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Case Outcome Report #07-05 - Competence and professionalism

In October 2007 the College received a complaint against two dietitians from the mother
of a mentally and physically disabled adult child:

1. The mother alleged that in 1987, Dietitian A recommended a feeding tube be
unnecessarily inserted and accused the mother of having symptoms of Munchausen by
Proxy. The College of Dietitians of BC was not created as the regulatory body until
2004. Consequently Dietician A was not regulated by the College at the time of the
complaint and was never a registrant with the CDBC as the registrant left the province
many years ago. The College has no authority to pursue this part of the complaint.

2. Dietitian B, a registrant of the CDBC, assumed responsibility for the adult child's
dietetic care when Dietitian A left the province. Against the recommendation of the
dietitian and several consulting health care professionals, the mother removed the adult
child's feeding tube and fed the adult child orally. The mother obtained correspondence
written by Dietitian B that said in the dietitian’s opinion, the mother’s actions resulted in
hospitalization of the adult child and continued deterioration of the adult child’s health.
The mother alleged the dietitian exceeded authority and acted in an unprofessional
manner.

On March 11, 2008, the Inquiry Committee reviewed all correspondence and determined
under section 33(6)(a) of the Health Professions Act (HPA) that Dietitian B’s competence
and professionalism was satisfactory. The complainant appealed the decision to the
Board on April 4 and submitted additional documents. On April 29, 2008, the Inquiry
Committee considered all the information, including the new documents, and resolved
to uphold the original decision that the registrant’s practice was competent and ethical.
The Committee determined that the registrant’s written statement constituted a
professional opinion and not unprofessional conduct.

The Board reviewed all documentation and decisions on May 12, 2008 and denied the
appeal (section 34(4)(a) of the HPA). The complainant and registrant were informed of
the Board’s decision and reason.

The case is closed.



