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DECISION AND REASONS

PURSUANT TO S. 45(3) OF THE HEALTH PROFESSIONS PROCEDURAL CODE
NO ONE SHALL PUBLISH, BROADCAST or DISCLOSE ANY PERSONAL HEALTH
INFORMATION THAT RELATES TO THE MEMBER

This matter came before a Panel of the Discipline Committee of the College of Optometrists of
Ontario (the “College”) and was held virtually on June 18, 2025.

The purpose of the hearing was to consider allegations of professional misconduct referred by the
Inquiries, Complaints and Reports Committee against Dr. Errol Noronha (the “Member”).

The five members of the Discipline Panel referred to above were in attendance, as well as the
Member, who was represented by Mr. Michael Cohen; Ms. Julia Martin, counsel for the College,




accompanied by Ms. Adrita Shah Noor; and Ms. Rebecca Durcan, independent legal counsel to
the Discipline Panel.

The hearing was called to order at 9:30 a.m. on June 18, 2025. The Chair introduced the Panel,
and the other people present in the room.

Background

In 2021 Dr. Noronha failed to meet the College’s quality assurance requirements. In accordance
with the program, Dr. Noronha was advised he needed to pay for and complete a practice
assessment. Despite numerous efforts by the College to contact Dr. Noronha, he failed to do so.
As a result of failing to pay the practice assessment fee, Dr. Noronha’s certificate of registration
was suspended. The Quality Assurance Committee imposed terms, conditions and limitations on
his certificate of registration mandating Dr. Noronha to complete the practice assessment. The
College once again made efforts to contact Dr. Noronha to complete the practice assessment, but
he failed to do so. Despite being suspended, Dr. Noronha proceeded to practise optometry for
approximately six months. Dr. Noronha admitted to the specified allegations as set out in the
Notice of Hearing and entered into a joint submission on penalty and costs. For the reasons set
out below, the Panel determines that the College has proven the allegations on a balance of
probabilities and has agreed to accept the joint submission on penalty and costs.

Allegations

The Notice of Hearing dated November 28, 2024 (Exhibit 1) set out the following allegations of
professional misconduct against the Member:

1. Dr. Errol Noronha committed an act or acts of professional misconduct as provided by
paragraph 51(1)(c) of the Health Professions Procedural Code which is Schedule 2 to the
Regulated Health Professions Act, 1991, S.0. 1991, C.18, and defined in the following
paragraphs of Ontario Regulation 119/94 and as set out in the particulars at Schedule “A”:

a. paragraph 1.1 contravened a term, condition or limitation to which the member’s
certificate of registration is subject;

b. paragraph 1.36 contravened by act or omission, the Act, the Regulated Health
Professions Act, 1991 or the regulations under either of those Acts; and

c. paragraph 1.39 in that he engaged in conduct or performed an act that, having
regard to all the circumstances, would reasonably be regarded by members as
disgraceful, dishonourable, unprofessional or unethical.

Schedule A set out the following particulars:

1. At all material times, Dr. Errol Noronha was an optometrist duly registered with the
College of Optometrists of Ontario.



Failure to Undergo Practice Assessment and Failure to Respond to College

2. In or about 2021, the College determined that Dr. Noronha had failed to complete the
Continuing Education requirements for the three-year period from 2018 to 2020. The
College therefore notified him that he was required to complete a practice assessment and
pay the associated fee of $5,650.00 by February 15, 2022.

3. Dr. Noronha failed to respond to any of the College’s numerous attempts to contact him
via various methods (e.g., emails, regular mail, registered mail, in-person delivery) and he
failed to pay the fee.

4. On or about November 27, 2023, the College suspended Dr. Noronha’s certificate of
registration administratively due to non-payment of the Continuing Education deficiency
fee.

5. In or about November, the Quality Assurance Committee (“QAC”) decided to direct the
Registrar to place terms, conditions and limitations (“TCLs”’) on Dr. Noronha’s certificate
of registration if and when his administrative suspension was lifted because he still had not
completed the practice assessment.

6. On or about January 10, 2024, Dr. Noronha paid the practice assessment fee of $5,650.00,
which lifted his administrative suspension. However, his certificate of registration was
immediately suspended again, starting on January 10, 2024, for a period of six (6) months
as per the TCLs directed by the QAC.

7. The deadline to submit patient files for the practice assessment was April 15, 2024. Dr.
Noronha failed to ever submit the patient files as required. In addition, he failed to respond
to the College when staff sent reminders about this requirement.

8. The QAC decided to direct the Registrar to again place TCLs on Dr. Noronha’s certificate
of registration once the initial TCLs expired on July 10, 2024, to suspend his certificate of
registration until he completes the practice assessment.

9. Dr. Noronha has not completed the practice assessment to date.
Practising while Certificate of Registration under Suspension

10. From in or about November 27, 2023, to in or about January 4, 2024, Dr. Noronha practised
optometry at Glazier Opticians in Oakville, Ontario, while his certificate of registration
was under suspension. In particular, Dr. Noronha provided eye examinations and other
optometric services to the patients as set out at Schedule 1 to the Notice of Hearing.

Evidence on Finding - Agreed Statement of Facts and Plea

College Counsel presented an Agreed Statement of Facts (Exhibit 2). The content of the Agreed
Statement of Facts was as follows:



1. At all material times, Dr. Errol Noronha was an optometrist duly registered with the
College of Optometrists of Ontario.

2. In or about 2021, the College determined that Dr. Noronha had failed to complete the
Continuing Education requirements for the three-year period from 2018 to 2020. The

College therefore notified him that the was required to complete a practice assessment and
pay the associated fee of $5,650.00 by February 15, 2022.

3. Dr. Noronha failed to respond to any of the College’s numerous attempts to contact him
via various methods (e.g., emails, regular mail, registered mail, in-person delivery) and he
failed to pay the fee.

4. On or about November 27, 2023, the College suspended Dr. Noronha’s certificate of
registration administratively due to non-payment of the Continuing Education deficiency
fee.

5. In or about November, the Quality Assurance Committee (“QAC”) decided to direct the
Registrar to place terms, conditions and limitations (“TCL’s”) on Dr. Noronha’s certificate
of registration if and when his administrative suspension was lifted because he still had not
completed the practice assessment.

6. On or about January 10, 2024, Dr. Noronha paid the practice assessment fee of $5,650.00
which lifted his administrative suspension. However, his certificate of registration was

immediately suspended again, starting on January 10, 2024, for a period of six (6) months
as per the TCL’s directed by the QAC.

7. The deadline to submit patient files for the practice assessment was April 15, 2024. Dr.
Noronha failed to ever submit the patient files as required. In addition, he failed to respond
to the College when staff sent reminders about this requirement.

8. The QAC decided to direct the Registrar to again place TCLs on Dr. Noronha’s certificate
of registration once the initial TCLs expired on July 10, 2024, to suspend his certificate of
registration until he completes the practice assessment.

9. Dr. Noronha has not completed the practice assessment to date.

10. From in or about November 27, 2023, to in or about January 4, 2024, Dr. Noronha practised
optometry at Glazier Opticians in Oakville, Ontario, while his certificate of registration
was under suspension. In particular, Dr. Noronha provided eye examinations and other
optometric services to the patients as set out in Schedule 1 of the Notice of Hearing.

Following a review of the Agreed Statement of Facts, the Panel took the Member’s plea. The
Member admitted that he engaged in the conduct as alleged in the Notice of Hearing and that
findings of professional misconduct ought to be made by the Panel.

Decision on Finding

After considering the Agreed Statement of Facts and the submissions of counsel, the Panel found
the Member engaged in acts of professional misconduct as alleged more particularly paragraphs
1.1, 1.36 and 1.39 of Ontario Regulation 119/94, under the Optometry Act, 1991, S.O. 1991.




Reasons on Finding

As described below, the evidence as set out in Exhibit 2 proves the allegations on a balance of
probabilities with clear, cogent and convincing evidence.

Paragraph 1.1 - contravened a term, condition or limitation to which the member’s certificate of
registration is subject

The evidence demonstrates that in July 2024 the QAC imposed TCLs on the Member’s certificate
of registration that resulted in the suspension of his certificate of registration. This suspension
would continue until Dr. Noronha completed the practice assessment. Dr. Noronha did not
complete the practice assessment, and his certificate remained in a suspended status. Despite this,
from November 2023 to January 2024, Dr. Noronha practised optometry to the patients as set out
in Schedule 1 to the Notice of Hearing. This was a clear contravention of the TCL imposed on his
certificate of registration.

The panel and the parties agree that this allegation has been proven.

Paragraph 1.36 - contravened by act or omission, the Act, the Regulated Health Professions Act,
1991 or the regulations under either of those Acts

Regulation 119/94 to the Optometry Act states that “Every member shall participate in a mandatory
continuing education program established and administered by the Committee.”! The evidence
demonstrates that the Member failed to participate in the mandatory continuing education program
from 2018-2020. The Member was obligated to adhere to this statutory requirement and failed to
do so. He therefore contravened this provision of the regulation.

Regulation 119/94 to the Optometry Act also states that “A member is required to undergo a
practice assessment if the member is referred to the Committee by the Registrar pursuant to
subsection 8 (2) of Ontario Regulation 837/93”2 The evidence demonstrates that he failed to
undergo the practice assessment despite the statutory requirement. He was obligated to comply.
His failure to do so amounts to a contravention of this provision of the regulation.

Finally, the Health Professions Procedural Code states that “Every member shall co-operate with
the Quality Assurance Committee and with any assessor it appoints and in particular every member
shall ... “give the Committee or the assessor the information in respect of the care of patients or
in respect of the member’s records of the care of patients the Committee or assessor requests in
the form the Committee or assessor specifies”® The evidence demonstrates that the Member did
not cooperate with the committee or the assessor and failed to provide the requested patient records
so that the assessment could proceed. This is a clear contravention of the Code.

The Panel and the parties agree that this allegation has been proven.

T Subsection 26(1)

2Subsection 27(1)(b). Although this subsection cites s. 8(2) it would appear that this is intended to state s.
7(3).

3Subsection 82(1) and s. 82(1)(c)



Paragraph 1.39 - engaged in conduct or performed an act that, having regard to all the
circumstances, would reasonably be regarded by members as disgraceful, dishonourable,
unprofessional or unethical

Members are required to comply with their quality assurance requirements. There is no discretion
for members to opt out. The evidence demonstrates that the Member failed to comply despite the
numerous efforts the College made to engage and remind him of his responsibilities. The College
cannot assure the public that they will receive safe, ethical and competent care from optometrists
if the College cannot trust its members to comply with its statutory and professional obligations.
The Member’s protracted and repeated failures to comply with his responsibilities would be
considered by the profession as disgraceful, dishonourable, unprofessional or unethical.

In addition, the decision by the Member to practise while suspended is clearly conduct that would
be considered disgraceful, dishonourable, unprofessional or unethical. The Member knew he was
suspended and yet proceeded to practise. This was a clear flouting of the authority of the regulator
and to his patients.

The Panel and the parties agree that this allegation has been proven.

Evidence on Penalty and Joint Submission on Penalty

Member’s counsel tendered two letters from Both letters were

tendered as exhibits (Exhibits 3 and 4). Both exhibits spoke to
. Member’s counsel submitted that although

these exhibits are not intended to condone the Member’s conduct nor serve as an excuse, they do

peovids evideace of

Following the introduction of this evidence, College Counsel provided to the Panel a Joint
Submission on Penalty (Exhibit 5).

The Joint Submission proposed the following Order:

1. That Dr. Noronha be required to appear before the Panel to be reprimanded at the
conclusion of the discipline hearing.

2. That the Registrar be directed to suspend the certificate of registration of Dr. Noronha
for a period of 6 months to commence on June 19, 2025.

3. That the Registrar be directed to impose terms, conditions or limitations on Dr.
Noronha's certificate of registration that following the suspension he shall not be
permitted to return to practise until the following have occurred:

i. he has successfully completed a practice assessment; and




4. That the Registrar be directed to impose the following terms, conditions and limitations
on Dr. Noronha’s certificate of registration upon his return to practise:

i.  That he complete a practice coaching program with Cleverpoints in the
area of professionalism and governance as follows:

a.
b.

he shall complete a minimum of ten (10) hours of practice coaching;
the practice coach shall meet with Dr. Noronha to discuss the findings at the
hearing, his responsibilities to the College as a registrant, and professionalism;

. the practice coach will determine what if any additional reading and review

of materials Dr. Noronha will be required to undertake in preparation for the
practice coaching/review sessions;

the practice coach shall provide a report to the College at the conclusion of
the confirming the completion of the coaching and identifying any areas of
concern if any;

. Dr. Noronha shall correct any areas of concern identified by the practice coach

and shall complete any additional training or steps recommended by the
practice coach;

The practice coach shall provide a further report to the College after reviewing
any additional training or steps completed by Dr. Noronha;

Should the subsequent report be unfavourable, the matter will be referred to
the Inquiries, Complaints and Reports Committee (ICRC); and

. the practice coaching shall be at Dr. Noronha's expense.

5. Dr. Noronha shall pay the College $10,000 in partial costs. He shall make four payments
of $2500 every three months upon his return to practice.

Decision on Penalty

After deliberating, the Panel accepted the Joint Submission on Penalty and Costs and made an
order consistent with its terms.

Reasons for Penalty

The Panel is mindful of the case law and that unless the proposed penalty would bring disrepute
to the disciplinary process or is contrary to the public interest, the Panel is required to accept the
agreement. The Panel agrees that this threshold has not been met, and that the agreement should

be accepted.



The Panel notes that the proposed penalty includes significant remedial components, deters both
the Member and the profession from engaging in such conduct and will ideally instill confidence
in the public that the College can effectively and fairly regulate the profession. The proposed order
both incorporates the aggravating factor (namely the conduct of the Member) and the mitigating
factors most notably the co-operation of the Member in agreeing to both the finding and penalty
and The terms of the proposed order are neither too harsh nor
too lenient and fall within a range that have been ordered by other Panels as demonstrated by the
cases tendered by Ms. Martin. The Panel noted the _ but states that
this alone would not justify an optometrist ignoring and flouting his regulatory obligations to
comply with his QA requirements and to comply with all conditions imposed including any
suspensions. As a result, the Panel felt confident that accepting the proposed order would neither
bring the disciplinary process into disrepute nor be contrary to the public interest.

Counsel for the Member confirmed that the Member had waived his right of appeal to the
reprimand. As a result, the Panel administered the reprimand to the Member at the conclusion of
the hearing. A copy of the reprimand is attached to this decision.

Reasons for Costs

Although the costs order was incorporated into the agreement, the Panel is mindful that the
principles that apply to framing an appropriate penalty do not apply to gauging an appropriate
costs order. Costs are not intended to punish a member but merely to ensure that the profession is
not solely responsible for the investigative, hearing and legal costs associated with the prosecution
of the Member. The Panel accepts the quantum put forth by the parties.

At the conclusion of the hearing the Panel administered the reprimand to the Member, a copy of
which is attached to this decision.

Dated this 17 day of July, 2025, at Toronto, Ontario.

Y /2

Dr. Patrick Quaid, Chair
On behalf of: Ms. Suzanne Allen, Mr. Narendra Shah, Dr. Claudia Lee, and Dr. Thomas Noél




PUBLIC REPRIMAND DELIVERED AT CONCLUSION OF HEARING:

Dr. Norohna, we are disappointed in your conduct and the manner in which it has
reflected on the profession of optometry and the College's mandate to uphold the
public trust. Your admitted conduct undermines the integrity and transparency that
the public rightfully expects from regulated health professionals.

That said. we are encouraged by vour recent engagement With_
N ' :!! o ho miicating

factors have been considered and factored into the Panel’s acceptance of the joint
submission on penalty, the College’s primary responsibility is to protect the public.
That is why the Panel believed that the agreed upon penalty, which does include a
suspension and numerous terms, conditions and limitations, is appropriate. It is our
sincere hope that you will continue on a path of accountability and , and that
you will not appear before a future disciplinary Panel again—where the outcome
may not be as lenient.





