
 

ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 

INQUIRY RE: 

 

ROBERT ANDREW CRAWFORD 

 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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APPLICATION TO DISPOSE OF THE CASE BY ADJOURNMENT OF THE INQUIRY AND 
UNDERTAKINGS 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. The Respondent faces the charges as listed in the Appendix 1. 

2. No admissions have been made to the charges. 

3. The Respondent made an Application to the Committee to dispose of this matter by way of an 

adjournment of the Inquiry into the Heads of Charge against him sine die (generally, without 

any date fixed for the future) subject to the Committee accepting the Respondent’s written 

undertakings. The Respondent’s undertakings, signed by him on 31 January 2021 are as 

follows: 

I, Dr Robert Andrew Crawford MRCVS of 65 Muir Street Larkhall Lanarkshire ML9 2BQ 

understand that in the event that contrary to my undertakings I apply to be restored to the 

Register the charges against me set out in the Notice of Inquiry dated 7th October 2020 and 

additionally the breach of my undertakings will be considered by the Disciplinary Committee 

on the dates to be listed as soon as practicable thereafter. 

I undertake as follows: 

1. To request the Registrar to remove my name from the Register of Veterinary Surgeons 

(“the Register”) with immediate effect; 

2. Never to apply to be restored to the Register. 

 



4. Mr Stanford FRCVS acting as representative as a friend pursuant to Rule 22.4 elaborated orally 

on the application, which had been originally submitted in writing dated 28 January 2021. Mr 

Stanford submitted that granting the application would be just, fair and proportionate. Mr 

Stanford submitted that the adjournment on undertakings would serve the interests of justice 

and the promotion of the welfare of animals.  

5. Mr Stanford drew the Committee’s attention in particular to the following points: 

a. The Respondent is now 71 years of age. He qualified in 1973 and commenced in 

general practice in 1982.  

b. There have been no previous disciplinary findings against him. 

c. The Respondent’s veterinary practice has ceased practice today, 25 February 2021. 

The premises are closed and shuttered. All animals having ongoing treatment have 

been transferred elsewhere. His clients have all been advised that the practice is 

closing. 

d. The Respondent fully understands that if this Application is accepted and he is 

removed from the Register he will not be able to practise as a veterinary surgeon, use 

any of the prohibited titles or perform any prohibited activities as set out in the 

Veterinary Surgeons Act 1966 with immediate effect.  

e. The complainants have been consulted by the RCVS and agree to a disposal in the 

proposed manner. 

 

6. Ms Hennessy counsel for the College, set out the background to the case in brief. The College 

adopted a neutral position in its response to the application. The RCVS did not oppose Dr 

Crawford’s application and left the matter entirely to the judgment of the Disciplinary Committee.  

The College informed the Disciplinary Committee that the proposed witnesses in the 

substantive hearing had been spoken to and would be content for the case to be disposed of 

in this way.  

 

7. The Committee had before it the draft Inquiry bundle, which included witness statements and 

documentary evidence relied on by the College, as well as evidence from the Respondent. 

8. The Committee took into account the submissions of both parties. The Committee accepted 

legal advice from the Legal Assessor. He advised the Committee that it had discretion pursuant 

to Rule 22.1 to grant a postponement or adjournment of the Inquiry, for such period as it 

considered reasonable. The Committee was obliged, pursuant to Rule 22.4 to have regard to 

all the circumstances of the case and the interests of justice. 

9. The Committee carefully considered the application and all the documents provided. It took into 

account the full circumstances of the case, including the personal circumstances of the 

Respondent, the allegations and the supporting evidence. It also considered the public interest 



identified in maintaining confidence in the profession and upholding proper standards of 

conduct and behaviour for the profession, as well as the need to ensure the protection of 

animals and their welfare.  

10. The Committee bore in mind that the undertakings offered meant that the Respondent will not 

apply for re-registration in the future at any time. The most severe sanction that a Committee 

could impose, after a hearing, following a finding of disgraceful conduct in a professional 

respect would be removal. 

11. If removed, the Respondent would have a right to re-apply for registration following removal 

after 10 months. However, the granting of such an application may not be a given outcome. 

Nevertheless, voluntary removal together with an undertaking not to re-apply resulted in, at the 

least, parity with the sanction of removal.   

12. The Committee bore well in mind that, by adjourning proceedings, there would be no finding of 

disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. This aspect of the procedure was relevant to the 

public interest in maintaining confidence and declaring and upholding standards for the 

profession. 

13. The Committee was mindful of the particular personal circumstances of the Respondent, who 

was a person of some age wishing to fully retire from practice. The views of those closely 

affected by the allegation had been sought. The Committee noted that the allegations are not 

admitted at present and are entirely untested. Those closely affected by the allegation had been 

consulted and were content for the case to disposed of by Undertakings. 

14. In the view of the Committee the following factors are of particular importance in coming to its 

decision: 

 

i. the Respondent has had a career of over 40 years with no disciplinary findings against him;  

 

ii. the Respondent has retired and closed his practice;  

 

iii. the undertakings offered by the Respondent protect the welfare of animals as he will no 

longer be in practice;  

 

iv. the undertakings serve to satisfy the public interest in maintaining confidence in the 

profession and upholding proper standards of conduct and behaviour because the Respondent 

will no longer be on the Register and no longer practise as a veterinary surgeon.  

 

v. the College does not oppose the application;  

 



15. The College has the protection that, if the undertakings are not observed, the College is at 

liberty to reinstate proceedings.  

16. The Committee was mindful that each case should be determined on its own facts. The option 

to seek voluntary removal should not be available to every party facing allegations as a route 

out of an adverse finding. The Committee was mindful however, that the purpose of sanctions 

was not punishment of the professional but protection of the public. The requirement of 

proportionality of action mandated the taking of the minimum step to achieve that aim.   

17. Having weighed the public interest in a hearing with the Registrant’s interests, the Committee 

determined that this is not a case in which the public interest required there to be a full hearing. 

Protection of the welfare of animals would also not be further served by a full hearing. The 

Committee decided to accede to the Respondent’s application. The Committee determined to 

grant the application for an adjournment sine die.  

18. The Committee considered that the adjournment on undertakings served to protect the public 

interest, confidence in the profession and the welfare of animals.  

19. The Committee carefully considered the detail of the undertakings. It decided, after due 

consideration that it would accept the Respondent’s undertakings in the terms offered and 

signed.  

20. The Committee considered that the undertaking to apply immediately for removal from the 

Register and not to re-apply for registration at any time sufficiently protected the public interests 

identified.  

21. The Committee directed that the current hearing dates listed be vacated and a signed copy of 

the Respondent’s undertakings be attached to this decision and served on the parties. 

 

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE 
25 FEBRUARY 2021 



Appendix 
 
THE ALLEGATIONS 
 
That, being registered in the Register of Veterinary Surgeons, and whilst in practice at Avongrove 
Veterinary Clinic, 65 Muir Street, Larkhall ML9 2BQ you: 
 
1. On 17 November 2018, failed to provide adequate and appropriate care to Jet G, a male 
Chihuahua puppy, more particularly in that you: 
 
(i) gave Jet an inappropriate and/or excessive dose of dexamethasone; 
(ii) discharged Jet to his owner’s care when Jet was unfit to be so discharged; 
(iii) failed to ensure that you had contact details for Jet’s owner prior to discharging 
Jet to his owner’s care; 
(iv) failed to make adequate arrangements for further radiography to be undertaken to 
Jet G after your initial attempt at radiography on 17 November 2018; 
 
2. Between 11 July 2017 and 26 July 2019, failed to provide any or any adequate clinical history 
to another veterinary practice, namely Vets4Pets Hamilton, despite requests for the same, 
more particularly regarding: 
 
(i) Dexter L, a male Staffordshire Bull terrier, between 11 July 2017 and 14 August 2018; 
(ii) Mosley C/S, a male Boerboel, between 25 May 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
(iii) Boo L, a female Whippet, between 22 June 2018 and 14 December 2018; 
(iv) Jack P, a male Collie, between 30 July 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
(v) Sam F, between 24 August 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
(vi) Jake F, a male Cocker Spaniel, between 21 September 2018 and 13 December 2018; 
(vii) Kara D, a female Bull Terrier, between 8 October 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
(viii) Felix R, between 17 November 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
(ix) Bailly I, a male Labrador Retriever, between 6 December 2018 and 26 July 2019; 
 
3. Between 17 March and 21 December 2019, failed to treat veterinary practitioners and/or 
members of staff at another practice with sufficient courtesy and respect, more particularly: 
 
(A) On 17 November 2018, during a telephone conversation with veterinary surgeon 
BA, who had asked you for clinical history for Jet G: 
 
(i) told BA to “go to hell” or words to that effect; 
(ii) hung up the telephone on BA; 
 
(B) On a day between 1 March 2017 and 31 December 2017, during a telephone 
conversation with veterinary surgeon JM, who had asked you for clinical histories, 
called JM “a silly little girl” or words to that effect; 
 
(C) During telephone conversations with student veterinary nurse KM, who had asked 
you for clinical histories, made comments as follows: 
(i) “I’m not getting you your fucking histories” or words to that effect (on a date 
or dates unknown between 1 March 2017 and 21 December 2019); 
(ii) “You’re not getting any of these fucking histories” or words to that effect 
(on a date unknown between 17 November 2018 and 26 July 2019); 
(iii) “Fuck off. Tough titties. Not getting it” or words to that effect (on 18 
November 2019); 



 
4. Failed to maintain adequate clinical records, more particularly in relation to: 
 
(i) Bandit G, a male cat, between 1 August 2010 and 14 December 2018; 
(ii) Charlie M, a male Golden Retriever, between 12 April 2011 and 13 December 2018 
(iii) Willow E, a female Miniature Schnauzer, between 22 August 2011 and 1 February 
2019 
(iii) Rolo M, a male Labrador, between 1 August 2015 and 26 June 2019 
(iv) Molly H, a female Labrador, between 1 January 2017 and 28 March 2017 
(v) Poppy H, a female Labrador 1 January 2017 and 28 March 2017 
(vi) Boo L, between 1 January 2017 and 27 June 2018 
(vii) Jet G, on 17 November 2018; 
 
5. Between 1 January 2017 and 19 June 2019 failed to have in place Professional Indemnity 
Insurance or equivalent arrangements; 
 
6. Between 13 May 2019 and 22 August 2019, failed to respond adequately to reasonable 
requests from the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons for written comments on allegations 
raised against you. 
 
AND that in relation to the above, whether individually or in any combination, you are guilty of 
disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. 
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