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Executive Summary
The College of Veterinarians (CVO) Project II, “Setting an Action Agenda for Veterinary
Stewardship of Antibiotic Use in Ontario” began in June of 2016 as a follow up to CVO
Project I “Antibiotic Use in Food-Producing Animals in Ontario: A Study of the Current
Practises and Perceptions of Ontario Veterinarians”. Project I took place from April
2014 to September 2015 and yielded 111 Suggested Actions for approaches to
minimize the development of antibiotic resistance.
Project II consisted of two phases: Phase A and Phase B. In Phase A, the Suggested
Actions from Project I were reduced from 111 to 6 Priority Initiatives identified by
Ontario food-producing animal veterinarians as those most important to champion to
minimize the development of antibiotic resistance. In Phase B, through broad
consultation involving both a Multi-Stakeholder Forum (“Forum”) and a Stakeholder
Consultation Survey, the goal was to develop a set of tactics to implement each of the
six Priority Initiatives.
The document Draft tactics for Priority Initiatives – for Forum Discussion was created as
the first step in Phase B. Following review of the Forum Feedback, the document Draft
Tactics for Priority Initiatives – for Stakeholder Consultation was created and circulated
in the Stakeholder Consultation Survey. This survey was provided to Ontario foodproducing animal veterinarians, as well as a broad group of stakeholders including
producers, producer commodity groups, and government representatives etc. for their
input and feedback.
The feedback from the Stakeholder Consultation Survey demonstrated overall support
for the draft tactics by the majority of respondents. In general, the draft tactics were
found to be realistic, complete, and relevant. Also, it was felt that these tactics would
make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals. As well, the
majority of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the statements “In general, I am
supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” and “I believe that the Initiatives and Draft
Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals in
Ontario.”
Based on the Stakeholder Consultation, no changes were made to Draft Tactics for
Priority Initiatives – for Stakeholder Consultation, and the document Priority Initiatives
and Proposed Tactics, as the final outcome document of this project, was affirmed.
This final document will form the basis for the ongoing work based on CVO Project II
“Setting an Action Agenda for Veterinary Stewardship of Antibiotic Use in Ontario”.
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Introduction
The final step of the College of Veterinarians of Ontario (CVO) Project involved the
solicitation of feedback on Draft tactics for Priority Initiatives – for Stakeholder
Consultation. Receiving and assimilating feedback is a very important element of this
work, to maximize the value of the project, and to inform further efforts in this area.
An online Stakeholder Consultation Survey was administered in May and June of 2017.
The survey instrument focused on respondents’ level of agreement that the draft tactics
for each initiative were realistic, complete, relevant and would make a positive change
to the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals. They were also asked their level of
agreement regarding their general support of the Draft Tactics for Priority Initiatives - for
Stakeholder Consultation and whether, generally, they felt that the Draft Tactics for
Priority Initiatives - for Stakeholder Consultation, if implemented, would have a positive
impact on the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario. Written comments
were also encouraged. Descriptive data were collected and summarized. The general
overall comments and remarks recorded for each initiative are presented.
Methods
This consultative portion of the Project involved circulation of the Draft Tactics for
Priority Initiatives - for Stakeholder Consultation via an electronic Survey in May 2017.
The email inviting review and comment was sent to the same groups and individuals as
were invited to the Multi-Stakeholder Forum. This list comprised a broad range of
stakeholders, including all Ontario food-producing animal veterinarians, as well as those
groups listed in Table 1. Additionally, individuals who attended the Multi-Stakeholder
Forum were included in the survey recipient list.
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Table 1: List of groups invited to comment on the Draft Tactics for Priority Initiatives - for
Stakeholder Consultation
• Beef Farmers of Ontario
• Ontario Beekeepers Association
• Canadian Animal Health Institute
• Ontario Commercial Fisheries
Association
• Canadian Food Inspection Agency
• Ontario Goat
• Canadian Veterinary Medical
Association
• Ontario Livestock Alliance
• Chicken Farmers of Ontario
• Ontario Livestock and Poultry Council
• CVO Project Advisory Group
• Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs
• Dairy Farmers of Ontario
• Ontario Pork
• Egg Farmers of Ontario
• Ontario Sheep Marketing Agency
• Farm and Food Care Ontario
• Ontario Veterinary College, Office of the
• Fishery Enhancement and Aquaculture
Dean
Association
• Ontario Veterinary Medical Association
• Health Canada
• Poultry Industry Council
• Ontario Agri Business Association
• Public Health Agency of Canada
• Ontario Animal Health Network
• Small Ruminant Veterinarians of Ontario
• Ontario Association of Bovine
Practitioners
• Turkey Farmers of Ontario
• Ontario Association of Poultry
• Veal Farmers of Ontario
Practitioners
• Ontario Association of Swine
Veterinarians

The email inviting comment was initially sent on May 17, 2017, and a reminder
message was sent on June 2, 2017. A total of 726 emails were sent each time –
including 683 veterinarians and 72 Forum invitees and guests.
Consultation respondents were provided the contents of the Draft Tactics for Priority
Initiatives - for Stakeholder Consultation, and were directed to a brief questionnaire.
The complete questionnaire is included as Appendix A.
The survey was created using Survey MonkeyTM. Questions were framed as
statements, followed by a Likert scale response format. Respondents were requested to
indicate whether they “strongly agreed”, “agreed”, “neither agreed nor disagreed”,
“disagreed”, or “strongly disagreed” with the following statements with respect to the
draft tactics for each of the six Priority Initiatives:
1. The draft tactics are realistic.
2. The draft tactics are complete.
3. All of the draft tactics are relevant.
4. The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.
Respondents were also asked to indicate whether they “strongly agreed”, “agreed”,
“neither agreed nor disagreed”, “disagreed”, or “strongly disagreed” with the following
general statements:
• In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics
• I believe that the Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the
use of antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario.
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All data were transferred from Survey MonkeyTM to Microsoft Excel©, where the data
were cleaned and coded for analysis. All respondent answers were descriptively
analyzed using frequency counts, and were visually presented using tables with the
frequency and proportion of respondents answering within each category.
For all categorical survey questions employing Likert scales, the two positive responses
(e.g. “strongly agree” and “agree”) and the two negative responses (e.g. “disagree” and
“strongly disagree”) were collapsed to generate one positive variable and one negative
variable.
Consultation respondents were categorized according to their species affiliation, and
their role with food-producing animals in Ontario (veterinarian, producer, provincial
government, federal government, pharmaceutical industry, academia, producer
commodity group or “other”).
Results
The first email was opened by 47% of recipients, and the second (reminder) email was
opened by 38% of recipients. Overall, a total of 58 responses were received, for an 8%
response rate. Not all respondents answered every question. As such, the total
number of responses for individual questions do not always total 58.
Descriptive Data
In response to the question, “What is your affiliation with food-producing animals?”, 42
respondents indicated they were veterinarians. Of these, 25 were in private practice, 7
were in the pharmaceutical industry, 4 were in academia, 4 were in the federal
government, and 2 were in the provincial government. One of the private practitioners
was also a producer, so was counted in both groups.
A total of 11 non-veterinarians responded. Of these, 5 worked with the feed
industry/nutrition, 3 worked with a producer commodity group, 2 worked with the
provincial government, and 1 was a primary producer. One producer respondent also
worked with a producer commodity group and with the provincial government, so was
counted in all three groups, bringing the number in the producer commodity group to 4
and the provincial government non-veterinarian to 3. The distribution of affiliation of
respondents is shown in Table 2 below.
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Table 2: Respondents’ Affiliation with the food-producing animal industry
Affiliation
Number*
Veterinarians
Private veterinary practitioner
25
Pharmaceutical industry
7
Academia
4
Federal government
4
Provincial government veterinarian
2
Producer veterinarian
1
Total Veterinarians
43
Non-veterinarians
Feed industry/nutrition
5
Producer Commodity Group
4
Provincial Government non-veterinarian
3
Producer
1
Total Non-veterinarians
13
* Some respondents are counted twice if they were affiliated with more than one category

The distribution of affiliation with the food-producing animal industry for all respondents
is shown in Figure 1.

Distribution of All Respondents
Producer
Commodity Group
7%

Producer
4%

Feed
industry/nutrition
9%

Provincial
government
9%

Private veterinary
practitioner
45%

Federal
government
7%
Academia
7%

Pharmaceutical
industry
12%

Figure 1: Distribution of all respondents by affiliation with the food-producing animal industry.

The distribution of affiliation of veterinarians and non-veterinarians with the foodproducing animal industry is shown graphically in Figures 2 and 3, respectively.
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Distribution of Veterinarian
Respondents
Provincial
government
5%
Federal
government
9%

Producer
3%

Academia
9%
Private
veterinary
practitioner
58%
Pharmaceutical
industry
16%

Figure 2: Distribution of veterinarian respondents by affiliation with food-producing animal
industry.

Distribution of Non-veterinarian
Respondents
Producer
8%

Provincial
Government
23%

Feed
industry/nutrition
38%

Producer
Commodity
Group
31%

Figure 3: Distribution of “Non-veterinarian” respondents by affiliation with the food-producing
animal industry.
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Respondents were given the opportunity to identify the species with which they are
affiliated. All of the respondents chose more than one species. Respondents’ species
affiliation is shown in Table 3, and in Figure 4, below.
Table 3: Number of respondents by species affiliation
Dairy
Beef
Sheep
Goats
Cattle
Cattle
Private veterinary
20
17
17
17
practitioner
Pharmaceutical
5
4
3
0
industry
Academia
4
2
1
1
Feed
4
4
3
3
industry/nutrition
Federal government
2
2
2
2
Provincial
2
2
2
2
government nonveterinarian
Producer
1
1
0
1
commodity group
Producer non1
1
0
0
veterinarian
Producer
1
1
1
1
veterinarian
Provincial
1
1
1
1
government
veterinarian
Total Respondents
41
35
30
28

Swine

Poultry

Veal

Bees

Fish

11

5

11

4

1

5

5

1

1

2

1
4

1
5

2
3

0
0

0
0

2
2

3
2

1
2

0
1

1
2

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

1

0

0

1

1

1

0

0
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Figure 4: Number of respondents by species affiliation
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Level of Agreement with Draft tactics for Priority Initiatives – for Stakeholder
Consultation
For ease of reference and clarity, for the balance of this report, the Priority Initiatives
have been abbreviated as shown in Table 4 below.
Table 4: Abbreviations for Priority Initiatives
Initiative
Provide ongoing voluntary professional development opportunities
for food-animal veterinarians regarding antibiotic use.
Develop and/or update, in collaboration with individual producers,
farm-specific standard operating procedures (SOPs) for appropriate
antibiotic use.
Promote, across species, the implementation of farm-specific
standard operating procedures (SOPs) for appropriate antibiotic use.
Develop an education program for producers on appropriate on-farm
antibiotic use.
Design a strategy for the implementation of mandatory producer
training on appropriate antibiotic use.
Promote the standardization of veterinary laboratory data and
reporting that identifies changes in antibiotic resistance patterns.

Abbreviation
Voluntary veterinary CE
Develop/update farm SOPs

Promote use of farm SOPs

Develop producer education
Mandatory producer training
Standardize lab data/reporting

Tables 5 through 10 show the level of agreement of respondents regarding the draft
tactics for each of the Priority Initiatives.
Table 5: Agreement responses for “Voluntary veterinary CE”
Strongly
agree/agree
#(%*)
Draft tactics are realistic
46 (81%)
Draft tactics are complete
42 (71%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
40 (73%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to
36 (64%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Neither agree
nor disagree
#(%)
5 (9%)
13 (23%)
8 (15%)
13 (23%)

Table 6: Agreement Responses for “Develop/update farm SOPs”
Strongly
Neither agree
agree/agree
nor disagree
#(%*)
#(%)
Draft tactics are realistic
43 (74%)
7 (12%)
Draft tactics are complete
38 (66%)
13 (22%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
44 (76%)
9 (16%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to
42 (72%)
12 (21%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing
animals
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
6 (10%)
4 (7%)
7 (13%)
7 (13%)

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
8 (14%)
7 (12%)
5 (9%)
4 (7%)
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Table 7: Agreement Responses for “Promote Use of farm SOPs”
Strongly
Neither agree
agree/agree
nor disagree
#(%*)
#(%)
Draft tactics are realistic
41 (71%)
12 (21%)
Draft tactics are complete
37 (64%)
15 (26%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
43 (74%)
11 (19%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to
37 (64%)
19 (33%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing
animals

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
5 (7%)
6 (10%)
4 (7%)
2 (3%)

* total may not equal 100 due to rounding
Table 8: Agreement Responses for “Develop producer education”
Strongly
Neither agree
agree/agree
nor disagree
#(%*)
#(%)
Draft tactics are realistic
43 (77%)
7 (12%)
Draft tactics are complete
40 (71%)
8 (14%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
41 (73%)
9 (16%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to
40 (71%)
12 (21%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
6 (11%)
8 (14%)
6 (11%)
4 (7%)

Table 9: Agreement Responses for “ Mandatory producer education”
Strongly
Neither agree
agree/agree
nor disagree
#(%*)
#(%)
Draft tactics are realistic
32 (57%)
18 (32%)
Draft tactics are complete
31 (55%)
17 (30%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
39 (71%)
10 (18%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to 31 (55%)
19 (35%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
6 (11%)
8 (14%)
7 (12%)
5 (9%)

Table 10: Agreement Responses for “Standardize lab data/reporting”
Strongly
Neither agree
agree/agree
nor disagree
#(%*)
#(%)
Draft tactics are realistic
42 (76%)
10 (18%)
Draft tactics are complete
39 (70%)
12 (22%)
All of the draft tactics are relevant
44 (81%)
6 (11%)
The draft tactics will make a positive change to 38 (69%)
13 (24%)
the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Disagree/strongly
disagree
#(%)
3 (5%)
4 (7%)
4 (7%)
4 (7%)

The level of agreement by Priority Initiative for each of the four statements, “Draft tactics
are realistic”, “Draft tactics are complete”, “All of the draft tactics are relevant”, and “The
draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in food-producing
animals” are shown in the figures 5 through 8 below.
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Figure 5 shows the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are realistic”.

Percentage of Respondents

Level of Agreement for "realistic"
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree/strongly
disagree

Priority Initiatives
Figure 5: Percentage of respondents by level of agreement for “draft tactics are realistic”

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 6 shows the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are complete”.

Level of agreement for "complete"
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree/strongly
disagree

Priority Initiatives
Figure 6: Percentage of respondents by level of agreement for “draft tactics are complete”
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Figure 7 shows the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are relevant”.

Percentage of Respondents

Level of Agreement for "relevant"
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree/strongly
disagree

Priority Initiatives
Figure 7: Percentage of respondents by level of agreement for “draft tactics are relevant”

Figure 8 shows the level of agreement that the draft tactics “will make a positive change to the
use of antibiotics in food-producing animals”.

Percentage of Respondents

Level of Agreement for "will make a
positive change"
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree/strongly
disagree

Priority Initiatives
Figure 8: Percentage of respondents by level of agreement for draft tactics “will make a
positive change to the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals.”
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The range of percentages of respondents who “strongly agreed or agreed” that the
tactics associated with the initiatives were realistic was 52% (mandatory producer
education) to 81% (voluntary veterinary CE) with a median of 73%.
The range of percentages of respondents who “strongly agreed or agreed” that the
tactics associated with the initiatives were complete was 55% (mandatory producer
education) to 71% (voluntary veterinary CE) with a median of 66%.
The range of percentages of respondents who “strongly agreed or agreed” that the
tactics associated with the initiatives were relevant was 71% (mandatory producer
education) to 81% (standardize lab reporting/data) to with a median of 75%.
The range of percentages of respondents who “strongly agreed or agreed” that the
tactics associated with the initiatives would make a positive change to the use of
antibiotics in food-producing animals was 55% (mandatory producer education) to 72%
(develop/update farm SOPs) with a median of 66%.
Reporting the responses of veterinarians and non-veterinarians separately, Table 11 and
Figure 9 show the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are realistic”.
Table 11: Level of agreement for “the draft tactics are realistic”, showing veterinarians
(‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.
Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
Disagree/strongly
disagree
disagree
Priority Initiative
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
(#/%*)
(#/%)
(#/%)
(#/%)
(#/%)
(#/%)
Voluntary
32(80%)
14(82%)
3(8%)
2(12%)
5(13%)
1(6%)
veterinary CE
Develop/update
27(68%)
16(89%)
6(15%)
1(6%)
7(18%)
1(6%)
farm SOPs
Promote use of
25(63%)
16(89%)
10(25%)
2(11%)
5(13%)
0(0%)
farm SOPs
Develop
28(70%)
15(94%)
6(15%)
1(6%)
6(15%)
0(0%)
producer
education
Mandatory
23(58%)
9(56%)
11(28%)
7(44%)
6(15%)
0(0%)
producer
education
Standardize lab
32(80%)
10(67%)
5(13%)
5(33%)
3(8%)
0(0%)
data/reporting
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Percentage of Respondents

The "draft tactics are realistic"
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Veterinarian
s

Priority Initiatives
Figure 9: Percentage of respondents that strongly agree or agree that “the draft tactics are
realistic”, showing veterinarians and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.

Reporting the responses of veterinarians and non-veterinarians separately, Table 12
and Figure 10 show the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are complete”.
Table 12: Level of agreement for “the draft tactics are complete”, showing veterinarians
(‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.
Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
Disagree/strongly
disagree
disagree
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
#(%*)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
Voluntary
27(68%)
13(76%)
11(28%)
2(12%)
5(13%)
2(12%)
veterinary CE
Develop/update
25(63%)
13(72%)
10(25%)
3(17%)
5(13%)
2(11%)
farm SOPs
Promote use of
24(60%)
13(72%)
11(28%)
4(22%)
5(13%)
1(6%)
farm SOPs
Develop
27(68%)
13(81%)
7(18%)
1(6%)
6(15%)
2(13%)
producer
education
Mandatory
21(53%)
10(63%)
12(30%)
5(31%)
7(18%)
1(6%)
producer
education
Standardize lab
29(73%)
10(67%)
8(20%)
4(27%)
3(8%)
1(7%)
data/reporting
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Figure 10: Percentage of respondents that strongly agree or agree that “the draft tactics are
complete”, showing veterinarians (‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.

Reporting the responses of veterinarians and non-veterinarians separately, Table 13
and Figure 11 show the level of agreement that the “draft tactics are relevant”.
Table 13: Level of agreement that “the draft tactics are relevant”, showing veterinarians
(‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.
Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
Disagree/strongly
disagree
disagree
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
#(%*)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
Voluntary
27(69%)
13(81%)
6(15%)
2(13%)
6(15%)
1(6%)
veterinary CE
Develop/update
29(73%)
15(83%)
7(18%)
2(11%)
4(10%)
1(6%)
farm SOPs
Promote use of
26(65%)
17(94%)
10(25%)
1(6%)
4(10%)
0(0%)
farm SOPs
Develop
28(70%)
13(81%)
7(18%)
2(13%)
5(13%)
1(6%)
producer
education
Mandatory
27(68%)
12(75%)
6(15%)
4(25%)
7(18%)
0(0%)
producer
education
Standardize lab
32(82%)
12(80%)
3(8%)
3(20%)
4(10%)
0(0%)
data/reporting
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Figure 11: Percentage of respondents that strongly agree or agree that “the draft tactics are
relevant”, showing veterinarians (‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.

Reporting the responses of veterinarians and non-veterinarians separately, Table 14
and Figure 12 show the level of agreement that the “draft tactics will make a positive
change to the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals”.
Table 14: Level of agreement for the “draft tactics will make a positive change”, showing
veterinarians (‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.
Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
Disagree/strongly
disagree
disagree
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
Vets
Other
#(%*)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
#(%)
Voluntary
25(63%)
11(69%)
9(23%)
4(25%)
6(15%)
1(6%)
veterinary CE
Develop/update
26(65%)
16(89%)
10(25%)
2(11%)
4(10%)
0(0%)
farm SOPs
Promote use of
22(55%)
15(83%)
16(40%)
3(17%)
2(5%)
0(0%)
farm SOPs
Develop
28(70%)
12(75%)
8(20%)
4(25%)
6(15%)
0(0%)
producer
education
Mandatory
20(51%)
11(69%)
14(36%)
5(31%)
5(13%)
0(0%)
producer
education
Standardize lab
27(68%)
11(73%)
9(23%)
4(27%)
4(10%)
0(0%)
data/reporting
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Strongly /agree the "draft tactics
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Figure 12: Percentage of respondents that strongly agree or agree that “the draft tactics will make
a positive change”, showing veterinarians (‘vets”) and non-veterinarians (“other”) separately.

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the general statement
“In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics”. Responses are shown
in Table 15.
Table 15: Respondents’ level of agreement with the statement “In general, I am
supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” showing breakdown of veterinarians
(“vets”) and non-vets (“other”) and overall total separately.

Level of Agreement

Vets
#(%*)
Strongly agree/agree
33(83%)
Neither agree nor disagree
4(10%)
Disagree/strongly disagree
3(8%)
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Other
#(%)
12(86%)
2(14%)
0(0%)

Total
#(%)
45 (83.3)
6 (11.1%)
3 (5.6%)

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the general statement
“I believe that the Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of
antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario.” Responses are shown in Table 16
and Figure 8 below.
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Table 16: Respondents’ level of agreement with the statement “I believe that the
Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals in Ontario” showing breakdown of veterinarians (“vets”) and nonvets (“other”) and overall total separately.
Level of Agreement
Vets
Other
Total
#(%*)
#(%)
#(%)
Strongly agree/agree
28(70%)
11(79%)
39 (72%)
Neither agree nor disagree
8(20%)
2(14%)
10 (18%)
Disagree/strongly disagree
4(10%)
1(7%)
5 (9%)
* total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Figure 13 below shows the total data from Tables 14 and 15.

Level of Agreement with General
Statements
Percentage of Respondents

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Strongly agree/agree
Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree/strongly
disagree

In general, I am …will have a positive
supportive…
impact…
Overall Statements
Figure 13: Percentage of respondents by level of agreement with the general statements “In
general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” and “I believe that the Initiatives and
Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals in
Ontario.”

Comparing veterinarians to non-veterinarians, Figure 14 shows the level of agreement
with the statements, “In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” and
“I believe that the Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of
antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario.”
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Strongly agree/agree with "general
statements"
Percentage of respondents

100
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Veterinarians
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Overall Statements

Figure 14 Percentage of respondents that strongly agree or agree with the general statements
“In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” and “I believe that the Initiatives
and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals
in Ontario” showing veterinarians and others.

All the written comments provided by survey respondents are provided in Appendix B.
Discussion and Conclusions
The Stakeholder Consultation Survey offered food-producing animal veterinarians and
representatives of other stakeholder groups the opportunity to provide feedback on the
draft tactics associated with each of the six Priority Initiatives identified by Ontario foodproducing animal veterinarians as being those initiatives that are most likely to be
effective in addressing the issue of developing resistance to antibiotics.
The survey was provided to over 700 individuals and groups. In total, 58 responses
were received. This low response rate was not surprising given that the Stakeholder
Consultation Survey was the final confirmation step in a multi-step engagement with
respondents over a ten-month period. As such, respondents had been approached to
participate multiple times over the course of this project. Additionally, the low response
may be a reflection of the high level of general acceptance of, and agreement with, the
Draft Tactics for Priority Initiatives – for Stakeholder Consultation, lessening the
motivation to provide further input.
Most of the respondents were food-producing animal veterinarians, with the majority in
food-producing animal practice. Other veterinary respondents were from the
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pharmaceutical industry, the federal and provincial governments, and academia. Nonveterinarians were represented by individuals from the feed and nutrition industry, the
provincial government, producer commodity groups, and one respondent was a
producer. Food-producing animal species, including dairy cattle, beef cattle, sheep,
goats, swine, poultry, veal bees and fish, were all represented.
Statistical analysis of the data was not conducted due to the lack of power in the overall
low number of responses, and due to the small numbers of individuals in many of the
groups. As such, it is not possible to draw conclusions from the data comparing the
various groups of respondents. By separating veterinarians and non-veterinarians, it
was possible to visually compare these two groups. Differences between the two
groups were minor, and did not appear to be meaningful.
The majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the tactics associated with
all of the initiatives were realistic, complete, relevant and would make a positive change
to the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals. This was true for both veterinarians
and non-veterinarians. The majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the
statements “In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics” and “I
believe that the Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of
antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario.”
Review of the written comments revealed that respondents, while generally supportive
of the tactics, did have a considerable number of suggestions for, and concerns with,
the details of the execution of specific tactics.
Upon review of the data from the survey, and the abundant written comments, it was the
decision of the Project Team that further amendment of the Draft tactics for Priority
Initiatives – for Stakeholder Consultation was not warranted. As such, this document
was affirmed as the final outcome document “Priority Initiatives and Proposed Tactics”,
as shown in Appendix C.
Following the conclusion of CVO Project II, the outcomes and suggestions from the
Stakeholder Consultation Survey, as well as the other components of this project, will
be provided to the group or groups that will take carriage of the execution of the Priority
Initiatives and Proposed Tactics.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Stakeholder Consultation Survey - Questionnaire

Introduction
The College of Veterinarians of Ontario (CVO) has recently undertaken two projects that
support Ontario food-producing animal veterinarians as stewards of the appropriate use
of antibiotics.
Appropriate antibiotic use refers, broadly, to using antibiotics only when indicated, at the
optimal dose, duration, route etc., and is meant to include appropriate storage of
product and record keeping of use. It implies a cohesive and collaborative approach to
antibiotic use between veterinarians and their clients, with a goal of minimizing the
development of antibiotic resistance in pathogens affecting humans and animals. It is
anticipated that ongoing improvements in antibiotic use will lead to a reduction in the
amount of antibiotics used.
The first CVO project involved a background review, a survey, facilitated discussion
sessions with veterinarians, and consultation with stakeholder groups. In the end, this
project produced over 100 far-reaching suggested actions regarding veterinary
stewardship of antibiotic use in food-producing animals in Ontario. However, these
actions were not assessed for their feasibility or potential impact. The consultative
feedback indicated that a detailed review of the ideas generated was warranted.
The second CVO project was initiated in 2016. Through the use of electronic surveys,
veterinarians reduced the list of suggested actions to six priority initiatives that they
could champion to assist in minimizing the development of antibiotic resistance in
pathogens affecting animals and humans. Draft tactics were assigned to each initiative
and these were debated and refined at a multi-stakeholder Forum in February 2017.
Following the Forum, the Project Advisory Group further refined the tactics.
These draft tactics are presented here for your consideration and feedback. This is the
final consultation on these tactics prior to development of the Project Final Report. Your
response and feedback is crucial to the success of this project and we greatly
appreciate you taking the time to respond to this survey.

Instructions to Respondents
This Survey is divided in to eight sections, one for each of six initiatives, one section for
general feedback and one section to identify your affiliation with food-producing animal
industries.
For Sections 1-6, please review the Initiative and accompanying tactics, and then
provide your responses to a brief set of questions at the end of the section.
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Section 1: Initiative 1
Provide ongoing voluntary professional development opportunities for food-animal
veterinarians regarding antibiotic use.

Draft Tactics:
1. Create the course content to provide graduate veterinarians and student veterinarians:
a. with the latest information on appropriate antibiotic use that:
i. has clearly defined objectives (eg. stewardship versus prescriptive guidelines)
ii. is updated annually
iii. utilizes information from review of existing modules (eg. in Quebec and New
Brunswick, continuing professional education for physicians, etc.)
iv. is evidence-based
v. includes information on the regulatory environment
vi. includes information on how veterinarians can adapt to their role as stewards
of antibiotic use, including its potential impact on their relationship with
producers and how to educate individual producers
vii. includes core content for all veterinarians, with species-specific components to
be accessed as needed depending on scope of practice
b. with the skill sets related to the development, updating and implementation of
standard operating procedures to ensure optimal knowledge transfer to, and uptake
by, the producer community
c. with the skill sets related to the development, evaluation and teaching of producer
education programs, which may differ by commodity group
d. with the skill sets to interpret the data provided in laboratory reports on antibiotic
sensitivity
2. Design an implementation strategy for delivery of course content to veterinarians, including:
a. delivery of course content at the provincial level
b. assessment of opportunities for delivery, including:
i. in conjunction with existing continuing education events, including speciesspecific meetings such as the Ontario Association of Bovine Practitioners
ii. as a collaborative program with organizations such as the Ontario Veterinary
College
iii. online modules, plus options for other means of flexible access
c. recognition of the need to accommodate multiple generations of veterinarians and
geographic locations
d. consideration of program status being voluntary versus mandatory
i. if mandatory, consideration of length of time before re-taking course is
required
e. consideration of opportunities for recognition/certification of course completion
3. Define and measure indicators for success of program

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
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4.

The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 1:
Section 2: Initiative 2
Develop and/or update, in collaboration with individual producers, farm-specific standard
operating procedures (SOPs) for appropriate antibiotic use.

Draft Tactics:
Veterinarians and producers:
1.

Share best practices for SOPs, including important aspects such as:
a. good science i.e. evidence-based
b. practicality
c. clarity
d. effectiveness
e. inclusion of preventive/prophylactic protocols
f. tailored to farm management practices
g. include alternative management techniques to reduce antibiotic use

2.

Review and evaluate existing SOPs from current quality assurance programs

3.

Identify minimum standard templates for on-farm SOPs for appropriate antibiotic use,
by species and by commodity

4.

Develop and update species and commodity-specific SOPs as needed, building on
existing programs

5.

Establish and implement review cycles to regularly update SOPs for appropriate
antibiotic use, by species and by commodity:
a. taking in to account any changing regulatory impacts
b. linking ongoing updating of SOPs to a current veterinarian-client-patient
relationship

6.

Define and measure indicators for success of SOPs

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.
4.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 2:

Section 3: Initiative 3
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Promote, across species, the implementation of farm-specific standard operating
procedures (SOPs) for appropriate antibiotic use.

Draft Tactics:
1. Veterinarians and producers review and evaluate existing implementation approaches.
such as those utilized in existing commodity quality assurance programs
2. Promote the value of SOPs with consistent and effective messaging regarding the value
of SOPs
3. Identify tools to facilitate implementation of SOPs, including:
a. tele-practice for remote areas
b. incorporation into existing quality assurance programs
c. commodity groups providing generic SOPs for adaptation by veterinarians and
producers to be farm-specific
d. commodity specific aspects of implementation
4. Veterinarians and producers continually update strategies for promotion of
implementation of SOPs, by species and commodity
5. Devise a system for evaluation of the effectiveness of knowledge transfer strategies for
SOPs

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.
4.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 3:
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Section 4: Initiative 4
Develop an education program for producers on appropriate on-farm antibiotic use.

Draft Tactics:
Veterinarians and producers:
1.

Identify and evaluate existing education programs for producers on appropriate on-farm
antibiotic use
a. identify education programs which include components related to appropriate
antibiotic use
b. avoid potential redundancies and areas of overlap

2.

Define goals of education program

3.

Identify areas of need for enhanced education for producers, such as:
a. evidence-based information
b. understanding of alternatives to antibiotics
c. understanding of value of program
d. focus on animal health
e. importance of the veterinarian-client-patient relationship
f. importance of a diagnosis before using an antibiotic
g. assisting producers in decision-making about use
h. species and commodity specific information

4.

Develop multi-media approaches to complement existing resources to support and
educate producers, as needed

5.

Devise a high-level strategy for implementation of producer training, including:
a. assessment of opportunities for delivery, including:
i. in conjunction with existing continuing education events
ii. as a collaborative program with organizations such as the Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
iii. various media options so course is easily accessible by all
b. frequency of course delivery
c. core component and species-specific components
d. involvement of stakeholders and industry groups
e. possibility of peer group learning
f. getting leaders on board
g. consistent messaging around why the program is important

6.

Establish and implement a review and update cycle of the tools utilized, and the content
of the education program(s)

7.

Assess knowledge transfer to ensure effectiveness of program

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
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4.

The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 4:

Section 5: Initiative 5
Design a strategy for the implementation of mandatory producer training on
appropriate antibiotic use.
Draft Tactics:
1.

Veterinarians and producers analyze and understand drivers for the introduction of, as
well as the successes and challenges associated with, existing examples of mandatory
training programs for product purchase and use, such as the Ontario Pesticides
Training and Certification program

2.

Veterinarians and producers consider aspects of implementation, including:
a. pros and cons of voluntary versus mandatory
b. identification of potential funding channels
c. opportunities for recognition/certification of course completion
d. identify redundancies with existing programs
e. consider where exemptions might be warranted
f. possibility of integration with existing food safety/quality assurance programs
and/or utilization of supply management driven marketing/producer
organizations
g. possible incentives for producers
h. messaging value of program to producers
i. enforcement strategies

3.

Veterinarians and producers research, and write, a supportive information document for
key stakeholders on the merits of producer training programs on antibiotic use to
improve antibiotic use and to reduce the potential for antibiotic resistance.

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.
4.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 5:

Section 6: Initiative 6
Promote the standardization of veterinary laboratory data and reporting that
identifies changes in antibiotic resistance patterns.
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Draft Tactics:
1. Ontario laboratories lead a collaborative discussion to:
a. develop recommended strategies for a standardized process of microbial
identification and antimicrobial testing, from sample collection and handling through
to reporting of results
b. identify similarities and differences in methodology, documentation, and reporting of
bacterial identification and resistance/susceptibility testing among laboratories in
Ontario
c. identify reporting strategies that are helpful at point-of-treatment decision-making and
instilling public confidence in food safety, possibly through the Ontario Animal Health
Network
d. work with laboratories across Canada to share information about bacterial
identification, resistance/susceptibility testing, through an agency such as the
Canadian Animal Health Laboratorians Network (CAHLN)

2. Ontario laboratories, together with existing antibiotic use and antibiotic resistance
programs identify tools, with experts such as the Ontario Animal Health Network, to
increase knowledge of veterinarians related to the complexity of antimicrobial
resistance/susceptibility, with respect to laboratory testing
3. Ontario laboratories identify methods:
a. to disseminate laboratory data reports and antibiotic resistance trend data for the
purpose of creating awareness
b. to promote action within the species-specific commodities
c. to inform training proposed for veterinarians and producers

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.
3.
4.

The draft tactics are realistic.
The draft tactics are complete.
All of the draft tactics are relevant.
The draft tactics will make a positive change to the use of antibiotics in foodproducing animals.

Additional comments on the draft tactics for Initiative 6:
Section 7: General
Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: [strongly agree,
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree]
1.
2.

In general, I am supportive of the Initiatives and Draft Tactics
I believe that the Initiatives and Draft Tactics will have a positive impact on the use of
antibiotics in food-producing animals in Ontario.

Any additional comments on the Initiatives and Draft Tactics
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Section 8: Affiliation
1. Please indicate your affiliation with the food-producing animal industry (please check all
that apply):

Veterinarian involved with food-producing animal practice
Beef cattle
Dairy cattle
Veal
Sheep
Goats
Poultry
Swine
Bees
Fish
Producer
Beef cattle
Dairy cattle
Veal
Sheep
Goats
Poultry
Swine
Bees
Fish
Provincial government
Federal government
Pharmaceutical Industry
Academia
Producer Commodity Group
Other
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Appendix B: Additional Comments from Stakeholder Consultation Survey
Initiative 1: Voluntary Veterinary CE
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Initially, I think the program should be voluntary.
How do we educate clients on proper antibiotic stewardship when some vets are still
selling meds with no client patient vet relationship vets need to be more accountable for
this to work
Info transfer to producer groups will be difficult
Not enough control at producer level. Producer compliance.
Training by OMAFRA bee inspectors for the identification of American foul brood a
reportable disease
If consideration of program status being mandatory will also be reviewed, then the word"
voluntary" should be removed from the initiative title. How do you define and measure
indicators for success of program.
This initiative would be collaborative in nature, garnering input from not only OMAFRA
and the Ontario Veterinary College (OVC) for course development, but would require
input from veterinary (CVO, Ontario Veterinary Medical Association/Canadian Veterinary
Medical Association, specialist veterinary) organizations as well.
There are potential
opportunities for an application under the Next Policy Framework for funding for course
development and a delivery platform should the objectives fit into the funding priorities.
OMAFRA’s primary role would be assisting/advising on course content and promoting
delivery to practicing vets (post-graduation) through extension efforts.
It is important that metrics associated with measuring the success of the initiative are
rooted in sound science, for example, the reduced use of human critically important
antimicrobials.
The title of the initiative should not single out food-animal veterinarians but include all
veterinarians as small animal vets use a number of class 1 antibiotics. Changes have to
be made across the board and not just single out one group.
With the exception of point 1.a.v., CVO should not develop the content, this will duplicate
efforts and expertise already held in other organizations/individuals. 2. Draft tactic will
not make positive change; it's not lack of skills/knowledge that is the bottleneck, its lack
of demand from some clients in some of the food animal industry.
Responsible use of antibiotics with both patient and resistance issues in mind is part of
every decision to prescribe. This makes it more complex than it needs to be.
There are already lots of CE talks on antibiotic stewardship at various conferences, eg.
OABP
Not sure if anything should be mentioned about alternative products that may pop up in
the industry and if/how veterinarians should be educated on them and their modes of
action
Should include training for non-veterinarians. Such as technicians or field specialists to
provide the same services
Without hesitation, I feel that there should be steady movement toward making this
initiative "mandatory" for the quality assurance component of veterinary licensure, as it is
in many different jurisdictions in Canada, and most jurisdictions in the USA. This
initiative should be implemented within the next 2-3 years.
The AMU and AMR training should be mandatory and administered by the CVO.
I feel strongly that 1) it should be mandatory and 2) all Veterinarians should be required
to receive some training, as pets are in close contact with owners, and first line
antibiotics are often prescribed
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•
•
•
•

•
•

This will be a major undertaking for someone, or group but should be done.
No testing or mandatory as will have less uptake than readily available and only
suggested. Small practices can often not attend conferences so on-line, etc. options are
essential.
When deciding who will teach the course, having someone with practical experience
speaking with and educating producers will be best.
I think to be truly effective, the course material needs to be species-specific (I am a
poultry person, and we get lost in the other species). I also think going a step further in
terms of case-based learning with feed medication calculations and scripting is important
as that is not covered sufficiently in current veterinary curricula.
Current educational requirements and experience already address this issue.
Implementing these courses would be a significant revenue burden that would be better
spent elsewhere
I do not think training is the issue whatsoever. I think it is personal commitment and
integrity.

Initiative 2: Develop/update farm SOPs
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

The definition of 'standard operating procedure' includes the concept of something that is
'routine'. I'm not sure the concept of 'routine' is the right message to be giving with
respect to antimicrobial stewardship. However, I think a lot of the content of this draft
tactic is appropriate.
We are doing a lot of the SOP and review already. Doubling up would be a waste of
time.
Could this section potentially be a duplication of the CQA program?
how do we educate clients on proper antibiotic stewardship when some vets are still
selling meds with no client patient vet relationship vets need to be more accountable for
this to work
Dairy producers have SOP's, other food groups are not organized at this time.
The ability of producer to use antibiotics and the producer is the only one that knows
about. Ethics is what we do when no one is looking.
Some commodities are much further behind in their level of organization than others
1- existing quality assurances programs? should be named: Provincial, national?
global? how often should be reviewed? annually? what about shared-class antibiotics?
what about feed suppliers? producers has to strengthen relationships with veterinarian
and feed supplier. They should also evaluate the various rations and feeds in the
operation, and identify the ones that include shared- class antibiotics. Training
employees on the revised SOPs. Again how do you define and measure the success
of sops?
Commodity and production-stage-specific SOPs, including stewardship practices,
recommendations to build on relationship and involvement with one’s veterinarian, and
explore alternative practices and products in consultation with one’s veterinarian, would
be useful. Record-keeping should be incorporated into SOPs to track impact of
improved practices (and offer a means of comparison to industry standard).
Providing standardized templates will assist veterinarians in implementing antimicrobial
SOPs in a timely and consistent manner
#1 seems needlessly detailed and possibly not required - SOP are already in place for
many on quality assurance programs. Instead of starting from scratch a template should
be selected and used as a recommended starting point. This point needs to be more
about "what do we do with the SOP" rather then "how do we set one up".
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•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Veterinarians will not share their best SOPs, these are intellectual property. 2. Existing
species-specific SOPs are not open for input from the veterinary profession in this way,
they are developed (often with veterinary input) with trade issues in mind, amongst other
priorities, and are beyond the scope of CVO or individual attending veterinarians.
Initiative 2 would be very relevant, but not effective unless there is something to drive
making it happen. How will vets get paid to do this work, and what will require producers
to undertake it? There is also a potential for a major disconnection between the SOP
and actual practice on the farm.
I believe this is old news. SOPs are part of daily treatment protocols and discussions for
herd health procedures.
In dairy, this has already been implemented via CQM/ ProAction
Ensure that they are built into existing quality assurance programs
Vets would have limited time and resources available for SOP review on a farm level.
SOPs relevant to animal well-being do not always require the input of veterinarians that
focus on disease. For example, ventilation standards for maintain air quality can impact
disease status of livestock; however, any ventilation problem should be fixed well before
mortality or disease occurs as an indicator of a problem. It seems unrealistic for vets to
become experts in defining what measures should be used to initiate corrective actions
on a farm level. Maybe a more realistic Draft Tactic would be to have vets only review
SOPs directly related to disease status of animals. For example review and define
morbidity and mortality standards that require corrective action. Maybe a low threshold
standard that requires preventive action from farm operators and a high threshold
standard that requires investigation from veterinarians or livestock health specialist.
Field/livestock specialist/technicians could also provide these services
It is acknowledged that many food-producing animal industries have promoted the
development and implementation of SOP's related to a wide variety of health
management and production practices. It is also acknowledged that some species
production groups have had considerable success making documentation and
implementation of SOP's in various areas of production management, as mandatory
components of their industry quality assurance programs. As such, it is important to
utilize a number of the success stories as visible and meaningful examples for other
species and areas.
Agree that having defined SOP's for AB use by species is good idea. SOP's should
include defined mortality/morbidity rates that trigger treatment with AB to serve as
guidelines.
Regarding SOP templates: I work in a regulatory role in slaughter plants. There are
templates available to meat plant operators for things like sanitation programs or
maintenance programs and the idea is that the operator adapts the template to fit their
plant and process. The good thing is that it makes the process easier for the operator the
down side is some operators put it in a binder and never read it. If they develop their own
SOP from scratch they are forced to think about what they do on a daily basis and they
will actually improve their own process. So, in principle I agree with SOP templates but
sometimes they achieve nothing.
There will be a lot of push back but, again this does make sense.
I am confused about point 3. Who will develop the minimum standard templates? This
one is too vague as written.
Need more specific details.
I think these draft tactics are useful and make sense, but I am uncertain as to how they
match up with changing requirements for prescribing. Clarity on that would be important.
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•

•
•

Veterinarians currently have the skill set to institute sop's. Farm, herd and anal specific
flexibility is required to. Treat animals for both animal and human safety. Creating
standardized sop's for all animals and all circumstances is not prudent use. There is no
size that fits all and it eliminates veterinary judgement.
I fear inclusion of preventive/prophylactic protocols will facilitate overuse of antibiotics.
An excuse to continue past practices.
I agree it is a place to start, but this is not realistically going to happen. It should be
happening between vets and clients anyway so I'm not sure how this would change
much.

Initiative 3: Promote use of farm SOPs
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

See previous comments about SOP's for Initiative 2. Though I do think having good
processes for implementation of good antimicrobial use messages/practices is
applicable.
Need to ensure that it is complimentary to current quality assurance programs without
adding too much burden
What about feed suppliers/ it should be a relationship between farmers, veterinarians
and feed suppliers
Commodity and production-stage-specific SOPs for appropriate antibiotic use would be
a useful resource not only for the farms for whom they are developed but they would be
a useful ‘template’ reference to be made available online or via information-sessions.
Availability of SOPs would encourage behaviour change and adoption of best practices
toward prudent and responsible antimicrobial use as well as improved stewardship
practices that minimize the need for antimicrobial use.
Signed SOPs generated by the veterinarian need to be recognized as equivalent to
veterinary prescriptions.
Combine and consolidate with Initiative 2
This may be redundant. We already promote SOPs for responsible antibiotic use across
species.
First, need a way to get producers in all species groups on board, particularly beef.
Are there enough vets to implement this tactic? Telemedicine - Is high speed internet
service available in rural areas for script writing/signing & delivery in a timely fashion?
The effort to develop SOPs would have to involve more than veterinarians and farmers.
Commodity groups and industry personnel would be critical to effectively completing this
task.
Should ensure that industries that have already undertaken these measures are
recognized for their initiatives
It is acknowledged that many food-producing animal industries have promoted the
development and implementation of SOP's related to a wide variety of health
management and production See my comments for the previous section. (Without
hesitation, I feel that there should be steady movement toward making this initiative
"mandatory" for the quality assurance component of veterinary licensure, as it is In many
different jurisdictions in Canada, and most jurisdictions in the USA. This initiative should
be implemented within the next 2-3 years.)
In some form this is already being done. But it would be good to be sure that all livestock
producers have something organized and in writing.
This one seems redundant - is there a reason this initiative isn't incorporated into
initiative 2?
There will need to be a realistic discussion concerning VCPR and telemedicine. "Remote
areas" may become the norm rather than the exception.
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•
•

•

My concern lies in the execution of the SOPs. Typically for poultry the SOPs are created
by producers with or without vet sign-off. I think this needs to be in the hands of vets, not
producers, to create.
See 2 comments (Veterinarians currently have the skill set to institute sop's. Farm, herd
and animal specific flexibility is required to. Treat animals for both animal and human
safety. Creating standardized sop's for all). Concerned re the recommendation of remote
areas without a valid VCPR. Does that not go against Current CVO standards?
The idea is good, however getting compliance will be a challenge unless there is an
incentive in place. For example, it will be a requirement for dairy as part of ProAction, but
need something for the other commodities.

Initiative 4: Develop producer education
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Not sure it's the CVO's mandate to create or mandate a producer education program.
This should be done by producer associations in collaboration with veterinarians
Need to be relevant and in a format producers can understand. Needs to be in small
bites so producers can do when they have time.
Accessible online farmer based programs would be well received esp if follow up vet
client seminars occurred
Producer education may need to be mandatory to purchase prescription meds.
The challenge will be getting sufficient buy in across producer base
Who controls the amount of left over antibiotic in the bottle?
What does high level mean?
What are the goals of education program.? How do you assess knowledge transfer to
ensure effectiveness of program?
A producer education program for antibiotic use could potentially be based on the
delivery model of the former Livestock Medicines Education Course (i.e. delivery of
expert content by private and public service veterinarians and producers/trusted
sources), although the course content would be vastly different/updated from the original
Livestock Medicines course. Course content would need to include aspects of
recommendations #2 (SOPs) and #3 (implementation of SOPs) and would necessarily
be consistent with the course content developed for Initiative #1, but for a producer
audience. OMAFRA would be happy to collaborate with regulatory and industry
organizations, private veterinary organizations and our internal extension veterinarians
toward developing and delivering such courses.
With respect to ensuring an accurate diagnosis prior to implementing an antimicrobial
use plan, it is important to note that historical risk-based decision criteria are often used
in designing antimicrobial treatment strategies
Thank you for including point 1.b., this is a major concern. 2. Regarding point 3.b., this
is a multiyear PhD project for any single species, this goal is unrealistic for CVO.
All very desirable and achievable, but what proportion of the industry will they reach?
Do we know what methods would be most likely to change producers' behaviour
regarding AMU?
Producers want to produce. They don't want to have to be educated about appropriate
antibiotic use and it often conflicts with their goals creating a conflict at the base of this
issue. If all vets prescribe responsibly we will be providing value service to our farm
clients and be the stewards of responsible antibiotic use. As it should be.
Education of farmers is the most important step
This is realistic if commodity groups agree to deliver this. How will hobby/backyard
farms be handled?
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•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

3b) Understanding alternatives; again I believe it's important for the vets to also be made
aware of and educated on the alternatives
There is a conflict of interest of veterinarians teaching about responsible use of
antibiotics when they are direct financial beneficiaries as distributors for drug
manufacturing companies. Will they also become distributors for antibiotic alternatives?
Should this conflict of interest be addressed by the development of livestock pharmacies
as drug distributors independently of veterinarian practices?
3f) Not all uses of antibiotics involve diagnosis. There are some that can only be used
as a preventative and prophylactically. These are used on a risk based analysis.
Successful adoption and implementation of the tactics for Initiative 4 will require
significant cooperation between producers, industry regulatory staff, veterinarians and
others involved with production efficiency and health management in food producing
animal operations.
I think the biggest challenge in this area is getting the message out to the majority of
producers. What I have noticed is that producers who want to do good work will go to
meetings and do better work. Those that don't want to improve don't go to meetings so
we end up "preaching to the choir". So how do we get everybody out to CE?
As on farm vets we educate our clients one on one all the time. But more input, more
education is always a good thing. The old swine, livestock medicine courses were really
good and no one that took them ever complained.
Tactics described are very academic in nature. Proof of the pudding will be found in the
degree of uptake by producers. Courses to be taken should be mandatory.
There is so much movement in poultry in terms of industry initiatives to reduce AMU that
this would need to be closely linked to what the boards are doing. It wouldn't make
sense to train producers on how to use Cat 2's for prevention when the chicken board is
looking at disallowing that in the next couple of years.
If we are concerned about usage and resistance make veterinary oversight a non
negotiable oversight and make us responsible for farm level education
Uptake will be the challenge.
I believe insufficient focus is given to understanding of alternatives to antibiotics. I fear
the management changes required to mitigate antibiotic use will be too expensive and
inconvenient for most producers.
Private practitioners need more support (time and money) for producer based education
programs. This is my goal, and I think it would be effective, but feels overwhelmingly
difficult to do these sorts of things events ON TOP OF everyday private practice.

Initiative 5: Mandatory producer training
•

•

With the federal regulatory changes, a lot of the decision making will be with
veterinarians, rather than producers. I am not convinced it is worthwhile making training
mandatory for producers for something that they will have a lesser role in making
decisions about.
I think CVO is getting too involved here at the producer level. Focus on veterinarian
education and training. Producers have their own associations/organizations implement
programs. Veterinarians will be leaders working with producers on the issue on
antimicrobial use. Not sure how CVO can mandate producers to take training, stepping
outside CVO's scope of responsibility
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Don't think mandatory is the correct approach
Not so sure of value of trying to get a paper written by vet and client, producer reward for
program such as more money for milk if complies to standards would be well received
The first part 1 is very unclear the way it is worded
The ‘mandatory’ aspect of the producer education course may not be practical initially.
There would be no ‘certification’ privileges (e.g. related to selling or purchasing
antimicrobials), and there are no legislative or regulatory imperatives that would come
into play at this time. Potentially, over time, industry organizations may choose (based
on their involvement/buy-in) to require their producers to participate (e.g. as part of onfarm QA programs).
It is imperative that those making decisions on antimicrobial use are trained versus those
that are purchasing products.
Watch out here- too much "analysis and consultation" in #1 and #3 - the point is to
deliver the training to the producers and ensure they can access and participate in it not to discuss the merits of the training....
Individual clients ask for, and pay for, appropriate antibiotic use training by their
veterinarians every day. Promoting mandatory, veterinarian-led training across the board
will be seen as inappropriately interfering and paternalistic, and threatens the role of the
veterinarian as trusted partner in animal health and welfare on many farms.
Mandatory training does not equal mandatory VCPR which is more important
Combine with Initiative 4
I believe the initiative should be scrubbed completely. Veterinarians are the stewards of
appropriate antibiotic use. If the prior initiatives are worthy then this is redundant.
Need method to update producers on new/changing info
This will only work if it is mandatory (i.e. not voluntary).
There's a lot of info here to be sifted through and organized if this is to be successful.
Vets and producers/commodity groups will need to make this a priority
It was discussed at the OVC discussion with stakeholders on Feb. 16th, that training
should also be mandatory for Veterinarians. I have not seen this adopted in the Tactics.
Same comments as for Initiative 4 (Successful adoption and implementation of the
tactics for Initiative 4 will require significant cooperation between producers, industry
regulatory staff, veterinarians and others involved with production efficiency and health
management in food producing animal operations.)
If mandatory for producers, AMU and AMR training should be mandatory for all
veterinarians.
Important area to consider and related to my comments on the previous section.
Who are these key stakeholders?
Programs should be mandatory
I think mandatory training is important but difficult to deliver. You may need to rely on
online training to deliver this.
See 4 (If we are concerned about usage and resistance make veterinary oversight a non
negotiable oversight and make us responsible for farm level education). Implement
requirements for strict veterinary oversight and this point is moot.
Getting producer group buy-in to make this mandatory is essential for success.

Initiative 6: Standardize lab data/reporting
•

This one just doesn't make sense to me
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Promote laboratory capability to identify at least priority antimicrobial resistant (AMR)
pathogens using standardized, reliable detection assays and laboratories
Collaborations for the development of integrated, laboratory based surveillance to detect
and monitor antibiotic-resistance in relevant animal foodborne pathogens Promote the
generation and dissemination of information needed to effectively address antibioticresistance
Standardized reporting for on-farm antimicrobial use and resistance via standardized
(and thus comparable) laboratory data would support national surveillance priorities, and
would provide benchmark information to guide government, industry and on-farm
stewardship initiatives.
It would be useful to provide human and companion animal AMR data in addition to
livestock
My issue with most of the 6 tactics are whether it can be done at the provincial level,
particularly since we don't have a clear vision of what will be required/requested
federally.
AHL data are highly dubious as a means of tracking trends in AMR due to numerous
submission biases. CIPARS is a much more suitable mechanism for that objective.
OAHN is not suitable for the task proposed here. They have no expertise in AMR. The
AHL is a potentially useful player but should not lead. Initiative 6 Tactic 1c is completely
inappropriate for the AHL. Most conventional susceptibility testing is little or no
relevance to the pharmacology of drugs in food animals and its use and importance for
clinical decision-making should be reduced, not promoted.
Keeping us informed of what is being learned in the labs will really help.
We are not qualified on lab related questions.
Again, a lot of info and a lot of work between groups to make this a reality.
For Ontario Animal Laboratory Services at U of G should be specifically mentioned.
Only certified labs should be used
The draft tactics for Initiative 6 are well-crafted, achievable, and should realize some
meaningful information, on which to base the long-term success of the other initiatives
related to antibiotic use in food producing animal industries. It would seem to be
imperative to select some specific area(s) of health and production management that
involve substantial antibiotic use, to use as a model for data collection and management,
and for the determination of changes in antibiotic resistance over time.
Coordinated reporting of AB resistance is important as AB usage will also be measured.
Labs should include consultation with pharmaceutical companies for newer antibiotics
with respect to sensitivity testing methods, interpretation, etc.
I just don't see were you are going with this. Maybe this is why I'm just a country
practitioner.
I feel that this is already being done by Guelph AHL for poultry for certain pathogens,
with very good feedback from the vets.

General
•
•
•

Having this action agenda is just fabulous and much needed. I value the process the
researchers have undertaken to seek feedback and input throughout the project. It will
create a solid end-product.
The access of beekeepers to appropriate veterinarians is still very much a concern.
There is no treatment allowed for American foul brood and affected hives must be burnt
alive.
Initiatives 1-4 and possibly 5 will need to be developed closely/in tandem as they will
need to harmonize and reflect similar principles. OMAFRA staff look forward to
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collaborating with the College of Veterinarians of Ontario, and other key partners to
move the proposed initiatives forward with the aim of enhancing the role of veterinarians
as stewards of antimicrobial use in Ontario.
AMU and AMR initiatives should be a pan-Canadian approach and the CVO should
foster similar programs in other provinces that do not currently have similar initiatives.
I strongly believe that training on safe AB use should be mandatory for veterinarians as
well as producers. If voluntary only the already knowledgeable will take the training.
Those with little to no knowledge and/or understanding will avoid the training - they are
the ones that need it the most.
Generally, these initiatives are positive, primarily for the optics of being seen to do
something about AM stewardship, second to bring vets' collective knowledge about AMR
and rational AMU to a higher and more consistent level, and third and only possibly to
actually effect change in AMU. It seems highly unlikely that implementation of the
entirety will result in measurable changes in AMR. Yet, it is politically necessary.
What lessons can be learned from Quebec experience where mandatory vet scripts for
medicated feed & water are required? Concerned that all routes of medication use on
farm are being considered by this Action Agenda (i.e. injectable products, feed, water &
other oral routes).
Financial conflict of interest of vets as distributors for drug companies needs to be
addressed.
It was also identified that stakeholders with OMAFRA would lead these initiatives. I do
not see this adopted in the Tactics
Owners and accountability of the initiatives is needed.
However we proceed, the initiatives cannot be overwhelming to veterinarians or their
producer clients from financial, time or complexity standpoints or uptake will be minimal.
As an example, the latest version of the swine CQA program is facing a major backlash
from producers across the country because it is considered way too onerous to
complete!
I think there is still a missing piece: eventually I think there will come a time where we
must restrict the use of specific drugs in food animal practice. Some drugs that are
important for human medicine should be saved for human medicine.
The veterinary profession must stop profiting from the sale of antibiotics – this conflict of
interest undercuts the notion that we are good stewards of antibiotic use.

Appendix C: Priority Initiatives and Proposed Tactics
Initiative 1: Provide ongoing voluntary professional development opportunities
for food-animal veterinarians regarding antibiotic use.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 1:
1.Create the course content to provide graduate veterinarians and student
veterinarians:
a.

with the latest information on appropriate antibiotic use that:
i. has clearly defined objectives (eg. stewardship versus prescriptive
guidelines)
ii. is updated annually
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b.

c.
d.

iii. utilizes information from review of existing modules (eg. in Quebec and
New Brunswick, continuing professional education for physicians, etc.)
iv. is evidence-based
v. includes information on the regulatory environment
vi. includes information on how veterinarians can adapt to their role as
stewards of antibiotic use, including its potential impact on their
relationship with producers and how to educate individual producers
vii. includes core content for all veterinarians, with species-specific
components to be accessed as needed depending on scope of practice
with the skill sets related to the development, updating and implementation of
standard operating procedures to ensure optimal knowledge transfer to, and
uptake by, the producer community
with the skill sets related to the development, evaluation and teaching of
producer education programs, which may differ by commodity group
with the skill sets to interpret the data provided in laboratory reports on antibiotic
sensitivity

2. Design an implementation strategy for delivery of course content to veterinarians,
including:
a. delivery of course content at the provincial level
b. assessment of opportunities for delivery, including:
i. in conjunction with existing continuing education events, including speciesspecific meetings such as the Ontario Association of Bovine Practitioners
ii. as a collaborative program with organizations such as the Ontario
Veterinary College
iii. online modules, plus options for other means of flexible access
c. recognition of the need to accommodate multiple generations of veterinarians and
geographic locations
d. consideration of program status being voluntary versus mandatory
ii. if mandatory, consideration of length of time before re-taking course is
required
e. consideration of opportunities for recognition/certification of course completion
3. Define and measure indicators for success of program

Initiative 2: Develop and/or update, in collaboration with individual producers,
farm-specific standard operating procedures (SOPs) for appropriate antibiotic
use.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 2:
Veterinarians and producers:
1. Share best practices for SOPs, including important aspects such as:
a. good science i.e. evidence-based
b. practicality
c. clarity
d. effectiveness
e. inclusion of preventive/prophylactic protocols
f. tailored to farm management practices
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g. include alternative management techniques to reduce antibiotic use
2. Review and evaluate existing SOPs from current quality assurance programs
3. Identify minimum standard templates for on-farm SOPs for appropriate antibiotic use, by
species and by commodity
4. Develop and update species and commodity-specific SOPs as needed, building on
existing programs
5. Establish and implement review cycles to regularly update SOPs for appropriate
antibiotic use, by species and by commodity:
a. taking in to account any changing regulatory impacts
b. linking ongoing updating of SOPs to a current veterinarian-client-patient
relationship
6. Define and measure indicators for success of SOPs

Initiative 3: Promote, across species, the implementation of farm-specific
standard operating procedures (SOPs) for appropriate antibiotic use.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 3:
1. Veterinarians and producers review and evaluate existing implementation approaches.
such as those utilized in existing commodity quality assurance programs
2. Promote the value of SOPs with consistent and effective messaging regarding the value
of SOPs
3. Identify tools to facilitate implementation of SOPs, including:
a. tele-practice for remote areas
b. incorporation into existing quality assurance programs
c. commodity groups providing generic SOPs for adaptation by veterinarians and
producers to be farm-specific
d. commodity specific aspects of implementation
4. Veterinarians and producers continually update strategies for promotion of
implementation of SOPs, by species and commodity
5. Devise a system for evaluation of the effectiveness of knowledge transfer strategies for
SOPs

Initiative 4: Develop an education program for producers on appropriate on-farm
antibiotic use.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 4:
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Veterinarians and producers:
1. Identify and evaluate existing education programs for producers on appropriate on-farm
antibiotic use
a. identify education programs which include components related to appropriate
antibiotic use
b. avoid potential redundancies and areas of overlap
2. Define goals of education program
3. Identify areas of need for enhanced education for producers, such as:
a. evidence-based information
b. understanding of alternatives to antibiotics
c. understanding of value of program
d. focus on animal health
e. importance of the veterinarian-client-patient relationship
f. importance of a diagnosis before using an antibiotic
g. assisting producers in decision-making about use
h. species and commodity specific information
4. Develop multi-media approaches to complement existing resources to support and
educate producers, as needed
5. Devise a high-level strategy for implementation of producer training, including:
a. assessment of opportunities for delivery, including:
i. in conjunction with existing continuing education events
ii. as a collaborative program with organizations such as the Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
iii. various media options so course is easily accessible by all
b. frequency of course delivery
c. core component and species-specific components
d. involvement of stakeholders and industry groups
e. possibility of peer group learning
f. getting leaders on board
g. consistent messaging around why the program is important
6. Establish and implement a review and update cycle of the tools utilized, and the content
of the education program(s)
7. Assess knowledge transfer to ensure effectiveness of program

Initiative 5: Design a strategy for the implementation of mandatory producer
training on appropriate antibiotic use.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 5:
1. Veterinarians and producers analyze and understand drivers for the introduction of, as
well as the successes and challenges associated with, existing examples of mandatory
training programs for product purchase and use, such as the Ontario Pesticides Training
and Certification program
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2. Veterinarians and producers consider aspects of implementation, including:
a. pros and cons of voluntary versus mandatory
b. identification of potential funding channels
c. opportunities for recognition/certification of course completion
d. identify redundancies with existing programs
e. consider where exemptions might be warranted
f. possibility of integration with existing food safety/quality assurance programs
and/or utilization of supply management driven marketing/producer organizations
g. possible incentives for producers
h. messaging value of program to producers
i. enforcement strategies
3. Veterinarians and producers research, and write, a supportive information document for
key stakeholders on the merits of producer training programs on antibiotic use to
improve antibiotic use and to reduce the potential for antibiotic resistance.

Initiative 6: Promote the standardization of veterinary laboratory data and
reporting that identifies changes in antibiotic resistance patterns.
Proposed Tactics for Initiative 6:
1. Ontario laboratories lead a collaborative discussion to:
a. develop recommended strategies for a standardized process of microbial
identification and antimicrobial testing, from sample collection and handling through
to reporting of results
b. identify similarities and differences in methodology, documentation, and reporting of
bacterial identification and resistance/susceptibility testing among laboratories in
Ontario
c. identify reporting strategies that are helpful at point-of-treatment decision-making and
instilling public confidence in food safety, possibly through the Ontario Animal Health
Network
d. work with laboratories across Canada to share information about bacterial
identification, resistance/susceptibility testing, through an agency such as the
Canadian Animal Health Laboratorians Network (CAHLN)

2. Ontario laboratories, together with existing antibiotic use and antibiotic resistance
programs identify tools, with experts such as the Ontario Animal Health Network, to
increase knowledge of veterinarians related to the complexity of antimicrobial
resistance/susceptibility, with respect to laboratory testing
3. Ontario laboratories identify methods:
a. to disseminate laboratory data reports and antibiotic resistance trend data for the
purpose of creating awareness
b. to promote action within the species-specific commodities
c. to inform training proposed for veterinarians and producers
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