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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 

v 

MR JOSEPH LENNOX HOLMES 

 

ADJOURNED HEARING – JUDGMENT ON SANCTION 

 
1) This adjourned hearing follows on from an application to the High Court which resulted 

in the making of a consent order as between the College and Mr Holmes as a result of 
which those proceedings were stayed so that the matter could be returned to this 
Committee to consider such undertakings as Mr Holmes was prepared to offer to it. 

 
2) The Committee has reminded itself of all the findings that were made against Mr. Holmes 

on 4 October 2006.  The findings concerned four charges.  Despite the absence of 
lameness which the Committee considered would generally be expected as a presenting 
sign of a limb bone tumour, it accepted that the Respondent, having taken the 
radiographs, made a provisional diagnosis of bone cancer in good faith.  

 
3) As to charge one, even if that diagnosis had been made, the Committee considered that 

the treatment thereafter instigated by the Respondent was based on out of date text books 
and human data sheets and was considered totally inappropriate. 

 
4) As regards the second charge the Committee felt that such a serious course of treatment as 

Mr. Holmes was prescribing for this dog should only be undertaken with the fully 
informed consent of the owner, a matter which the Committee considered that Mr. 
Holmes should have been well aware of. 

 
5) As regards charge three, the Committee was concerned that when the Respondent 

reached his belief that chemotherapy was the only reasonable course to follow, he had 
only one chemotherapy regime which he adopted for the treatment of all cancer cases. In 
the same connection the Committee felt that the Respondent did not discuss a range of 
reasonable treatment options with the client, that he did not give full advice of the 
potential side-effects and that he did not explain that the tablets he was prescribing for the 
dog were not licensed for use in dogs.  

 
6) Finally as regards charge four, the Committee found that the dispensing of a cytotoxic 

medicine in a plastic bag was inappropriate. 
 
7) That Committee found disgraceful conduct in a professional respect to be present in each 

of the charges. And when considering each of these charges that Committee was of the 
view that the Respondent's conduct in each case would be viewed by reasonable and 
competent members of the veterinary profession to be deplorable and that such conduct 
fell far below the standards that members of the public were entitled to expect. Although 
noting that the dog did not appear to have suffered any ill effects on this occasion, the 
cavalier use of chemotherapy in the absence of a proper knowledge of the subject might 
have had an adverse effect impinging on the welfare of the animal. 
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8) Judged against the standards of an average practicing veterinary surgeon the charges 
found proved against Mr Holmes on 4 October 2006 showed that there were serious 
deficiencies in Mr Holmes' radiographic interpretation skills, such that a dog suffering 
from arthritis received an incorrect diagnosis of bone cancer. Inappropriate treatment was 
instituted after this inaccurate diagnosis. Only one regime for the treatment to all cancers 
was adopted by Mr. Holmes during that period.  

 
9) As a result, and in the light of the fact that the CPD studies that the Respondent has 

undertaken since 4 October 2006 do not appear to it to have sufficiently or at all 
addressed the Respondent's practice failings in the respects identified in the Findings 
made against Mr Holmes, the Committee considers that the four categories of study it has 
identified, particularly in the fields of orthopaedics, oncology, radiology and therapeutics 
required and still require to be addressed by Mr. Holmes during the course of his CPD 
studies. 

 
10) Having regard to the facts found proved against Mr Holmes on 4 October 2006 and the 

degree and extent to which his professional services were revealed to be inadequate 
during the course of the treatment he prescribed for this dog, the Committee is concerned 
about his competence generally.   

 
11) However, these concerns have had no part to play in the decisions reached by the 

Committee as to the types of additional training from which it considers the Respondent 
would derive benefit.  The four areas identified as deserving of special attention and 
training are each directly connected with the deficiencies in his skills when treating this 
dog. 

 
12) The Committee considers that the undertakings in the form that you have offered to it, if 

fulfilled by you, will serve to ensure that there will be no repetition of the conduct which 
resulted in the findings made on 4 October 2006 and serve to ensure that animals and the 
public will not be put at risk. 

 
13) This is the decision of the Committee and we trust that you will enter into these courses 

with the right mind-set and find that at their conclusion, these tasks have been of 
advantage to your practice. 












