
   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CDHO SPECIAL MEETING OF COUNCIL 
Friday, June 1, 2018 
9:30 a.m. – 11:45 a.m. 

 
 
 
 

 
Location: 

Vantage Venues  
150 King St W, Toronto, ON M5H 1J9 

 
F1 (Financial One) 

16th Floor 
 



 
 

 

CDHO SPECIAL MEETING OF COUNCIL AGENDA 

Friday, June 1, 2018 

9:30 a.m.11:45 a.m.  

 

Agenda 
Item 

Topic and Relevant Council Policy 
Proposed  
Outcome 

Lead if not 
Chair 

Verbal 
Report/    

Attachment 

Estimated 
Time 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER  9:30 a.m. 

1.1 Appointment of External Chair Decision is made C. Ranson   

1.2 Roll Call Council Attendance G Pettifer TAB A  

1.3 Declaration of Conflict of Interest Conflicts declared G. Pettifer   

1.4 Opening Remarks Council is Informed G. Pettifer   

1.5 Consideration of Governance Matter Decision is made G. Pettifer TAB B  

2.0 ADJOURNMENT 11:45 a.m. 

 



 

June 1, 2018 Special Meeting 

Vantage Venues, 150 King Street West, Toronto, ON M5H 1J9 

 
 

Roll Call 
Special Meeting – Friday, June 1, 2018 

Friday, June 1, 2018 
Vantage Venues, Meeting Room F1, 16th Floor 

 

 

 Betts, Erin  Public  

 Connor, Michael C.  Public  

 Czech, Roma Elected  

 Eles, Jillian Elected  

 Enstrom, Trudi Academic  

 Feres Patry, Kathleen Elected  

 Gibson, Jenny Elected  

 Hamelin, Fernand Public   

 Jain, Vinay Public  

 Jesin, Evie Elected 

 Kau-Lui, Beatrix  Public   

 Lee, Maria Public   

 Leroux, Pauline  Elected  

 Lightstone, Helen Public Regrets 

 Lotz, Caroline Elected  

 Marion, Gail Elected  

 Nathoo, Julius  Public   

 Ranson, Catherine  Academic   

 Strawn, Terri Elected  

 Winkle, Yvonne  Public  Regrets 



 

 

 
 
BRIEFING NOTE:   Code of Conduct R. Czech 
 
COMMITTEE:   Executive Committee 
 
DATE:    May 4, 2018 
 
 
Background 
 
This matter is brought to the Council to determine whether formal action should be 
taken against R. Czech under article 3.8 of By-law No. 5. 
 
On or about January 25, 2018, R. Czech posted a message on the CDHA Facebook page 
about another registered dental hygienist who had appeared in a Crest toothpaste 
advertisement. R. Czech’s posting suggested that the other dental hygienist was in 
breach of the CDHO’s advertising. Tab 1 is a copy of the posting. 
 
The posting was brought to the attention of the Registrar, who had concerns about the 
appropriateness of the posting and raised it with the President. The President notified R. 
Czech of the concern. R. Czech then removed the posting approximately 17 hours after 
it had been made. Tab 2 is a copy of the January 25, 2018 emails. 
 
At the Executive Committee meeting of February 15, 2018, R. Czech was advised that 
the Executive Committee believed the matter should be discussed at the Council 
meeting on March 9, 2018, as an apparent breach of the Code of Conduct and the basis 
of the concerns. R. Czech was advised of the proposed process to be followed which 
included an opportunity to address the concerns in writing in advance and to address 
Council at the meeting. R. Czech stated that she understood. R. Czech stated that, prior 
to the posting, she knew that she should not have commented, but felt it was necessary 
because she was provoked by a statement made to her by the CDHA in a private email. 
Tab 3 is a copy of the relevant portion of the Executive Committee minutes. R. Czech 
did not object to this portion of the minutes when it was approved at the April 26, 2018 
Executive Committee meeting. 
 
In a memo dated February 20, 2018, the Registrar outlined her concerns about the 
posting. Tab 4 is a copy of the memo. The President forwarded the memo to R. Czech 
on February 22, 2018 indicating that R. Czech had the option of responding to the 
memo. The President followed up with R. Czech on February 27, 2018. On that date R. 
Czech confirmed receipt of the memo and stated that she had been in contact with a 
regulatory lawyer. R. Czech never provided a written response to the memo. Tab 5 is a 
copy of the February 22 – 27, 2018 emails between the President and R. Czech. 
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The Council package contained a Briefing Note to Council on the matter. The Briefing 
Note identified the provisions in the Code of Conduct that were in issue, namely 4.11.51 
and 4.11.72. Tab 6 is a copy of the Briefing Note. 
 
Shortly before the March 9, 2018 Council meeting, it was discovered that the time 
period specified in the By-laws for R. Czech’s response was the same day as the 
Council meeting and that the Executive Committee had an obligation to consider that 
response before taking it to Council. On March 5, 2018 the President sent a letter to R. 
Czech notifying her of the procedural error and asking whether R. Czech wished to 
remove the item from the Council agenda or to proceed with it. R. Czech did not 
respond to the email. On March 8, 2018 the President approached R. Czech in person 
and asked for her preference about proceeding with the item on the agenda the next day. 
R. Czech declined to answer the question or to respond in follow up emails and a text 
message that evening. Tab 7 is a copy of that letter and related text messages and 
emails. 
 
At the Council meeting on March 9, 2018 the President withdrew the item from the 
agenda. There was discussion at Council about the process. One comment by R. Czech 
was that she had not received a formal complaint. She said this despite having received 
the Registrar’s memo of February 20, 2018 and the first Briefing Note to Council. 
 
Given the statements of R. Czech at the Council meeting, the governance complaints 
process was restarted from the beginning. In a memo dated March 12, 2018, the 
Registrar formally confirmed that her February 20, 2018 memo was intended to be a 
governance complaint and provided additional information. Tab 8 is a copy of that 
memo. The President sent the memo to R. Czech on March 14, 2018 and invited R. 
Czech to make a written response. Tab 9 is a copy of that memo.  
 
On April 4, 2018, R. Czech, through her lawyer, provided a written response. Tab 10 is 
a copy of that response. 
 
On April 12, 2018, the Registrar provided a written reply to R. Czech’s response. Tab 
11 is a copy of that reply. 
 
On April 24, 2018, R. Czech, through her lawyer, provided a further written response. 
Tab 12 is a copy of that further response. 

                                                           
1 S. 4.11.5 of the Code of Conduct reads as follows: 

Social Media 
Council Members will not share or post information on social media that compromises the 
organization or the Council’s policy or public image. 

2 S. 4.11.7 of the Code of Conduct reads as follows: 
Document Familiarization 
Council Members shall be familiar with the incorporating documents, relevant legislation and 
regulations, by-laws, and policies of the organization, as well as the rules of procedure and 
proper conduct of a meeting so that any decision of the Council may be made in an efficient, 
knowledgeable and expeditious fashion. 
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Referral by the Executive Committee 
 
On April 26, 2018, the Executive Committee met in the absence of both R. Czech and 
the Registrar to consider the materials and submissions. The issues before the Executive 
Committee (as set out in s. 3.8(5) of the By-law3) were: 
 

1. Did the Executive Committee believe that the complaint is based on reasonable 
grounds?  

2. Did the Executive Committee believe the complaint warrants formal action? 
 

Reasonable Grounds 
 
The Executive Committee concluded that the complaint is based on reasonable grounds. 
R. Czech does not dispute she placed the post. The forum consists primarily of dental 
hygienists. R. Czech has a reasonably high profile in the dental hygiene community and 
many would know she is a CDHO Council member. 
 
Article 19.1 of the By-law states: 
 

Duties of Council and Non-Council Members  
Council and Non-Council Members shall act in the best interests of the College 
and of the public of Ontario. They shall perform their duties in accordance with 
the Act, the bylaw and any policies of the College. 

 
The most applicable provision of the Code of Conduct, s. 4.11.5, states that a Council 
member shall not post information on social media that compromises the College or 
Council’s public image. The Executive Committee believes there are reasonable 
grounds to believe that these posts compromise the College and Council’s public image. 
The post was on a topic that the CDHO directly regulates, advertising. The post was 
made after the CDHA Facebook page host apparently suggested that R. Czech should 
not discuss the matter publicly. The post was made soon after Council had received 
orientation on the risks of making such public statements. The post strongly implies that 
another dental hygienist had breached the CDHO’s advertising regulation. That is a 
regulation that R. Czech, who sits on the ICRC, enforces.  
 
Even if R. Czech would not serve personally on any committee addressing the matter, 
she put any remaining Council and committee members in a difficult position if they 
ever have to deal with the issue because an argument could be made that they have been 
tainted by their colleague’s strong expression of opinion. The posting has the potential 
to raise an appearance of bias concern.  
 
                                                           
3 S. 3.8(5) of the By-law reads as follows: 

If the Executive Committee, or a Committee to which the Executive Committee has delegated 
the responsibility for a complaint, after any investigation it deems to be appropriate, believes that 
the complaint is based on reasonable grounds and warrants formal action, it shall call a meeting 
of the Council. Council shall determine whether there has been a breach of duties. If Council 
determines that there has been a breach of duties, it may impose the appropriate sanction. 



4 
 

 

R. Czech did not first inquire of the College whether the College was addressing the 
matter (which it actually was doing at the time, through proper channels) creating the 
risk of inconsistent messaging. The risk of inconsistent messaging was increased by the 
fact that R. Czech appears to have been incorrect in her interpretation of the advertising 
provision to this case. That advertising provision only applies to endorsements made in 
respect of a dental hygienist’s practice, which the advertisement in issue did not appear 
to do. As such, the post reflects an unfamiliarity with the regulation. 
 
The Executive Committee carefully considered the submissions made by R. Czech 
through her lawyer. Even though the post was only on the CDHA Facebook page for 
about 17 hours, it was still made. The brevity of the life of the posting goes to the 
second issue to be addressed by the Executive Committee.  
 
R. Czech indicates that she did not claim to speak on behalf of Council. However, that 
argument goes to a different provision in the Code of Conduct, s. 4.11.6.2 where 
Council members are not to presume to speak on behalf of Council. The provision 
dealing with social media postings is not limited to postings made on behalf of the 
College. In any event, given the circumstances (R. Czech’s high profile, the audience 
being addressed, the subject matter of the post, that she partially quoted a CDHO 
regulation, and her expression of an opinion as to whether that regulation had been 
breached), it would be open to infer that R. Czech was in fact claiming to speak on 
behalf of Council. 
 
R. Czech indicates that the posting was made from her personal account. However, a 
Council member’s conduct in a personal capacity (setting aside the concerns raised in 
the previous paragraph for a moment) can reflect on them as Council members as well. 
For example, most would probably agree that a Council member who posts an offensive 
message on a personal account (e.g., one that is sexist, racist or homophobic) could be 
held accountable to the Council for it. The issue is whether the posting is objectionable 
for someone who sits on the Council regardless of the capacity in which it was posted. 
 
R. Czech suggests that her removal from Council would be excessive. Again, that is 
irrelevant to the first issue and will be addressed in the Executive Committee’s 
discussion of the second issue. 
 
For these reasons, the Executive Committee concluded that there were reasonable 
grounds to support the complaint. 
 

Warrants Formal Action 
 
The Executive Committee concluded that the complaint does warrant formal action, 
even if the action is not to remove her from Council. 
 
There are a number of factors suggesting that formal action is warranted. There is a 
strong case to support the proposition that R. Czech breached the Code of Conduct 
provision on social media posts. The breach was made immediately after a training 
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session on the proper role of Council members. R. Czech is a seasoned member of the 
Council. As a member of the Executive Committee, R. Czech has a position of 
leadership on the Council. As a member of the ICRC, she has a role in investigating and 
screening complaints made about advertisements by dental hygienists, giving her 
special status and which creates a potential appearance of bias if this matter were ever 
to reach the ICRC. There was a clear potential for inconsistent messaging coming from 
representatives of the College (i.e., those at the College properly dealing with the 
advertisement and R. Czech).  
 
The Executive Committee was also concerned about whether R. Czech acknowledges 
the apparent inappropriateness of her conduct. It appears from her comments to the 
Executive Committee that she was aware that she should not have made the post, but 
did so for emotional reasons. However, in her written submissions to the Executive 
Committee, R. Czech appears to justify what she did.  
 
The Executive Committee also considered a number of factors that mitigated the 
conduct. Clearly this conduct was not the most serious that can be envisioned. The 
Executive Committee placed the conduct in the middle range of seriousness. In 
addition, the posting was only up for about 17 hours and was removed promptly after 
the President requested she do so. 
 
The Executive Committee also considered the procedural error made in this process. 
While fully acknowledging the error and that it should not have happened, the 
Executive Committee is of the view that its nature is overstated by R. Czech. She was 
given written notice of the concern and an opportunity to respond both in writing and in 
person at the Council meeting. R. Czech indicated that she understood the process and 
raised no objections to the process prior to the actual Council meeting itself. When the 
error was discovered, R. Czech was given notice of it and was offered the option of 
withdrawing the matter from the agenda or getting it over with. R. Czech did not 
respond to either the merits of the governance concern itself or to the options for 
dealing with it going forward. The error in the process was in failing to comply with the 
timeline and sequence of the proceeding specified in the By-law. The Executive 
Committee believes that the error has since been cured by beginning the process again. 
 
The Executive Committee also considered the concern expressed by R. Czech that the 
matter was made public. However, R. Czech’s conduct was public. The only additional 
information made public was that the Executive Committee was concerned about R. 
Czech’s conduct.  
 
In balancing these considerations, the Executive Committee believes that formal action 
is warranted. In the circumstances, the Executive Committee does not believe that this 
sort of conduct should be handled privately without the input of Council. Council 
should publicly clarify whether it is appropriate for a Council member who serves in a 
leadership position at the College to publicly state that, in effect, another dental 
hygienist violated the advertising regulations (when it appears that statement was 
incorrect in some material respects) creating a risk of tainting any enforcement process 
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that might ensue and creating the risk of inconsistent messaging by the College. If 
Council finds that this conduct is of concern, Council should apply a proportionate 
amount of accountability. 
 
For these reasons, the Executive Committee concluded that the complaint warrants 
formal action. 
 
Decision for Council 
 
Before Council addresses the issue, it should allow R. Czech to address Council. 
Council may also wish to consider whether the Registrar should be permitted to respond 
to R. Czech’s submissions. Council will have legal counsel available to it to provide any 
advice on legal and procedural issues (but not on the merits).  
 
Council has possibly two issues to address according to s. 3.8(5) of the By-law: 
 

1. Council shall determine whether there has been a breach of duties.  
2. If Council determines that there has been a breach of duties, it may impose the 

appropriate sanction. 
 
Section 3.8(6) of the By-law identifies the following possible sanctions: 
 

The appropriate sanction can include one or more of the following:  
a) censure of the member verbally or in writing;  
b) removal of the member from any Committee and/or working group on 

which he or she serves;  
c) disqualification4 of an Elected Member … from the Council …. 

 
Without in any way limiting or prejudging the decision of Council after it has heard the 
submissions, the Executive Committee is not anticipating that option (c) is likely to be 
viewed as appropriate even if a determination is made that R. Czech breached her 
duties.  
 

                                                           
4 The most relevant ground for disqualification is found in 3.7(1).j of the By-law, which reads as follows: 

(j) fails, in the opinion of the Council, to discharge properly or honestly any office to which he 
or she has been Elected, Selected or Appointed; 
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From: Lisa Taylor
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 1:35 PM
To: cranson@council.cdho.org
Cc: Jane Keir
Subject: FW: CDHA 
Attachments: CDHA.PNG

Importance: High

Hi Catherine,
Now it is Roma! She is posting on the CDHA Facebook telling audiences what a dental hygienist cannot do in terms of
advertising. Did Julie not just cover this last Friday?

This matter has already come to our attention and the College is dealing with it. She is now making it difficult for us.
Besides if this comes before ICRC, she has just prejudiced herself. I really can’t believe it!
Please ask her to stop this.

Lisa Taylor RDH, BA, MEd, MCOD 
Registrar and CEO

69 Bloor St E, Suite 300, Toronto  ON  M4W 1A9 
t 416-961-6234 tf 1-800-268-2346 x 239
f 416-961-6028 w www.cdho.org
e ltaylor@cdho.org

CONFIDENTIALITY: The content of this e-mail (and attachments, if any) is privileged and confidential and intended solely for its designated 
recipient(s). Any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail, other than by its intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-
mail by error, delete it and please notify us immediately by reply e-mail. Thank you. 
CONFIDENTIALITÉ : Le contenu de cet envoi, privilégié et confidentiel (ainsi que les possibles documents joints) ne s'adresse qu'au(x) 
destinataire(s) indiqué(s) ci-dessus. Il est interdit, pour toute autre personne, de le divulguer, le communiquer ou le reproduire. Si vous avez reçu cet 
envoi par erreur, veuillez le détruire et nous en aviser immédiatement par courriel. Merci. 
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given to registrants by the College, and was copied to an unknown person 
outside the College and to R. Czech. As in case number 1, the President 
contacted the Council member and asked for a response to the Registrar’s 
allegations. The allegations and the response were discussed and it was decided 
that the Council member be notified that the matter would be brought before 
Council at the March 9th meeting. 

Case 3): (R. Czech was out of the room due to conflict). The President briefed 
the Executive Committee about a posting by an Executive member on the 
National Dental Hygienists Association’s Facebook page that was deemed 
inappropriate by the Registrar. As in case number 1 and 2 above, the President 
contacted the Council member by email and suggested that she had posted 
something inappropriate on the website. After a few back and forth emails, the 
Facebook post was removed by the member. It was public for approximately 
17 hours. 

The decision was made to take this matter to Council on the 9th of March for 
two reasons: a determination on whether the behaviour was a breach of the 
Council Code of Conduct and; because the conduct involved a member of the 
Executive, it could put the Committee in a potential conflict of interest should 
they choose to consider it themselves. 

Roma Czech came back into the room and was told the decision for case 
numbers 2 and 3.  

The President explained the process as it involved her and asked if she had any 
questions. In the matter of case number 3, Ms. Czech was informed that she 
would have an opportunity to submit a response in writing and to address the 
Council at the March 9, 2018 meeting. Ms. Czech said she understood, and that, 
prior to posting, she knew that she should not have commented but felt that it 
was necessary because she was provoked by statements made to her by the 
CDHA in a private e-mail. 

3.5  CDHO Bylaw Review 

 The Registrar asked that the bylaws be reviewed specifically to qualifications 
of Council members given issues that had been raised in dealing with case 
involving the code of conduct of Council members. A decision was made to 
defer this matter until the Registrar could gather information on what other 
College’s require of Council members for eligibility to serve. Agree and CNO 
are working on qualifications.  

 
3.6  Policy Scent-Free Council Meetings 

Executive reviewed a draft policy that was developed at the request of a 
Council member. The decision was made to bring the policy before Council 
in March. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Catherine Ranson, Presiden  

From: Lisa Taylor, Registrar 

Date: February 20, 2018

Subject: R. Czech Facebook Posts 

This memo is a response to your request that I provide you with the events that lead to 
the email I sent to you on January 25, 2018 requesting that you contact Roma Czech, 
council member, about her recent Facebook posts on the Canadian Dental Hygienists 
Association Facebook feed. 
On January 24, 2018 I was sent an email by a staff member alerting me to a posting 
made by Ms. Czech on the CDHA Facebook page. I reviewed the post and decided that 
it did not warrant any action but asked that staff continue to monitor the conversation. 
On January 25, 2018 staff alerted me to a second post by Ms. Czech that was more 
explicit than the first posting. In this posting she appears to be making judgement on
behalf of the College and quotes the CDHO Advertising Regulation to support her 
statements. Ms. Czech is also a member to the Inquiries, Complaints and Reports 
Committee (ICRC).  
I did think this second posting was a cause for concern for the following reasons:  

It is a breach in the Council’s Code of Conduct to speak on behalf of the College
It is a breach of the Council’s Code of Conduct to post on social media
information that compromises the organization, the Council’s policy or public
image
The Advertising Regulation was incorrectly applied to this matter by Ms. Czech,
affecting the reputation of the College and the credibility of a council member
and a member of the ICRC.
Ms. Czech has been on Council for more than three years and has sat on ICRC
and on Discipline panels during this time. She should have known better than to
take matters into her own hands. She would most certainly understand College
Processes and should have a working knowledge of the Professional
Misconduct and Advertising Regulations.

On January 25, 2018 I sent an email to the president asking that she contact Ms. Czech 
to have her stop posting. 



Begin forwarded message: 

From: Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org> 
Date: February 27, 2018 at 8:09:18 AM EST 
To: Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org> 
Subject: Re: Code of Conduct Violation 

Yes, I did receive the message. I've seen a regulatory lawyer who is also a health professional.. ...I'm 
good.  
Roma 
 
 
 
Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network. 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org>  
Date: 2018-02-27 7:36 AM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org>  
Cc: Fernand Hamelin <fhamelin@council.cdho.org>, Caroline Lotz <clotz@council.cdho.org>, Yvonne 
Winkle <ywinkle@council.cdho.org>  
Subject: Re: Code of Conduct Violation  
 
Hi Roma,  
 
Just reaching out to ensure you received this message and wondering if you had any questions about 
the upcoming process at the Council Meeting. Your case will be place on the Council Agenda.  Feel free 
to call me before Thursday.  
 
Thanks  

Catherine  
 
On Feb 22, 2018, at 5:50 PM, Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org> wrote: 

Hi Roma 
  
Please read the attached Memo.  As per the Council’s policies you have the option to respond to this 
memo. 
  
Let us know if you have any questions. 
  
Warm Regards, 
  
Catherine 
<Memo President. Code of Conduct violation Czech.doc> 
 

mailto:rczech@council.cdho.org
mailto:cranson@council.cdho.org
mailto:cranson@council.cdho.org
mailto:rczech@council.cdho.org
mailto:fhamelin@council.cdho.org
mailto:clotz@council.cdho.org
mailto:ywinkle@council.cdho.org
mailto:cranson@council.cdho.org
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BRIEFING NOTE 

Code of Conduct – R. Czech 

Committee:    Executive Committee 

Date:    March 9, 2018 
 

 

 

Background 

This matter is being brought before Council to determine if Council member R. Czech 
breached the Council code of conduct.  

Recently, the President was alerted to a potential code of conduct breach by Council 
member R. Czech who posted comments about another Ontario registrant’s behaviour on 
the Canadian Dental Hygienists Association (CDHA) Facebook page. At the Registrar’s 
request, the President asked Ms. Czech to stop the post. Ms. Czech complied by removing 
her post, however, the posting was public for approximately 17 hours.  

According to the Council’s code of conduct, Council members shall use proper authority and 
are not to share or post information on social media that compromises the College or the 
College’s reputation or public image (Policy 4.11.5, 4.11.7). 

Ms. Czech has been on Council for three years and has sat on the Inquiries, Complaints and 
Reports Committee, Discipline panels, and Executive Committee. She is at the start of her 
next three-year term and currently a member of the ICR and Executive Committees.  

Council has a number of options described under Policy 4.11.13: 

• To find the Council member who is alleged to have violated the code of conduct not 
guilty, or 

• If found to have violated the code of conduct, may be subject to censure which may 
include 

o removal from a Council meeting; 
o suspension of eligibility for committee membership; or 
o disqualification as a Council member. 

A Council member who is alleged to have violated the code of conduct shall be allowed to 
present his or her views of such alleged breach at the next Council meeting. The 
complaining party must be identified. If the complaining party is a Council member, he or 
she and the respondent Council member shall absent themselves from any vote upon 
resolution of censure or other action that may be brought by the Council. 



Monday March 5, 2018  
 
 
Hi Roma,  
 
We have reviewed the by-laws in preparation for Friday’s Council meeting and while we are certain that 
we followed the spirit of the by-laws, we are not certain that we followed them to the letter. Section 3.8 
of the by-laws requires that you be given fifteen days, from the date you are given notice of a formal 
complaint, to provide a response to the complaint in writing and then the Executive Committee would 
determine whether to call a meeting of the Council to determine whether you had breached your 
duties. The Executive Committee spoke to you in person on February 15, 2018, however, did not provide 
you with written documentation of the complaint. You only received notice of Lisa’s memo on the 
evening of February 22nd. Thus fifteen days will not expire until the evening of March 9, which is the day 
of the Council meeting. So the Executive Committee will not have had a chance to consider any written 
response you might wish to make by this Friday’s meeting. I do think it is important to follow the process 
and to give genuine consideration to any response you wish to make before any decision is made by the 
Executive Committee to bring the matter to Council. So I am quite prepared to ask that the matter be 
withdrawn from the agenda from Friday’s meeting so that we can fully follow the by-laws, including the 
timelines set out in them. After all, if Council determines that you did breach your duties, it can take 
significant action including censuring you, removing you from a committee or even disqualifying you 
from Council itself. You can review section 3.8 of the bylaws at: http://www.cdho.org/docs/default-
source/pdfs/reference/bylawno5.pdf.  
 
However, I wanted to touch base with you to make sure that you were agreeable to removing the item from 
the agenda. If you really wanted to proceed on Friday, I would ask you to consult with your lawyer and advise 
me in writing that you are both fine with the process that has been followed (i.e., that you agree to waive any 
non-compliance with the by-laws on our part) and that you want Council to proceed to make a determination 
under Section 3.8 on Friday. You would have the opportunity to make oral submissions at the Council 
meeting if you did wish to proceed with this on Friday.  
 
Please let me know your preference. Thank you.  
 
 
Catherine  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.cdho.org/docs/default-source/pdfs/reference/bylawno5.pdf
http://www.cdho.org/docs/default-source/pdfs/reference/bylawno5.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
Catherine 



From: Catherine Ranson  
Sent: March 8, 2018 7:50 PM 
To: Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org> 
Subject: Re: Code of Conduct Violation 
  
Hi Roma, 
  
Okay thanks for letting me know.  Call me when your done.  
  
Thanks  

Catherine  
 
On Mar 8, 2018, at 7:10 PM, Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org> wrote: 

Right now out having dinner........didnt hear phone ring......too loud here. 
  
  
  
Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network. 
  
  
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org>  
Date: 2018-03-08 6:44 PM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org>  
Subject: Re: Code of Conduct Violation  
  
Hi Roma   
  
Can you chat?  
  
Thanks  

Catherine  
 
On Feb 27, 2018, at 11:42 AM, Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org> wrote: 

Since there was mention on the Council Confidential of 3 matters.....will there be other issues also or am 
I the only one? 
Roma 
  
  
  
Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network. 
  
  
-------- Original message -------- 

mailto:rczech@council.cdho.org
mailto:rczech@council.cdho.org
mailto:cranson@council.cdho.org
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From: Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org>  
Date: 2018-02-27 7:36 AM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Roma Czech <rczech@council.cdho.org>  
Cc: Fernand Hamelin <fhamelin@council.cdho.org>, Caroline Lotz <clotz@council.cdho.org>, Yvonne 
Winkle <ywinkle@council.cdho.org>  
Subject: Re: Code of Conduct Violation  
  
Hi Roma,  
  
Just reaching out to ensure you received this message and wondering if you had any questions about 
the upcoming process at the Council Meeting. Your case will be place on the Council Agenda.  Feel free 
to call me before Thursday.  
  
Thanks  

Catherine  
 
On Feb 22, 2018, at 5:50 PM, Catherine Ranson <cranson@council.cdho.org> wrote: 

Hi Roma 
  
Please read the attached Memo.  As per the Council’s policies you have the option to respond to this 
memo. 
  
Let us know if you have any questions. 
  
Warm Regards, 
  
Catherine 
<Memo President. Code of Conduct violation Czech.doc> 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 

To: Catherine Ranson, President 
  
From: Lisa Taylor, Registrar 
 
Date: March 12, 2018 
 
Subject: Code of Conduct: Czech 

 
 

This memo will confirm that my memo to you of February 20, 2018 was intended to be a 
governance complaint within the meaning of article 3.8(1) of the bylaws.  
  
To provide you with more context, I enclose a copy of the statement that Ms. Czech was 
commenting upon. You will notice that the dental hygienist  was not advertising her practice 
and did not identify herself as a dental hygienist. These complicating circumstances made it 
important that an individual member of Council not apply their own interpretation as to how 
the advertising guideline applied so as to avoid inconsistent messaging. 
  
As you know, article 19.1 requires Council members to perform their duties in accordance with 
the policies of the College including those referred to in my memo of February 20th such as the 
Code of Conduct. I would ask the Executive Committee to investigate whether Ms. Czech 
discharged properly the offices to which she was appointed including that of Council member 
and a member of the Executive Committee as described in article 3.7(2)(g) of the bylaws. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 

To: Roma Czech, Professional Member  
  
From: Catherine Ranson, President 
 
Date:  March 14, 2018 
 
Subject: Code of Conduct 

 
 

This is to formally notify you in writing of a governance complaint against you.  This 

notification is made under article 3.8(4) of the bylaws and is in addition to the 

verbal and written notifications sent to you previously. I have enclosed two memos 

from Lisa Taylor dated February 20, 2018 and March 12, 2018 and their 

attachments. According to the bylaws you are given fifteen days from the date of 

this notification to deliver in writing any response you wish to provide. You should 

show this document to your lawyer (we would have sent a copy directly, but we do 

not know the identity of your lawyer). 

  

Please confirm receipt of this notification. 

 

 

 



 

 
Daniel A. Freiheit, M.B.A., LL.B 

120 Eglinton Avenue East, Suite 800 
Toronto, Ontario  M4P 1E2 

t.  416.837.6725   f. 416.352.7562   e. Daniel@LionLaw.ca 
 

 
April 4th, 2018 
 
Sent via fax (416-961-6028) and email:  
 
Catherin Ranson (cranson@council.cdho.org) 
Fernand Hamelin (fhamelin@council.cdho.org 
Caroline Lotz (clotz@council.cdho.org) 
Yvonne Winkle (ywinkle@council.cdho.org) 
 
 
Attn: Executive Committee 
c/o Catherine Ranson 
College of Dental Hygienists of Ontario 
69 Bloor Street East,  Suite 300 
Toronto, Ontario 
M4W 1A9 
 
 
To the Members the Executive Committee: 
 
 
Re:  Roma Czech; Governance Complaint - March 14, 2018 
 
 
 
Further to Ms. Ranson’s memo dated March 14th 2018 which references a complaint by Lisa Taylor, 

Registrar, we provide these submissions on behalf of Roma Czech. 

 

Ms. Taylor’s complaint deals with a very brief Facebook exchange that took place in late January, 

2018 involving Advertising Guidelines, and whether Ms. Czech’s comments in that Facebook thread 

were in breach of the College of Dental Hygienists of Ontario (CDHO) Code of Conduct. 

 

In summary:   Ms. Czech, in her personal capacity, made two comments on the Canadian Dental 

Hygienist’s Association (CDHA) Facebook posting in the CDHA Facebook community.  The CDHA 
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post showed a picture of Ms. Irene Iancu (aka Irene Michelle) endorsing a Crest tooth whitening 

product.  Although Ms. Czech’s comments were made from her personal Facebook account (not on 

behalf of the CDHO nor the Inquiries, Complaints, and Reports Committee (ICRC)), Ms. Czech was 

asked to delete her comments nonetheless – which she did.  The offending post in its entirety was 

deleted by the CDHA shortly thereafter. Ms. Taylor expressed concern first in the form of email to 

the executive committee, and then in a subsequent formal complaint against Ms. Czech.  The 

complaint is entirely moot, inappropriate, and at this point seemingly abusive and/or vindictive in 

nature.  

 

Ms. Czech’s Personal Background 

Ms. Czech is a proud member of the dental hygiene community and the Council of the CDHO (the 

“Council”).  She has been a registered dental hygienist for over forty years and has served her 

community through many social responsibility projects including GFTH and Rotary Dental 

Missions, among other things.  She was appointed to the ICRC in 2015, 2016, and 2017.  

 

Facts: 

1. On January 25th, the CDHA posted a picture of Irene Iancu (aka Irene Michelle) holding a 

Crest product stating that Ms. Iancu recommended the product.  Attached as Exhibit “A” is a 

copy of the advertisement, in which she is quoted as saying “The Whitening Treatment I 

Recommend”. 

2. Ms. Czech commented to the post, stating “I thought RDH’s could not endorse specific 

products”, and in a second post quoted the CDHO Advertising Guidelines directly.  Attached 

as Exhibit “B” is a copy of the thread. 

3. Within a few hours, the entire thread was deleted. 

4. In a series of communications (email of January 25th, 2018, memorandum February 20th, 

2018, and formal complaint dated March 12th, 2018 to the President of Council) Ms. Taylor 

took issue with the posting, stating that Ms. Czech “appears to be making judgement on 

behalf of the College and quotes the CDHO Advertising Regulation to support her 

statements”.  

5. Ms. Taylor further alleges that she has concerns about the posting for the following reasons: 
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a) It is a breach in the Council’s Code of Conduct to speak on behalf of the College; 

b) It is a breach of the Council’s Code of Conduct to post on social media information that 

compromises the organization, the Council’s policy or public image; 

c) The Advertising Regulation was incorrectly applied to this matter by Ms. Czech, affecting 

the reputation of the College and the credibility of a council member �and a member of 

the ICRC; 

d) Ms. Czech has been on Council for more than three years and has sat on ICRC and on 

Discipline panels during this time. She should have known better than to take matters into 

her own hands. She would most certainly understand College Processes and should have a 

working knowledge of the Professional Misconduct and Advertising Regulations. � 

6. In our submissions, we will address two issues:  1) the substantive areas of concern identified 

by Ms. Taylor regarding advertising guidelines and compliance; and 2) the lack of procedural 

fairness exhibited throughout the complaint and President of Council.  

 

PART 1:  ALLEGATIONS 

Allegation #1:  “It is a breach in the Council’s Code of Conduct to speak on behalf of the 

College” 

7. Ms. Czech did not claim to speak on behalf of the College, and she never suggested that she 

was a representative of the College, nor that she spoke on behalf of the College, nor held a 

position on Council.   

8. In fact, the Facebook account that Ms. Czech used to make her posts makes no reference to 

her position on College Council or to her position on the ICRC.  

9. Ms. Czech understands her responsibilities to the Council and upholds those responsibilities 

with the utmost respect. Ms. Czech assures the Executive Committee that at no time did she 

seek to represent herself as speaking for the College or Council, and does not post 

information about College or Council.  

10. As an abundance of caution Ms. Czech deleted her comments when advised. 

 

Allegation #2: “It is a breach of the Council’s Code of Conduct to post on social media 

information that compromises the organization, the Council’s policy or public image.” � 



Page 4 

 
Daniel A. Freiheit, M.B.A., LL.B 

120 Eglinton Avenue East, Suite 800 
Toronto, Ontario  M4P 1E2 

t.  416.837.6725   f. 416.352.7562   e. Daniel@LionLaw.ca 
 

11. We do not think it is reasonable to allege that Ms. Czech’s comment has compromised the 

College, the Council's policy or public image.    

12. In the first place, Ms. Czech’s post was not connected to her professional role; it was in her 

personal account and very few individuals would know her connection to the College or 

Council.   

13. Ms. Czech is an active member of the dental hygienist community and engages in healthy 

conversations about practice and ethics. While it is respectfully submitted that members of 

Council are still permitted to engage in healthy conversations via social media, it is 

recognized that this can be a sensitive area of communication and that care needs to be taken.  

In that regard, once Ms. Czech was advised to take greater care, she accepted the suggestion 

and removed her post and does not intend to engage in similar threads in the future.  

 

Allegation #3: “The Advertising Regulation was incorrectly applied to this matter by Ms. Czech, 

affecting the reputation of the College and the credibility of a council member and a member of 

the ICRC.”  

14. It is open to interpretation as to whether the Registrar herself has come to the correct 

conclusion as to the substantive concern.  It is certainly contested, in any event, that the 

reputation of the College and the council member’s reputation has been negatively affected. 

15. We understand that the Registrar is of the position that the poster of the initial post, CDHA, 

did not refer to Irene Iancu as a dental hygienist, and that Ms. Iancu herself did not make an 

endorsement in the course of her practice.  However, the CDHA did mention that Ms. Iancu 

is a CDHA member, and members are required to be dental hygienists.  

16. However, we note that Ms. Iancu is registered in Ontario to practice and is disseminating this 

information to dental hygienists practicing in Ontario.  She also appeared in the 

advertisement wearing a white medical lab coat, suggesting some connection to the practice 

of medicine generally, or dentistry in the given context. 

17. Even if technically permitted, members of the CDHA who are registered to practice in 

Ontario might mistakenly believe that, if another member of the profession can make 

endorsements, other hygienists could make endorsements as well.  
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18. In any event, the Registrar’s position is inconsistent and contradictory:  On the one hand, the 

Registrar claims that the CDHA can advertise such posts because the registrant does not 

identify as a dental hygienist; on the other hand, the Registrar claims that Ms. Czech cannot 

quote the College’s Advertising Guidelines even though Ms. Czech does not refer to herself 

as a hygienist or refer to herself as a member of Council. 

 

Allegation #4:  “Ms. Czech has been on Council for more than three years and has sat on ICRC 

and on Discipline panels during this time. She should have known better than to take matters into 

her own hands. She would most certainly understand College Processes and should have a 

working knowledge of the Professional Misconduct and Advertising Regulations.” 

 

19. Ms. Czech does admittedly have 3 years of Council experience, and has served as a dedicated 

member of the ICRC and the Discipline Committee.  

20. It is unclear how Ms. Czech’s post would suggest that she has taken “matters into her own 

hands” given that she was not representing herself in any way as a member of Council or the 

College. 

21. Nonetheless, and to reiterate, in an abundance of caution Ms. Czech removed the post to 

prevent any confusion in the event members of the public connected her to her other roles, 

and undertakes to avoid future social media interactions of a similar nature. 

 

Allegation #5:  The Executive Committee should investigate whether Ms. Czech discharged 

properly the offices to which she was appointed including that of Council member and a member 

of the Executive Committee as described in article 3.7(1)(j) of the bylaws. 

 

22. Article 3.7(1)(j) of the Bylaws states that “Council shall disqualify a Registrant from sitting 

on Council or serving as a Non-Council Member if the Registrant… fails, in the opinion of 

the Council, to discharge properly or honestly any office to which he or she has been Elected, 

Selected or Appointed”. 

23. It is our submission that this allegation is simply unfounded and not justified based on the 

circumstances giving rise to a complaint. 
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24. It is a disproportionate request beyond measure and no investigation is warranted beyond 

what has already been undertaken by Ms. Czech. 

 

PART 2:  PROCEDURE 

Ms. Czech was not afforded Procedural Fairness  

25. It is trite to point out the irony that in handling this matter, Ms. Czech was not provided with 

the procedural right to defend herself as set out in the By-laws.  

26. Despite this fact, this matter was brought to a public forum for debate before being reviewed 

by the Executive Committee.  

27. It is the authority of the Executive Committee, and not the Registrar, to make the 

determination as to whether this matter warrants consideration by Council.1  

28. Further, we do not share the view that the Registrar and President followed the “spirit of the 

by-laws”.   

29. To be sure:  Ms. Czech was informed that removing the post would be “in her best interest”, 

suggesting that removing the post, which Ms. Czech did the same day (i.e. January 25, 2018), 

would address this matter. However, despite her quick compliance, this matter was brought to 

Council for debate.  Important to note is the fact that the President herself, by way of email 

dated January 25th, 2018, acknowledged that she was “unsure of the content of the 

discussion” on Facebook. 

30. There is nothing in the Registrar’s memorandum to the President that would suggest a 

complaint was being made within the meaning of article 3.8 (1) of the by-laws or that Ms. 

Czech subsequently was afforded the right to respond, as per article 3.8 (4).  

31. The opportunity to respond to allegations is an integral aspect of procedural fairness and 

natural justice.   

32. A failure to provide procedural fairness, in our view, impacts whether the “spirit of the by-

laws” have been followed.  By short-circuiting the proper route, in our view Ms. Czech was 

                                                             
1	Article	3.8	(5)	states	“If	the	Executive	Committee,	or	a	Committee	to	which	the	Executive	Committee	has	

delegated	the	responsibility	for	a	complaint,	after	any	investigation	it	deems	to	be	appropriate,	believes	that	
the	complaint	is	based	on	reasonable	grounds	and	warrants	formal	action,	it	shall	call	a	meeting	of	the	Council.	
Council	shall	determine	whether	there	has	been	a	breach	of	duties.	If	Council	determines	that	there	has	been	a	
breach	of	duties,	it	may	impose	the	appropriate	sanction.”	�	
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penalized in a heavy-handed manner.  The Registrar made determinations that should have 

been properly made by Council members, after a proper investigation by the Executive 

Committee. 

 

Conclusion:  Take No Further Action  

33. We would like to thank the Executive Committee for the opportunity to respond to the 

concerns that have been raised. 

34. We conclude by re-iterating that Ms. Taylor’s complaint is overblown and unnecessary at this 

point. The complaint and the allegations set out in it, are an unjustified recourse given the 

context of the facts and the resolution and undertakings given by Ms. Czech. 

35. Nothing that Ms. Czech has done are grounds for disqualification under any subsection of 

Bylaw 3.7. 

36. We ask the Executive Committee to carefully review the posts that were made, as well as the 

College’s legislation. It is our position that the allegations are unfounded, and that the 

Committee should proceed no further with this action.   

 

 
 
 
 
Yours very truly, 
 

 
Daniel A. Freiheit 
 
 
cc:  Client by email 



Exhibit “A”



Exhibit “B”
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 

To: Catherine Ranson, President 
  
From: Lisa Taylor, Registrar 
 
Date: April 12, 2018 
 
Subject: Response to Ms. R. Czech’s Submission  

 
 

Thank you for providing me with a copy of Ms. Czech’s April 4, 2018 submission and the 
opportunity to respond. I have addressed some of what I consider to be inaccuracies in her 
submission.  
 
First and foremost, this was not and is not personal in nature nor is it intended to be abusive and 
or vindictive as stated by Ms. Czech in her April 4th submission.  I brought two other matters to 
the Executive Committee involving Council Members at the same time I brought the matter 
involving Ms. Czech. I brought these matters to the Executive in my capacity as Registrar and in 
keeping with Council governance policy. It was the decision of the Executive Committee to 
investigate the matter and bring it to council. This can be evidenced in the February 15, 2018 
meeting minutes. 
 
I agree that Ms. Czech is a proud member of the dental hygiene community and the Council of the 
CDHO. In her over forty years as a dental hygienist she has become well known in the dental 
hygiene community as well as in the local community in which she practises. Her Facebook 
account “Dental Hygiene with Roma” and her personal Facebook account “Roma J Czech”, are 
testaments to this fact and show her as a dental hygienist who actively promotes “Dental Hygiene 
with Roma”. That she has been elected to Council twice by District 2 which has approximately 
2,736 dental hygienists, also speaks to how well known Ms. Czech is in the dental hygiene 
community. In addition, Ms. Czech’s name is referenced on the CDHO website as well as in every 
issue (from her election to Council to the present) of Milestones as a Council member.  
 
#2. Ms. Czech’s second post is argued to have been (limited to) a quote of the CDHO Advertising 
Guidelines. This is only partly true. Although “Exhibit B” is offered as evidence, it does not show 
the post in its entirety. In fact, Ms. Czech’s response fails to mention that Ms. Czech went beyond 
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quoting the guideline by adding her own comment that seems to be directed at Ms. Iancu. “…….so 
because I cannot highlight on FB I will repeat…….”Prohibit ANY advertisement that includes an 
endorsement…..” and I will also add that to be a member of the CDHA you join AS a dental 
hygienist.”  By adding her comment, Ms. Czech appears to be interpreting the guideline and 
passing judgement on Ms. Iancu’s actions as a dental hygienist.  
 
In addition, Ms. Czech’s post implies that the CDHA is not being transparent with their Facebook 
readers when she introduces her posting with “I believe in transparency, so I will post publically.” 
This comment appears to be directed at CDHA staff who responded to Ms. Czech’s first posting 
privately. CDHA staff would certainly be aware that Ms. Czech is a Council Member and while I did 
not comment on this in my initial complaint, the implication that CDHA is not being transparent 
has the potential to damage the relationship between the CDHO and the CDHA. 
 
#3.  Ms. Czech submits that the entire thread was deleted within a few hours, however, my 
evidence shows that it was up for a minimum of 17 hours.  
 
#7.  Although Ms. Czech claims she did not speak on behalf of the College, and she never 
suggested that she was a representative of the College, this suggestion is moot. As discussed 
earlier, Ms. Czech is a well- known dental hygienist within the dental hygiene community and at 
the CDHA. Her position on Council is well documented on the College website and in every issue 
of Milestones. Additionally, an e-brief went out to over 13,500 registrants in November 2017 
announcing her re-appointment to Council.  
 
#8.  For Ms. Czech to assert that her Facebook account is not tied to her position on the College 
Council is rather misleading. A simple google search, Roma Czech dental hygienist, turns up a 
number of pages that reference Ms. Czech, including her website, her Facebook account Dental 
Hygiene with Roma, her Linkedin profile and her profile with the Midland and District Business 
Women’s Association. It is very easy to link her personal Facebook account (Roma J Czech) to the 
other four pages, as her image and activities as a dental hygienist are found on all five accounts. 
Her position on the CDHO Council can be found on a post on March 8, 2015 on her business 
account, is listed on her Linkedin profile and is mentioned in her member showcase profiled on 
the Midland and District Business Women’s Association website.  
 
#9. I believe that Ms. Czech understands her responsibility to the Council. Ms. Czech attended a 
Council education day on January 19, 2018, the Friday before the posting. At this education day, 
legal counsel spoke specifically about the danger of Council Members speaking on College 
matters including social media. Furthermore, Ms. Czech told the Executive Committee on 
February 15, 2018 that she knew that posting was something she should not have done but went 
ahead because she was provoked by something CDHA said to her in a private post. It appears that 
Ms. Czech not only ought to have known, but has admitted to have known it was wrong to do so 
before she posted.  
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# 10. If caution would have prevailed, Ms. Czech would not have posted when she knew it to be 
wrong. Deleting her comments was more likely to avoid getting into trouble. She was aware of 
another concern about a Council Member which the Registrar had also brought to the Executive 
Committee regarding inappropriate comments/behaviour made by that Council Member. 
 
 
#11. While Ms. Czech does not think it is reasonable that her comment has compromised the 
College, I disagree. The College was aware of the CDHA posting before Ms. Czech posted her 
comments.  The College was already involved in the matter. Ms. Czech’s comments were 
occurring at the same time the College was dialoging with Ms. Iancu over the posting. As such, 
her involvement was seen by the College as interference with College processes. Ms. Czech being 
an ICRC member for more than three years would know that process is very important and would 
know that matters such as this should be handled by the College. If Ms. Czech had concerns 
regarding the CDHA post, she should have brought them to my attention. 
 
As for the Council Code of Conduct Policy, Ms. Czech was a member of the Council that authored 
and approved the policy. The intent of the policy is to provide Council Members with guidance so 
that their behaviour does not compromise the ability of the College or Registrar to carry out their 
regulatory affairs, the image of the College and Council and the relationship between Council and 
the Registrar. Her behaviour shows disregard for and disrespect of the policy. Needless to say, 
when a Council Member breaches its own policy it comes at a price to the College’s public image. 
Especially in these times, when public opinion suggests that the public do not trust the profession 
to regulate itself. 
 
# 12. It is unlikely that Ms. Czech’s posts would not be linked to her professional role. Her 
personal Facebook account references her profession and her business.(see #8). As discussed 
previously, there are many individuals who would know her connection to the College and 
Council. In her over forty years as a dental hygienist she has become well known in the dental 
hygiene community as well as in the community in which she practises. 
 
# 13. Ms. Czech has been advised, as all Council has, that communication about regulatory 
matters outside of the Council or Committees should be left to the Registrar and her staff. This 
was part of her initial orientation to Council in 2015, and has been repeated at least three times 
at the annual orientation of Council members and each of the committees. As discussed 
previously, Ms. Czech was also on the council that developed and approved the current Council 
Code of Conduct.  Also, as recently as January 19, 2018 Ms. Czech attended a Council education 
day where Ms. Maciura, CDHO legal counsel, spoke at length on this matter. It is unlikely that a 
person with that much history and education misunderstood the intent of the Code of Conduct. 
 
#14. I am happy to hear that Ms. Czech does not feel her reputation has been damaged by this 
event.  
 



 

Page | 4  
 

#15-#18. Ms. Czech seems to have an understanding of the Registrar’s interpretation of the 
College’s regulations that I do not share. As I have not discussed my position with Ms. Czech, I can 
only think that she has gathered this information through hear-say and or self-based 
assumptions. The position that Ms. Czech attributes to the Registrar is not the Registrar’s 
position. 
 
To add some clarity, the Advertising Regulation that Ms. Czech quotes applies only to dental 
hygienists who are using client testimonials to advertise their practices. (Advertising Regulation 6. 
(1) An advertisement with respect to a member's practice must not contain,….) This was not the 
case. The registrant in question was not using client testimonials to advertise for her own 
practice, nor was the CDHA advertising the registrant/member’s practice. Ms. Czech has confused 
the application of the Advertising Regulation with the application of 15. (23) of the Professional 
Misconduct Regulation (Appearing in, or permitting the use of a member's name in, an 
advertisement or communication that implies, or could be reasonably interpreted to imply, that 
the professional expertise of the member is relevant to the subject matter of the advertisement or 
communication……….). Her attempt to educate the Executive Committee on the application of the 
regulations, confirms that she is still confused. 
 
That being said, the CDHA post had already come to my attention because of the potential breach 
of 15. (23) of the Professional Misconduct Regulation.  In my capacity as Registrar, I was already 
dealing with this matter.  My position is neither inconsistent nor contradictory as stated by Ms. 
Czech. 
 
#19. I agree that Ms. Czech has three years of Council experience and has served as a member of 
the ICRC and Discipline Committees. Given her time on Council, she was well aware of the Council 
Code of Conduct and had promised to abide by it when taking on the privilege and responsibility 
of Council. As a member of the ICR Committee and the Discipline Committee, she should have 
been well versed on the regulations of the College.  
 
While serving on these committees, she would have had to make decisions involving complaints 
against other registrants that demanded an understanding and clarity of the regulations.  Her 
posts suggest that she was confused and did not fully understand the regulations. This confusion 
may have been passed on to other registrants who read her posts. For those registrants who have 
a better understanding of the regulations, including CDHA staff members, they might question 
decisions made by Ms. Czech when she applied those regulations in her function as a committee 
member. This affects the reputation of the College. 
 
#20. The appropriate way of dealing with the CDHA post would have been to bring it to the 
attention of the Registrar. This was a regulatory matter.  
 
#27. The minutes of the February 15, 2018 Executive Committee meeting contain the Executive 
Committee’s decision to bring the matter forward to the Council.  
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#28. On February 15, 2018, Ms. Czech was informed that this matter would be brought to Council 
and that she had an opportunity to make a submission to the Executive Committee prior to the 
meeting. Ms. Czech said she understood and that she thought to herself prior to posting that she 
should not do it but felt that it was justified because she was provoked by statements made to 
her by the CDHA in a private email. 
 
#29. Ms. Czech states that she removed her post on January 25, 2018. Since her posts began on 
the 23rd of January, Ms. Czech has now admitted that her claim (#3) that her post was only public 
for “a few hours” is false. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
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