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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 
 
 
INQUIRY RE:  

 
 
 

NATALIA ANNA STROKOWSKA MRCVS 
 
 
 

______________________________________ 
 

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  
AS TO FACTS  

_______________________________________ 
 
 

 
The Respondent, Natalia Anna Strokowska MRCVS, appeared before the 
Disciplinary Committee to answer the Allegation set out in the Notice of Inquiry, 
which contains the following Charges: 
 
THAT, being registered in the “Practising Outside the United Kingdom” section of 
the Register of Veterinary Surgeons maintained by the Royal College of Veterinary 
Surgeons (“the College”), you: 

1. (A) Between 1 July 2016 and 31 August 2017, practised as a veterinary 
surgeon in the United Kingdom when you were not registered with the 
College to do so, more particularly in that you worked at: 

(i) Blackrock Vets Ltd., Burnham-on-Sea, Somerset on various dates in 
July 2016; 

 
(ii)Haygate Veterinary Centre, Shropshire (at five branches in 

Shropshire) on various dates in August 2016; 
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(iii)  Abbey Veterinary Centre, Shropshire (at its branches in 

Shrewsbury and Shawbury) on various dates in August 2016 and 
October 2016; 

 
(iv)  Goddard Veterinary Group (at its branches in Dagenham and 

Wanstead, London) on various dates in December 2016, January 
2017 and February 2017; 

 
(v)  Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital (at its branches in Ormskirk and 

Skelmersdale) (“Barn Lodge”) on various dates in July 2017; 
 

(vi)  Terrington Vets Ltd, King’s Lynn, on various dates in August 
2017; 
 

1. (B)  Your conduct as set out in 1(A)(i) to (vi) above was: 
 

(a) dishonest; 
 
(b) misleading to your employer and/or clients at the practices in (i) to 

(vi) above; 
 
2. Between 1 October 2016 and 31 July 2017, made posts on social media 

which included photographs of and/or comments about animals being 
treated at practices at which you worked, without the consent of the owner 
of that animal and/or the practice at which it was being treated, more 
particularly: 
 

(i) on or about 17 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst 
working at the Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of 
Rusty, a Labrador Retriever belonging to Mr AS, with 
accompanying text referring to Rusty’s condition and 
treatment; 
 

(ii) on or about 20 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst 
working at the Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of two 
guinea pigs belonging to Ms LM with accompanying text 
referring to the dermatological condition of those guinea 
pigs; 
 

(iii) on or about 21 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst 
working at the Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of 
Darcy, a dachshund belonging to Ms IP, with accompanying 
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text referring to Darcy’s dental condition and the price paid 
for Darcy’s dental treatment; 
 

(iv) on or about 24 November 2016, a photograph taken whilst 
working at the Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of 
Albi, a cat belonging to Ms HB, with accompanying text 
referring to Albi’s surgery and condition; 
 

(v) on or about 18 July 2017 a photograph taken whilst working 
at Barn Lodge of Benji, a West Highland White Terrier 
belonging to Mr JD, with accompany text referring to Benji’s 
condition; 

 
(vi) between 11 July and 21 July 2017, a photograph taken whilst 

working at  Barn Lodge of a greyhound belonging to Mr M, 
with accompany text referring to the reasons for the 
greyhound’s euthanasia;  

 
 

3. Between 1 January 2017 and 1 March 2017, made posts on social media 
which included photographs of and/or videos of and/or comments about 
animals being treated at Goddards Veterinary Hospital in Wanstead, 
without the consent of the treating and/or operating veterinary surgeon, 
more particularly: 

 
 

(i) on or about 2 January 2017, a photograph (with 
accompanying text) of Gandalf, a dog belonging to Ms S, whilst 
Gandalf was an in-patient of veterinary surgeon Ms LW; 

 
(ii) in February 2017, a video of an animal being operated on by 

veterinary surgeon Ms LW; 
 

 
4. (A) Between 20 July 2017 and 9 September 2017, made representations to 

Mr AK, the principal of Barn Lodge, and/or Mr EK, a student doctor of 
veterinary medicine working at Barn Lodge, as follows: 
 

(i) On 21 July 2017 and 25 July 2017, informed AK that you had been 
told by Ms LH RVN of Barn Lodge that you would be allowed to take 
photographs at Barn Lodge and post these on social media, when 
you had not been so told; 
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(ii) in July 2017, told EK that you had obtained the consent of owners of 
animals to take photographs of them at Barn Lodge and post those 
photographs on social media, when you had not always obtained 
such consent; 

 
(iii) on 8 September 2017, informed AK that you had obtained the 

consent of owners of animals to take photographs of them at Barn 
Lodge and post those photographs on social media, when you had 
not always obtained such consent; 

 
4. (B) Your conduct as set out in 4(A) above: 

 
(a) was dishonest; 
 
(b) was misleading; 

 
 

AND THAT, in relation to the matters set out above, whether individually or in any 
combination, you are guilty of disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. 

 
 
At the outset of the hearing, the Respondent admitted the following Charges: 
1(A)(i)-(vi), 2(i)-(vi), 3(i), and 4(A)(ii), and 4(B)(a) and (b) were admitted in relation to 
4(A)(ii).  Charge 4(iii) was withdrawn by consent at the end of the College’s case, 
following an unsuccessful application by the College for the Charge to be amended. 
 
Accordingly, the Charges that remain in issue are: 
1(B)(a) and (b), 3(ii), 4(A)(i), 4(B) in relation to 4 (A)(i) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1. At all material times, the Respondent was undertaking locum appointments at 

veterinary surgeries and hospitals in the United Kingdom. 
 
Background 
 
2. The Respondent is a Polish national who obtained her veterinary qualification in 

Poland, with a graduation date of 24th January 2015.  
 
3. On 14th October 2015 The Respondent submitted a 'Registration Initial Inquiry 

Form for EU Graduates' to the College.  
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4. The Respondent submitted her Application for Entry to the Register of Veterinary 
Surgeons to the College on 1st December 2015. It contains a number of 
declarations, in which the applicant recognises that:- 

 
 A retention fee is payable for inclusion in the Register and the size of that fee 

depends upon the category of membership 
 

A change in category may involve a change in the fee due 
 
His or her eligibility to practise in the United Kingdom is dependent upon payment 
of the UK practising fee. 

  
5. The fee for registration as a UK practising veterinary surgeon was £299 in 2015 

and 2016 and £314 in 2017. The fee for registration for those practising outside 
the UK was £150 in each of those years.  

 
6. In addition to the completion of the forms and the payment of the fee, applicants 

for registration are required to attend an appointment at the College, at which 
they need to produce the originals of the documents submitted during the 
process and there is a final identity check with the applicant in person. The 
applicants also make the formal declaration required of all veterinary surgeons on 
first registration to pursue their profession with integrity, accept their 
responsibilities and to ensure the health and welfare of animals committed to 
their care. The agenda for the appointment is set out in the College's standard 
form for the welcome speech delivered to the applicants, which includes: 

 
The statement that UK Practising members can practise anywhere in the UK:  
 
Reference to the possibility of changing from UK Practising to Practising Outside 
the UK, with a reduction in the fee payable for membership. 

 
7. In her application form, the Respondent stated that she was not going to practice 

in the United Kingdom immediately (that she was going to work in Dubai, in the 
UAE). The fee for her to pay for membership of the College and inclusion on the 
register was therefore £150, not £299. The Respondent was duly registered as a 
member of the College on 1st December 2015, as a Member Practising Outside 
the UK. 

 
8. As a member of the College, the Respondent was required to renew her 

registration on an annual basis. She did so in April 2016 and again at the same 
time in 2017 as a veterinary surgeon practising outside the United Kingdom, on 
each occasion paying the £150 fee payable for that category of registration. 

 
The College’s case  
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Charge 1 
 
9.  Paragraph 1 of the Charge ('Charge 1') addresses the College's concerns arising 

out of the Respondent working as a veterinary surgeon in the United Kingdom 
whilst registered as a veterinary surgeon practising outside the United Kingdom.  

 
10. Paragraph 1(A) of the Charge sets out a series of veterinary practices – six in all - 

in the United Kingdom at which the Respondent is alleged to have worked 
between 1st July 2016 and 31st August 2017 while registered in the 'Practising 
Outside the United Kingdom' section of the Register.  Charges 1(A) (i)-(vi) are 
admitted by the Respondent.  The evidence for each of these Charges is 
contained in the following witness statements which were agreed: 

 
THAT, being registered in the “Practising Outside the United Kingdom” section of 
the Register of Veterinary Surgeons maintained by the Royal College of 
Veterinary Surgeons (“the College”), you: 

1(A) Between 1 July 2016 and 31 August 2017, practised as a veterinary surgeon 
in the United Kingdom when you were not registered with the College to do so, 
more particularly in that you worked at: 

 (i) Blackrock Vets Ltd., Burnham-on-Sea, Somerset on various dates in July 
2016; 
 
As described in the evidence of Samantha Jane Warren (a Director of 
Black Rock Vets Ltd) 

 
(ii) Haygate Veterinary Centre, Shropshire (at five branches in Shropshire) 

on various dates in August 2016; 
 

As described in the evidence of Sarah Jane Wellstead MRCVS (Clinical 
Director at Haygate Veterinary Centre) and Kerri Jackson RVN (who 
worked as a nurse at Haygate Veterinary Centre in August 2016) 

 
(iii)  Abbey Veterinary Centre, Shropshire (at its branches in Shrewsbury and 

Shawbury) on various dates in August 2016 and October 2016; 
 

As described in the evidence of Sarah Jane Wellstead MRCVS (who held 
supervisory responsibility for the Abbey Veterinary Centre) and Kerri 
Jackson RVN (who worked at Abbey Veterinary Centre from September 
2016); 
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(iv)  Goddard Veterinary Group (at its branches in Dagenham and Wanstead, 
London) on various dates in December 2016, January 2017 and February 
2017; 

 
As described in the evidence of Ellie Stock Bishop RVN (Hospital 
Manager at Goddard’s Wanstead Veterinary Hospital) and Diane 
Lorraine Theresa Searle RVN (a veterinary nurse at Goddard’s 
Dagenham branch) 

 
(v) Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital (at its branches in Ormskirk and 

Skelmersdale) (“Barn Lodge”) on various dates in July 2017; 
 

As described in the evidence of Dr Austin Paul Kirwan MRCVS the sole 
principal and proprietor of Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital. 
 

 
(vi)  Terrington Vets Ltd, King’s Lynn, on various dates in August 2017; 
 

As described in the evidence of John Ross Goulding (Group Veterinary 
Advisor at Independent Vetcare Ltd) and Clare Suzanne O’Dwyer RVN 
(Head nurse at Terrington Vets) 

 
11. On 24th September 2017, the Respondent applied to the College for registration 

as a UK Practising Veterinary Surgeon. The College responded with an e-mail 
which requested a declaration or affidavit, on oath or in solemn form. The 
Respondent subsequently provided the College with the necessary documents, 
and she was duly registered to practise in the UK on 2 March 2018. 

12. The stem to paragraph 1(A) itself includes the suggestion that, by reason of her 
registration in the Outside the United Kingdom section of the Register, the 
Respondent 'practised as a veterinary surgeon in the United Kingdom when [she 
was] not registered with the College to do so'.  

13. By paragraph 1(B) the College alleges that the Respondent's conduct as set out 
in 1(A)(i) to (vi) above was: 
 
(a) dishonest; 

 
(b) misleading to [her] employer and/or clients at the practices in (i) to (vi) 

above; 
 
14. The College suggests that by practising in the United Kingdom the Respondent 

was, objectively and regardless of any specific intention to do so, holding herself 
out as registered to do so. An employer should be fully entitled to expect that the 
locum veterinary surgeon he or she (or it) is employing has complied with their 
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regulator's requirements and is appropriately registered. The Respondent’s 
conduct was misleading as sub-paragraph (b) contends. 

 
15. Sub-paragraph (a) addresses what the College suggests is more likely to have 

been the reality. It is very difficult to imagine how a veterinary surgeon who had 
renewed her registration as practising Outside the United Kingdom in April of 
2016 and having paid the appropriate fee for that category of registration, could 
forget that that was the case when applying for locum positions and undertaking 
those positions in the United Kingdom the following July, only a few months later, 
and again in August, October and December of that year and January and 
February of the next. That is particularly the case when the different categories of 
registration and the consequences for the holder of each have been the subject 
of declarations on initial registration and of the welcome speech given at the 
occasion on which the oath for membership is taken. 

 
16. The same reality applies in the College's submission to the following year. Here, 

of course, the Respondent had renewed her membership (in March/April 2017) 
as practising outside the United Kingdom having worked in the United Kingdom 
as a veterinary surgeon in July, August, October, December, January and 
February of the previous registration year. The question arises as to why she did 
not apply to change her category of membership then, at least to rectify the 
position for the coming year. The Respondent appears to have chosen not to do 
so. The College's case is that in making that choice she was dishonest. 

 
 Charge 2 
 
17. The remaining Charges concern the Respondent’s conduct while she was 

undertaking the locum posts in this country which have already been described. 
The context in which they are addressed to the Respondent includes the Code of 
Conduct and its Supporting Guidance. At the relevant time the Code provided 
that:- 

 
2.6 Veterinary Surgeons must not disclose information about a client or the 

client's animals to a third party, unless the client gives permission or 
animal welfare or the public interest may be compromised. 

 
6.5 Veterinary Surgeons must not engage in any activity or behaviour that 

would be likely to bring the profession into disrepute or undermine public 
confidence in the profession. 

 
18. That provision was supplemented by Section 28 of the Supporting Guidance.  
 
19. The stem to Charge 2 is as follows:- 
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Between 1 October 2016 and 31 July 2017, made posts on social media which 
included photographs of and/or comments about animals being treated at 
practices at which you worked, without the consent of the owner of that animal 
and/or the practice at which it was being treated, more particularly: 
 

20. The instances upon which the College alleges that this has occurred are set out 
in Charge 2 (i) – (vi), and are as follows:- 

 
(i) on or about 17 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst working at the 

Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of Rusty, a Labrador Retriever 
belonging to Mr AS, with accompanying text referring to Rusty’s condition 
and treatment; 

 
This post is dated 17 October 2016. The owner did not know about it until he was 
told about it shortly before he signed his witness statement in these proceedings 
on 14th October 2018. He takes no objection, but his consent was not sought 
prior to the photographs being taken and the post being put onto social media. 
The Respondent had not obtained the consent of the Practice either, which was 
not aware that she was taking the photographs and making the posts; 
 
(ii) on or about 20 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst working at the 

Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of two guinea pigs belonging to 
Ms LM with accompanying text referring to the dermatological condition of 
those guinea pigs; 

 
This post carries the date 20th October 2016. The owner was not asked for her 
permission for the photograph to be taken or for the posting and believes that she 
should have been, although she does not criticise the Respondent for doing 
either of these things. The Practice did not know that the photograph was being 
taken or that the post would be put onto social media; 
 
(iii) on or about 21 October 2016, a photograph taken whilst working at the 

Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of Darcy, a dachshund belonging 
to Ms IP, with accompanying text referring to Darcy’s dental condition and 
the price paid for Darcy’s dental treatment; 

 
This post carries the date 2nd November 2016. The owner did not give her 
consent to the photograph being taken or to the posting on social media. This 
owner is shocked and upset to learn that these things happened and believes 
that they amount to a breach of trust and of confidentiality on the part of the 
person responsible. The Practice did not know that the photograph was being 
taken or that a post would be put onto social media; 
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(iv) on or about 24 November 2016, a photograph taken whilst working at the 
Abbey Veterinary Centre in Shrewsbury of Albi, a cat belonging to Ms HB, 
with accompanying text referring to Albi’s surgery and condition; 

 
This post carries the date 24th November 2016. The owner was not asked to give 
her consent to the photograph being taken or to the posting on social media. This 
owner describes herself as 'absolutely devastated' to learn about the posting. 
She sees it as a betrayal of trust and no longer attends the Practice. The Practice 
did not know that the photograph was being taken or that a post would be put 
onto social media; 
 
(v) on or about 18 July 2017 a photograph taken whilst working at Barn 

Lodge of Benji, a West Highland White Terrier belonging to Mr JD, with 
accompany text referring to Benji’s condition; 

 
This post carries the date 24th November 2016. The owner was not asked to give 
his consent to the photograph being taken or to the posting on social media. This 
owner describes himself as 'taken aback' to learn about the posting. He considers 
that Benji looks stressed in the photograph and was shocked both that it had 
been taken and that it was taken at a time when Benji was stressed. The Practice 
did not know that the photograph was being taken or that a post would be put 
onto social media; 
 
(vi) between 11 July and 21 July 2017, a photograph taken whilst working at  

Barn Lodge of a greyhound belonging to Mr M, with accompany text 
referring to the reasons for the greyhound’s euthanasia;  

 
 The photograph is of the dog's leg and the text is 'Is this reason to good enough 

to euthanase your 2 y o dog?' The dates are the dates upon which the 
Respondent was working at Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital. The Practice did not 
know that the photograph was being taken or that a post would be put onto social 
media. 

 
21. All of the facts set out in Charges 2(i) – (vi) are admitted by the Respondent. 
 
 Charge 3 
 
22.  Charge 3 concerns posts (one including a photograph the other a video) on 

social media of animals in treatment at the Goddard Veterinary Hospital, taken 
and made without the consent of the veterinary surgeon in whose care the animal 
was at the time of the treatment. Its terms are:- 

 
Between 1 January 2017 and 1 March 2017, made posts on social media which 
included photographs of and/or videos of and/or comments about animals being 
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treated at Goddards Veterinary Hospital in Wanstead, without the consent of the 
treating and/or operating veterinary surgeon, more particularly: 

 
 
 

(i) on or about 2 January 2017, a photograph (with accompanying text) of 
Gandalf, a dog belonging to Ms S, whilst Gandalf was an in-patient of 
veterinary surgeon Ms LW; 

 
The Charge at 3(i) is admitted by the Respondent. 

 
(ii) in February 2017, a video of an animal being operated on by veterinary 

surgeon Ms LW. 
 
The Charge at 3(ii) is denied by the Respondent. 

 
23.  The veterinary surgeon referred to in Charge 3(ii) is Louise Worth MRCVS. 

 Ms Worth explained that one of the nurses drew her attention (for the first time) to 
the video later on the day of the procedure at which it had been taken. Ms 
Worth’s evidence was that while she had been happy for the Respondent to be 
taking photographs, and had been asked about photographs and agreed to them, 
she had assumed that the photographs would be of the surgery itself and not for 
posting on social media.  She says that she did not give permission for the video 
to be made or any images to be posted on social media, such as Snapchat.  

 
 Charge 4 
 
24. Charge 4 provides as follows:- 

 
(A) Between 20 July 2017 and 9 September 2017, made representations to 

Mr AK, the principal of Barn Lodge, and/or Mr EK, a student doctor of 
veterinary medicine working at Barn Lodge, as follows: 

 
(i) on 21 July 2017 and 25 July 2017, informed AK that you had been 

told by Ms LH RVN of Barn Lodge that you would be allowed to 
take photographs at Barn Lodge and post these on social media, 
when you had not been so told; 

 
(ii) in July 2017, told EK that you had obtained the consent of owners 

of animals to take photographs of them at Barn Lodge and post 
those photographs on social media, when you had not always 
obtained such consent; 
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(iii) on 8 September 2017, informed AK that you had obtained the 
consent of owners of animals to take photographs of them at Barn 
Lodge and post those photographs on social media, when you had 
not always obtained such consent. 

 
(B) Your conduct as set out in 4(A) above: 
 

(a) was dishonest; 
 

(b) was misleading. 
 
25. Charge 4(A)(ii) is admitted by the Respondent, and it is admitted that this conduct 

was dishonest and misleading.  
 
26. The Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital found out about the Respondent's posts on 

social media of animals in its care by way of an anonymous telephone call. Elliot 
Kirwan who worked there notified Austin Kirwan (his father), and the Principal of 
the practice, of this by telephone call and sent Austin Kirwan screen shots of 
posts by the Respondent which had been identified on social media.  
 

27. The College's case is that the statements made by the Respondent as alleged in  
Charge 4(i) are not true. The Committee heard evidence from Laura Howard, the 
veterinary nurse at the hospital with whom the Respondent claimed to have 
spoken and from whom the Respondent claimed to have received permission for 
her activities. She denied that she had given permission for the Respondent to 
take photographs and post them on social media 
 

28. After the anonymous telephone call Elliot Kirwan was able to speak to the 
Respondent, who had left the United Kingdom, over the telephone. In that 
telephone call Elliot Kirwan asked the Respondent if she had obtained the 
consent of the owners to take the photographs and post them on her social 
media account. He was told by the Respondent that she had. The Respondent 
later admitted that she had not obtained consent from all the owners to take 
photographs and post them on social media in correspondence with the College. 

 
 The College’s submissions as to the test for dishonesty 
 
29. The College submitted that the test against which the Committee must consider 

the allegation of dishonesty is provided by Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd 
[2017] UKSC 67 as follows: 

 
“When dishonesty is in question the fact-finding tribunal must first 
ascertain (subjectively) the actual state of the individual's knowledge or 
belief as to facts. The reasonableness or otherwise of his belief is a 
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matter of evidence (often in practice determinative) going to whether he 
held the belief, but it is not an additional requirement that his belief must 
be reasonable: the question is whether it is genuinely held. When once 
his actual state of mind as to knowledge or belief as to facts is 
established, the question whether his conduct was honest or dishonest is 
to be determined by the (objective) standards of ordinary decent people. 
There is no requirement that the defendant must appreciate that what he 
has done is, by those standards, dishonest.” 

 Both parties agreed that the above test was to be applied in this case. 
 
 The Respondent’s case in relation to the Charges still in issue 
 
 Charge 1(B)(a) - dishonesty 
 
30. The Respondent admitted the facts in Charge 1(A)(i)-(vi), but denied that her 

conduct was dishonest.  The Respondent’s case was that, at the time when she 
was working in the UK in 2016 and 2017, she did not turn her mind to the 
question of her registration status.  She said in her evidence that she had 
completely forgotten that she needed to change her registration category when 
she started working in the UK.  She said that she renewed her registration 
automatically online, without thinking about the category.  She strenuously 
denied deliberately registering as only practising overseas in order to pay a 
smaller registration fee, which involved saving a very modest sum of money.  In 
spite of vigorous cross-examination, she consistently denied that she realised 
that she was registered in the wrong category until she had a conversation with a 
Polish colleague who was also doing locum work in the UK in September 2017.  
She immediately contacted the RCVS, and requested a change of registration 
status, and subsequently provided all the necessary documents to enable this to 
occur.  Her registration for practice in the UK was obtained in March 2018.  In the 
meantime she did no locum work in the UK. 

 
31.  The Respondent’s counsel submitted that people act dishonestly for a reason.  A 

modest reduction in the registration fee could never justify this Respondent 
risking her career in a profession that was so important to her.  She is a hard-
working veterinary surgeon, who loves her job, and would not put all that at risk.  
The Respondent said in terms that there was no question of her deliberately 
trying to cheat.  She provided her RCVS number to all her employers in the UK, 
and those numbers were passed on to the Veterinary Defence Society (“VDS”).  
No concerns were raised as to her registration status.  In one case, an employer 
mistakenly sent the Respondent’s mobile telephone number to VDS, rather than 
her RCVS number, and no query was raised. 

 
32. In short the Respondent’s conduct fell far short of being dishonest.  
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Charge 1(b) – misleading conduct 
 
33. The Respondent denied that her conduct was misleading as alleged.  Her 

counsel submitted that, in this case, an intention to mislead employers and/or 
clients must be established, and there was no evidence of that.  He also relied on 
the fact that her registration number had been freely disclosed to all her 
employers and VDS, and that this is inconsistent with an intention to mislead.    

 
  
 

Charge 3(ii)  
 
34. The Respondent’s evidence is that Ms Worth gave consent for her to make a 

short video of an operation on an animal, and she thought she had consent to 
post the material on Snapchat.  This is in contrast to the evidence of Ms Worth.  
In the course of cross-examination of Ms Worth, the Respondent’s counsel 
produced a short video clip a few seconds in length, which appeared to show an 
operating theatre with a draped small animal patient on the table. There was a tall 
male figure in an operating gown standing next to the table, apparently operating 
or about to operate on the patient.  Among other people in the room, Ms Worth 
could be identified.  She was not dressed as if to immediately perform surgery 
and was not standing in a position that indicated she was directly involved in 
performing an operation.  The Respondent said that this was the video that she 
had posted on Snapchat, and that she took no other videos of operations.  She 
explained that Snapchat could only be used to post videos of up to 10 seconds in 
duration, and that they could only be viewed once by any one recipient, after 
which they were no longer visible to that individual. 
 
 
Charge 4(A)(i) 

 
35. The Respondent gave evidence that she had a conversation with Laura Howard 

on her first day at Barn Lodge, during which she told Ms Howard that she had 
encountered problems at a practice at which she had worked previously in 
relation to posts on social media.  The Respondent said she asked Ms Howard if 
she would be able to make posts on social media during her time at Barn Lodge.  
The Respondent said she was quite certain that Ms Howard had responded that 
this would be OK.  This is in clear conflict with the evidence of Ms Howard.  In 
cross-examination, the Respondent denied that she had invented the 
conversation with Ms Howard. 

 
36. The Respondent’s counsel submitted that the disclosure about problems with a 

previous practice only made sense if it was part of a process of checking whether 
she could make posts from Barn Lodge.  He suggested that it was possible that 
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Ms Howard may have misunderstood the request that the Respondent was 
making. 

 
 Charge 4(B)(a) and (b) 
 
37. The Respondent denied that her conduct in relation to 4(A)(i) was dishonest or 

misleading, on the basis that she believed that she did have permission to take 
photographs and post them on social media.  

 
 The Decision of the Committee on the facts 
 
38. The Committee took careful note of all the written and oral evidence provided by 

the witnesses called by the College, the written evidence of the College 
witnesses not called to give evidence in person but whose statements were read 
into the record, the written and oral evidence provided by the Respondent and 
the submissions made on behalf of the College and the Respondent by their 
respective Counsels. The Committee considered that, having regard to all the 
evidence, the Respondent’s admissions as to the facts were properly made. The 
Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor, who confirmed that the 
test for dishonesty was as stated in the case of Ivey.   

 
 Charge 1(B)(a) – dishonesty 
 
39. The Committee began by considering the Respondent’s actual state of mind as 

to her knowledge or belief as to the facts. The Respondent’s initial categorisation 
as “practising outside the UK” on first registration in December 2015 was correct 
in that in response to the question “Are you going to practise in the UK 
immediately?” she had answered “no” and stated that she was starting work in 
Dubai in the UAE. In relation to the process for annual renewal of registration, 
which might have reminded the Respondent of her category of registration, the 
evidence of Nicola South, the Head of Registration and Customer Experience 
Manager at the RCVS, in the Registration Welcome Speech, was that inter alia 
this required confirmation that the Register data held was still correct. The exact 
minutiae of that process were not clear from the evidence provided by the 
College. In particular, the College evidence in the form of screenshots of the 
Respondent’s annual renewal confirmations in 2016 and 2017 were impossible to 
read and interpret. The Respondent had still not worked in the UK when she 
completed her first renewal in March/April 2016. The renewal she made in 
March/April 2017 was at a time when she was not in the UK, albeit between 
periods when she had been working in the UK in February and July 2017. The 
Respondent’s evidence was that, notwithstanding the change in circumstances in 
that she was now spending some time doing locum work in the UK, she had 
confirmed that nothing had changed in relation to her Register data 
“automatically and without thinking about it”. The renewal process in March/April 
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2017 did not prompt her to change her category of registration before returning to 
work in the UK at Barn Lodge Veterinary Hospital for 9 days in July 2017 or 
Terrington Vets Limited for 12 days in August 2017.   

 
40.  The Committee accepts that the Respondent did not have her registration status 

with the RCVS in her mind while she was working in the UK in 2016 and 2017, as 
she stated repeatedly in her oral and written evidence.  The Committee considers 
that the Respondent should have paid proper attention to her correct registration 
status at the time of her renewals, but she did not.  In the view of the Committee, 
her approach to her registration status was careless, but the Committee does not 
consider that it was intentional or deliberate.  The Committee rejects any 
suggestion that the Respondent’s approach to her renewal applications was 
motivated by financial gain, and accepts her evidence on this point. In addition, 
she freely provided her RCVS registration number to all the practices she worked 
for.  Accordingly, given the Respondent’s state of mind as set out above, the 
Committee did not find her to have been dishonest.  Charge 1(B)(a) is not 
proved. 

 
Charge 1(B)(b) – misleading conduct 

 
41.  The Committee was advised that there was no strict definition of misleading 

conduct. Counsel for the College submitted that by practising as a veterinary 
surgeon at the times identified in charge 1(A) (i) – (vi) the Respondent was 
objectively holding herself out as registered to practise in the UK. Counsel for the 
Respondent submitted that for conduct to be misleading some evidence of 
intention to mislead was necessary and there was none. 

 
42. The Committee’s view was that, in general, conduct could be capable of being 

misleading regardless of intention. The Committee entirely agreed with the 
submissions of the Respondent’s counsel that numerous entities had had the 
opportunity to check the status of the Respondent’s registration, including the 6 
practices identified in charge 1(A) (i) – (vi), the VDS and the A1 locum agency the 
Respondent was working through. The Committee is aware that such a check 
could be performed by anyone, without difficulty, on the “Find a vet surgeon” 
section of the RCVS website. The information is in the public domain. 
Nevertheless, the Committee’s view was that primary responsibility for 
transparency on registration status lay with the Respondent and that her conduct 
in practising in the UK whilst not registered to do so was objectively misleading 
including to employers and clients. Charge 1(B)(b) was therefore found proved. 

 
Charge 3(ii) 

 
43. The Committee first considered whether the short video clip shown to it during 

the cross examination of Ms Worth by counsel for the Respondent was the video 
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alluded to in charge 3(ii). The Respondent said, in response to questions from 
the Committee, that this was the only video she had taken and posted and that 
the short clip was the totality of the video shot.  Ms Worth admitted in her oral 
evidence that she was not sure that the video shown to her at the time was the 
one now being shown to the Committee. Ms Worth said that the video that she 
saw at the time showed her performing an operation. However, she also stated  
that the video she saw had been on Snapchat and “showed the whole of the 
procedure including discussion between myself and the nurses assisting me 
which was audible”. The Committee’s understanding was that a video of that 
length could not have been posted on Snapchat and therefore, whilst it in general 
found Ms Worth to be an honest witness, it preferred the Respondent’s version of 
events on this issue, and accepted that the video shown to the Committee  was 
the one that was the subject of Charge 3(ii). 

 
44. The Committee considered the issue of whether that video had been posted on 

Snapchat “without the consent of the treating and/or operating veterinary 
surgeon”. The Respondent’s case was that such consent had been obtained from 
Ms Worth. Ms Worth accepted that she had given consent to the Respondent to 
take photographs of the procedure (albeit assuming they would be close ups of 
the surgical site) but she had definitely not given permission for video filming or 
the posting of any images on social media. This was supported by her conduct 
subsequent to being shown the video in expressing her unhappiness to Ellie 
Stock Bishop RVN – an event confirmed by Ellie Stock Bishop in her witness 
statement. The Committee therefore determined that the video had been posted 
without the consent of Louise Worth. 

 
45.  The Committee then turned to the specific wording of charge 3(ii) which states 

that the unauthorised video that was posted was of “…an animal being operated 
on by veterinary surgeon Ms LW”. It is a matter of agreement that “Ms LW” is 
Louise Worth. The Committee was clear that while Ms Worth was present in the 
operating theatre in the video clip shown to it, she was not seen operating on an 
animal in that clip in any simple construction of that phrase.  The Committee 
accepts that this is a technical point, but the evidence does not support the fact 
charged in Charge 3(ii). 

 
46. In conclusion, therefore, the Committee finds that charge 3(ii) was not proved. 
 
 

 Charge 4(A)(i) 
 
 
47.  The Respondent does not deny that on 21 July 2017 and 25 July 2017, she 

informed Austin Kirwan (by e-mail) that she had been told by Ms Laura Howard 
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RVN that she would be allowed to take photographs at Barn Lodge and post 
these on social media but claims that that assertion was true.  

 
48.  Laura Howard was consistent in her evidence that she had given no such 

permission. In general the Committee felt she was a credible and clear witness 
who gave a balanced account of her interactions with the Respondent for whom 
she clearly had sympathy in some regards. Ms Howard produced in evidence a 
short, written statement made at the end of August 2017, close to the time of the 
original events. This statement denies giving the Respondent permission to take 
photographs of patients and upload them to her Instagram account, although it 
accepts that she did have a discussion with the Respondent about problems the 
Respondent had encountered at a previous practice in relation to social media 
posts. The statement points out that Ms Howard had previous experience as part 
of a practice disciplinary panel in an incident where a veterinary nurse had 
uploaded images to social media.  

 
49.  The Committee also considered the submissions made by the Respondent’s 

counsel that the discussions about problems with a previous practice only made 
sense if it was part of a process of checking whether she could make posts from 
Barn Lodge. He also submitted that it was possible that Ms Howard may have 
misunderstood the request that the Respondent was making. Counsel pointed to 
the fact that Ms Howard had understood the Respondent to say that she was 
being sued by the previous practice she had had trouble with, when that was not 
the case and according to the Respondent’s evidence had not been said. 

 
50.  The Committee was not able to be sure about the exact way in which the 

Respondent had advanced any request for permission to take photographs and 
post them on her Instagram account nor of the responses she received from Ms 
Howard.  In these circumstances the Committee could not be sure that the facts 
of the charge were made out.  Charge 4(A)(i) ,therefore, is not found to be 
proved. 

 
 Charge 4(B)(a) and (b) in relation to 4(A)(i) 
 
51. Charge 4(A)(i) was not found to be proved on the facts and so the question of 

whether the conduct alleged in it was dishonest or misleading does not need to 
be determined. 

 
 
           DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  
           26 APRIL 2019  
 

 


