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Health Professions Procedural Code.



Introduction

[1] The College of Chiropodists of Ontario (College) regulates the professions of
chiropody and podiatry, which have different scopes of practice. Since 1993, the
Chiropody Act, 1991, SO 1991, c. 20 has prohibited new registrations of podiatrists. Only
podiatrists who were registered before July 31, 1993, are permitted to practise podiatry

and no new podiatrists may be registered: s. 3(2).

[2] The Regulated Health Professions Act, 1991, SO 1991, c. 18, s. 27 (RHPA), sets
out controlled acts that can only be performed by an authorized registrant of a health
college, or if permitted, by someone to whom a registrant has delegated the controlled
act. One of the controlled acts is performing a procedure below the dermis (RHPA, s.
27(2), para. 2). Under para. 2 of s. 5(2) of the Chiropody Act, podiatrists, but not
chiropodists, may cut into bony tissues of the forefoot. Registrants of this College are not

permitted to delegate controlled acts.

[3] Tejinder Sahota, the registrant, is a chiropodist who first registered with the
College in 2013. Prior to moving to Canada from the United States, he completed a
Doctor of Podiatric Medicine degree (DPM), a three-year advanced foot and ankle

surgical residency, and performed surgeries for about two years.

[4] Mr. Sahota admits that he conducted numerous bone surgeries that were not

permitted. He did so, he says, believing that it was permitted if he was supervised by a
podiatrist. He advertised his services and represented himself in a misleading way that
did not clearly identify him as a chiropodist. Finally, his patient records were misleading

or insufficient.

[5] The registrant admitted these facts and that he committed professional
misconduct. At the hearing, he expressed remorse for his actions. He and the College
jointly submitted that the penalty for his actions should be an effective five-month
suspension, a reprimand and various terms, conditions and limitations to assist in his
rehabilitation. Because we found that the proposed penalty would not bring the
administration of the professional discipline system into disrepute, we made the

requested order. These are our reasons.

[6] Tribunal Chair David Wright conducted case management conferences in this

matter and sits on the panel with the consent of both parties.
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Professional misconduct

[7] Mr. Sahota attended the Ohio College of Podiatric Medicine and graduated in
2008 with a DPM. He completed a three-year advanced foot and ankle surgical
residency at Western Reserve Hospital in Ohio. Throughout his residency up to 2011,
and as an attending surgeon from 2011 to 2013, the registrant completed outpatient and

trauma surgeries up to the upper thigh of the leg.

[8] The registrant moved his practice to Ontario in 2013 and was registered as a
chiropodist. He understood that there was no statutory authority for the College to

register him as a podiatrist or to authorize him to practise in Ontario as a podiatrist.

[9] Since 2013, Mr. Sahota has practised at the “Markham Podiatry” clinic (clinic).
When he began working as an associate chiropodist, the clinic was owned and operated
by a podiatrist. In January 2015, the podiatrist sold the clinic to the registrant, and the

podiatrist continued to practise at the clinic until 2022.

[10] The registrant admits that he performed bone surgeries on patients in Ontario and
accepted the delegation of a controlled act: cutting into subcutaneous tissues of the foot
and bony tissues of the forefoot. The agreed statement of facts sets out 13 such

surgeries he performed on 10 patients, but those were not the only ones.

[11] If Mr. Sahota were to testify at a contested hearing, it would be his evidence that,
while he fully understood that bone surgery was outside the scope of practice for
chiropodists, he mistakenly believed that he could perform bone surgery if supervised by
a podiatrist. However, the College’s Assignment, Orders and Delegation Policy, passed
by the College’s Council in 2007, clearly states, “No member of the College should
delegate any act authorized to members under the Chiropody Act, 1991 unless and until
there is a specific Regulation passed by Council permitting that delegation.” Mr. Sahota
admits that his belief was incorrect, and he regrets that he did not follow up with the

College directly to address this issue.

[12] Mr. Sahota also admits that the patient records for the 13 surgeries contained
false or misleading information and/or failed to include information required by the
regulations and standards of the profession, including reasonable information about all
significant advice he gave the patients. Record-keeping requirements are detailed in Part

Il of Ontario Regulation 203/94 under the Chiropody Act (General Regulation).
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[13] Finally, the registrant admits that he advertised his practice to the public and
communicated with patients in a manner that did not clearly identify his credentials as a
chiropodist and/or was misleading, including posting photos on the Clinic website and/or
social media that depicted the registrant performing surgeries outside his scope of
practice.

[14] It was his usual practice to sign correspondence and other documents as follows:

Tej Sahota DPM AACFAS

Clinician — Markham Podiatry

Associate of American College of Foot and Ankle Surgeons
Vice President — Ontario Podiatric Medical Association
Senior Faculty — Canada Wound Care Association

Faculty — Kent State University College of Podiatric Medicine
Medical Staff — Brampton Beast Hockey Club

[15] Under ss. 8-9 of the General Regulation and the College’s Advertising Standard
and Advertising Guidelines, a chiropodist must identify themself as such in any
advertisement. No registrant who is not a podiatrist may hold themself out as a podiatrist

or include that word after their name. Advertising may not be false or misleading.

[16] Mr. Sahota’s signature included six titles, none of which were chiropodist. It gave
the reader the impression he was a podiatrist, as all but the last title suggested the

practice of podiatry.

[17] Mr. Sahota committed the following acts of professional misconduct as outlined in
s. 1 of Ontario Regulation 750/93 under the Chiropody Act:

e failing to maintain the standards of practice of the profession — the College’s
written standards on competence, patient relations, advertising and records

(para. 2);

o delegating or accepting the delegation of a controlled act contrary to the Act or

the RHPA or the regulations under either of those Acts (para. 4);
o failing to keep records as required by the regulations (para. 17);

e signing or issuing, in the member’s professional capacity, a document that

contains a false or misleading statement (para. 20);
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e contravening the Chiropody Act, the RHPA and/or the regulations under either
of those Acts (para. 30); and

e engaging in conduct or performing an act, in the course of practising the
profession, that, having regard to all the circumstances, would reasonably be
regarded by members as disgraceful, dishonourable, or unprofessional (para.
33).

Penalty

[18] The parties have jointly proposed that the registrant be suspended for seven
months, two months of which need not be served if he completes the PROBE Ethics &
Boundaries program within the first five months. They also ask for the following terms,

conditions and restrictions on his certificate of registration:
o the requirement to complete PROBE;
e that the registrant change the name of his clinic to remove the word “Podiatry”;

e a prohibition on practising in a clinic with the word “podiatry” in its name

unless the clinic has a full-time podiatrist;

e the requirement that his advertising and stationery not include the word

“podiatry”;
e supervision with a mentor for 12 months; and

o the requirement to provide employers with information about this proceeding

and decision.
[19] The parties have also agreed on costs of $20,000, to be paid in two installments.

[20] The College and the registrant’s agreement on penalty must be implemented
unless it is so “unhinged from the circumstances” that implementing it would bring the
administration of the College’s professional discipline system into disrepute: Bradley v.
Ontario College of Teachers, 2021 ONSC 2303 (Div. Ct.) at paras. 9-12; Ontario College
of Teachers v. Merolle, 2023 ONSC 3453 (Div. Ct.). The test is adapted from the
Supreme Court’s analysis in the criminal law context in R. v. Anthony-Cook, 2016 SCC
43.
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[21] There must be something completely unacceptable, unusual or unconscionable to
reject a joint submission, not just the panel’s disagreement or belief that a different
outcome would better serve the public interest or be a more fit penalty. The Tribunal may
not “tinker” with a joint submission, which is the result of a careful balancing by the
parties of the relevant considerations. It should take the joint submission “as is” and
proceed on the basis that any aspects of penalty that were not included were

intentionally excluded.

[22] The most important goal of a penalty order is protection of the public. The public
must have confidence in the registrant, the profession and the College’s ability to govern
the professions of chiropody and podiatry in the public interest. Other principles support
this goal: discouraging the registrant and others from committing misconduct (specific
and general deterrence), rehabilitating the registrant, ensuring a safe return to practice
where appropriate and expressing the Tribunal and the profession’s disapproval of the
misconduct. See College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario v. Fagbemigun, 2022
ONPSDT 22 at paras. 7-8.

[23] Four broad groups of factors are applied in analyzing penalty: the seriousness of
the misconduct, any discipline history, the registrant’s actions since the misconduct and

the personal circumstances of the registrant.

[24] This misconduct was serious and multifaceted. The registrant put patients at risk
by performing procedures he was not allowed to perform. He misled patients and the
public about his registration classification. His records were missing essential
information. All of this affected his patients and reduced the public’s confidence in the

chiropody and podiatry professions.

[25] Mr. Sahota regrets not following up with the College to ensure his understanding
was correct. We note, however, that a review of the College’s policies and guidelines
would have made clear that delegation of controlled acts is not permitted, that he had to

clearly identify himself as a chiropodist, and what must be included in patient records.

[26] At the hearing, Mr. Sahota expressed his remorse and assured the panel that he
would work hard to meet the College’s standards. He noted that he has served the
College, including as a supervisor and committee member. We appreciate his

recognition of what he did wrong and are confident that he will not appear before this
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Tribunal again. We accept that there are significant mitigating factors in this case,

notably his remorse and commitment to change.

[27] The parties submitted various cases in support of the reasonableness of the
penalty, While the facts of all of them are quite different from this unique set of
circumstances, they help show that this mid-range suspension is within the appropriate
range. The terms, conditions and limitations are an important aspect of the penalty.
Through the PROBE program, Mr. Sahota will gain a greater understanding of the steps
he must take to ensure he is complying with his professional obligations in all respects.
He has also voluntarily agreed to complete the University of Toronto Medical Record-
Keeping course. The registrant will be required to change the name of his clinic and the

way he advertises. He will receive feedback through mentoring.

[28] For all these reasons, we find the proposed penalty would not bring the
administration of the College’s professional discipline system into disrepute. The

proposed costs are also appropriate.

Order

[29] We made the following order:

Penalty

1. The Tribunal requires the Registrant to appear before the panel
to be reprimanded.

2. The Tribunal directs the Registrar to:

a. suspend the Registrant’s certificate of registration for a period
of seven (7) months, commencing July 15, 2026, two (2)
months of which will be remitted upon the Registrant
successfully completing, to the Registrar’s satisfaction, the
remedial work outlined in paragraph b(i) below.

b. place the following terms, conditions and limitations on the
Registrant’s certificate of registration requiring the following:

i. Prior to returning to practice, the Registrant shall
successfully complete the PROBE Ethics Course at his
own expense and provide documentary evidence of his
completion of those remedial steps to the satisfaction of
the Registrar;
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Vi.

For greater certainty, the Registrant is required to
successfully complete the course in paragraph 2(b)(i)
regardless of whether the two months of his suspension
are remitted, and the Registrant will not be permitted to
return to practice until he does successfully complete the
course.

Prior to returning to practice from his suspension, the
Registrant is required to change the name of his clinic to
remove the word “Podiatry”.

Upon returning to practice after his suspension, the
Registrant is prohibited from practising in any clinic that
uses the words podiatry or podiatrist in the name of the
clinic, unless a full-time podiatrist is practising at the clinic
and the Registrant complies with the College’s advertising
regulations and standards.

Upon returning to practice after his suspension, the
Registrant will review and ensure that all clinic stationery
and other advertising for his practice do not use the word
podiatry or podiatrist and complies with the College’s
regulations and standards related to advertising.

At his own expense, the Registrant will receive supervision
of his chiropody practice with a mentor approved by the
Registrar for a period of twelve (12) months from the date
on which the Registrant returns to practice from the
suspension. The terms of the supervision are as follows:

e The mentor shall visit with the Registrant in person on at
least four (4) occasions — twice in the first six months
and twice in the last six months;

e The visits with the mentor will be as directed by the
mentor;

e The mentor shall determine the length of each visit;

e In conducting the supervision, the mentor shall discuss
practice management, ethical practice, and compliance
with the College’s standards with the Registrant, and the
Registrant is required to fully cooperate with the
supervision;

e The mentor shall prepare a report to the Registrar after
the second visit and the last visit;

e The Registrant shall provide the mentor with the
Discipline Tribunal’s decision and then provide written
confirmation to the Registrar, signed by the mentor, that
the mentor has received and reviewed the Discipline
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Tribunal’s decision.

vii. In the event that the Registrant obtains employment to
provide chiropody services during the twelve (12) months
following the date that the Registrant is able to return to
practice after his suspension, the Registrant shall:

e notify any current or new employers of the Discipline
Tribunal’s decision;

e ensure the Registrar is notified of the name, address,
and telephone number of all employers within fifteen
(15) days of commencing employment;

e provide his employer(s) with a copy of:

the Discipline Tribunal’s Order;

the Notice of Hearing;

the Agreed Statement of Facts;

the Joint Submission on Penalty and Costs;

the Discipline Tribunal’s Decision; and

have his employer forward a report to the Registrar
within fifteen (15) days of commencing employment
confirmation that the employer has received the
documents noted above and agrees to notify the
Registrar immediately upon receipt of any information
that the Registrant is not complying with the College’s
standards.

O O O O O O

3. The Tribunal’s decision will be published, in detail with the
Registrant’s name, in the College’s official publications, on the
College’s website, on the College’s public register and/or on
CanLll.
Costs
4. The Tribunal requires the Registrant to pay the College costs in
the amount of $20,000.00 which shall be paid on the following
schedule:

e $10,000.00 on the day of the hearing; and

e $10,000.00 on December 1, 2026.
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ONTARIO CHIROPODISTS AND PODIATRISTS DISCIPLINE TRIBUNAL

Tribunal File No.: 25-008-CP
BETWEEN:
College of Chiropodists of Ontario
College
-and -
Tejinder Singh Sahota
Registrant

The Tribunal delivered the following Reprimand
by videoconference on Thursday, June 25, 2026.

***NOT AN OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT***

Mr. Sahota,

As part of its penalty order, the Tribunal panel has ordered that you be given an oral
reprimand. The fact that you have received this reprimand will be part of the public portion
of the Register and, as such, part of your record with the College.

Today, we found that you committed professional misconduct while practising at Markham
Podiatry. You are registered as a chiropodist. However, you performed many bone
surgeries. Bone surgery is a controlled act that does not fall within the scope of practice
of a chiropodist and cannot be delegated by a podiatrist.

You also advertised your practice to the public and communicated with patients in a
manner that was false or misleading because it did not clearly identify you as a
chiropodist. Your website depicted you performing bone surgeries. Your email signature
indicated six positions you held but nowhere included the word “chiropodist.” Registrants
of this College must identify whether they are a chiropodist or podiatrist. Your clinic was
called “Markham Podiatry” notwithstanding that you only worked with podiatrists on an ad
hoc basis once the podiatrist who owned it sold it to you and retired.

Your records contained false or misleading information pertaining to the bone surgeries
and failed to include information required by the regulations and standards of practice of
the profession.

You have admitted, and we have found, that you engaged in professional misconduct in
several ways: by failing to meet several standards of practice of the profession, accepting
the delegation of a controlled act contrary to the law, failing to keep records as required,
signing or issuing a document containing a false or misleading statement, contravening
legislation, and engaging in disgraceful, dishonourable or unprofessional conduct.



It is a matter of profound concern to this panel that you have engaged in these forms of
professional misconduct. By doing so, you have brought discredit to yourself and to the
profession. Public confidence in this profession has been called into question.

We acknowledge that you have admitted the misconduct, cooperated through this process
and expressed your regret and desire to redeem yourself. However, we want to be clear
that your conduct is unacceptable.

The penalty of a seven-month suspension with two months remitted ordered today is fair
and proportionate to the circumstances. However, should you appear before the Tribunal
again, a more significant penalty will likely be imposed. We expect that, with the benefit of
the PROBE ethics course, the period of reflection during your time out of practice, and the
term of supervision, you will not engage in misconduct again. We urge you to be sure that,
in everything you do as a chiropodist, you are respecting the College’s standards and
being fully honest and transparent with your patients, the public, and the College.
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