suggestion that the letter and response be made public because the letter was addressed to the BOD and Exam Committee.
2. General information regarding the exam process and expressed concerns should be provided to the membership.

The teleconference was unexpectedly disconnected. Drs. Clark-Price, Mama, Smith, Steffey and Wetmore returned.

1. Dr. Smith summarized the outcome of the discussion.
a. She will draft the Board’s response to the group responsible for the letter and will avoid going into details that might escalate the debate.
b. She will draft a general letter to the College from the Board about the exam process and recent changes.

2. Dr. Smith reminded the Board that there would be email discussion and votes forthcoming. These would be:
a. requests for input on drafts of the letters.
b. a vote on the MCQ software.
 
The teleconference was adjourned at 5:05 pm, EDT.

Respectfully submitted,


Lydia Donaldson, VMD, PhD
ACVA Executive Secretary								July 6, 2012
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