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-----Original Message-----
From: sundrupal@capitol.local [mailto:sundrupal@capitol.local]
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Sunset Advisory Commission
Subject: Public Input Form for Agencies Under Review (Public/After Publication)

Agency: STATE BOARD VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINERS

First Name: Julie

Last Name: Catalano

Title:

Organization you are affiliated with: Veterinary Abuse Network, vetabusenetwork.com

Email: info@vetabusenetwork.com

City: San Antonio

State: Texas

Your Comments About the Staff Report, Including Recommendations Supported or
Opposed:
On Issue #4, I am concerned about the veterinarians that will be utilized to review a complaint. Although the use of
board vets has always been a highly imperfect process, the use of one non-board staff veterinarian could involve
even more unwanted secrecy. I fought hard during the 2004 Sunset to have a minimum of two reviewing board vets,
which ultimately was incorporated into
HB1131 and passed. I have heard from several people that the presence of two and sometimes three board vets at
their informal conferences—along with the required public member—was somewhat reassuring that their
complaints were being taken seriously and not subject to the whims and personal bias of a single reviewing vet, as
what happened in my case.

If the public can be reassured that a single staff reviewing vet, or a panel of impartial outside reviewing vets, can be
immune from the reach of the TVMA (which I believe to be the root cause of most of the problems of the vet board
and not the staff itself, who must balance their own jobs against the egos and aggressive tactics of TVMA officers,
members and lawyers whose interests are at cross-purposes with protecting the public), then I would be in favor of
this recommendation—provided that the names of the complainant and the licensee are redacted from the complaint
prior to review to avoid any potential friendships, business dealings or other relationships influencing the review
process.

Further, if the licensee is able to communicate with the reviewing vets during the complaint review process, then so
should the complainant—this process is imbalanced enough without the vet having access to reviewing vets while
the complainant is expressly forbidden to contact them.

Any Alternative or New Recommendations on This Agency:
1) The category of Informal Reprimand must either be done away with entirely due to its inconsistent application, or
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be made fully reportable in all
venues: a) online on the TBVME web site, b) when people call or write to find out a vet's disciplinary record, and c)
by reporting all Informal Reprimands to the AAVSB national database.

I may be one of the few people who was around at the beginning of this misbegotten “new” category that emerged
in the early 2000s (Ms. Oria was correct in that it pre-dates her). I remember being very concerned when learning of
this category, and talking to then-board attorney Lee Mathews about this. He personally told me that the IR would
be used only in cases when the health and well-being of an animal were not affected, and told me not to worry.
That's exactly when I started worrying because of the potential for misuse of this category and sure enough, it
eventually came to pass when the IR began to be used in numerous cases of animal deaths and as a way out of
showing up on the disciplinary radar.

I am not sure exactly when the IR was classified as “nonreportable,” but I do know that at a board meeting around
2006-07 one of the board members asked if there was any way to expunge the public disciplinary record after a
number of years. When told no, I suspect that someone got the idea to recategorize the IR as “nonreportable” in
order to get around the whole public record “problem.” This is a deceptive practice that misleads the public into
thinking that a vet may not have a record at all when in fact they might have a serious record of disciplinary action
in conjunction with an animal's death.

2) I would also like to recommend that in cases of an animal's death, often with  widely divergent versions from the
complainant and the licensee—usually accompanied by obviously deficient recordkeeping issues--that the case
automatically go to Informal Conference. So many people write to me asking why their complaint was summarily
dismissed without a chance to tell the investigators and/or the reviewing vets what happened in the presence of the
licensee, especially when they (complainants) were never interviewed by a board investigator as is supposed to
occur, or when numerous falsehoods were present in the vet's written response that can often be proven by their own
records.

In my experience, nobody knows their cases better than the animal's owner/guardian—the board should make full
use of the work that complainants have put into their complaints, especially when death has occurred. It is agonizing
for them to be left with nothing but a letter of dismissal stating that the vet did nothing wrong, when so much
evidence exists to the contrary and was ignored, or the vet's version was accepted as fact because the complainant
never got a chance to rebut any lies in person.

Thank you.

My Comment Will Be Made Public: I agree










