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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 
 
INQUIRY RE: 
 
 

STEPHEN CARGILL WILSON 
 

___________________________________________________________ 
 

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE ON THE RESPONDENT’S 
APPLICATION TO DISPOSE OF THE CASE BY ADJOURNMENT OF THE INQUIRY AND 

UNDERTAKINGS 
___________________________________________________________ 

 
 

 

1. The Respondent faces the following charges: 

 

 

That, being registered in the Register of Veterinary Surgeons and whilst in 
practice at 21 Linenhall Street, Banbridge, County Down BT32 3EG, you: 

 
1. On or about 20 October 2017, provided inaccurate information to pet insurers 

Tesco Petclaims (UK) in relation to the clinical history of N, a Labrador dog 

belonging to PM, more particularly that N had first presented to you with a lame left 

foreleg on 13 June 2017, when in fact N had first presented to you in that condition 

on 7 June 2017; 

 

And the above conduct was: 

 

(i) Dishonest; and/ or  

(ii) Misleading; 

 

2. With regard to Professional Indemnity Insurance: 
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(i) Between 17 January 2017 and 17 January 2018, failed to have in place 

adequate Professional Indemnity Insurance arrangements; and/ or 

(ii) Between 8 January 2019 and 5 December 2019, failed to respond to 

reasonable requests from the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons in 

relation to your Professional Indemnity Insurance arrangements; 

 

 

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 
. 
 

 

2. No admissions are made as to the charges.  

 

3. The Respondent  made an application to the Committee to dispose of this matter 

by way of 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 Registrant’s undertakings, 

signed by him on 25 March 2020 are as follows: 

 

 

“I, Stephen Cargill Wilson MRCVS…understand that in the event that, contrary to 

my undertakings, I apply to be restored to the Register, the charges against me 

and additionally the breach of my undertakings will be considered by the 

Disciplinary Committee on the dates to be listed as soon as practical 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 Cairns, on behalf of the Respondent, elaborated orally on the application, which 

had originally been made in writing on 16 September 2020. Mr Cairns submitted 
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that to grant his application would be in the public interest, would protect the 

welfare of animals, and would uphold the reputation of the profession. Mr Cairns 

asked the Committee to consider the following factors which are summarised 

below: 

 

i. the Respondent was admitted to the Register in 1977 and retired on 31 

March 2019, having been in practice for a little over 40 years; 

 

ii. the Respondent is now 68 years of age;  

 

 

iii. the Respondent has dedicated his entire working life to veterinary practice; 

 

iv. the Respondent has closed his practice; 

 

 

v. the Respondent is extremely well regarded by clients and professional 

colleagues as attested to by character testimonials which are before the 

Committee; 

 

vi. there have been no previous disciplinary hearing against the Respondent 

in a long and unblemished career; 

 

vii. a contested hearing could take upwards of one week and would involve 

half a dozen witnesses on both sides, entailing costs for all parties; 

 

viii. there have been no complaints from pet owners, and the member of the 

public who is a potential witness to Charge 1 has indicated that he is 

unwilling to cooperate with the Inquiry; 

 

ix. the Respondent’s undertakings protect the welfare of animals, as well as 

public confidence in the profession as he will not be practising; 

 

x. the College does not oppose the application; 

 

xi. a number of precedents in the form of previous Disciplinary Committee 

decisions support the granting of the application. 
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xii. to grant the application would be in the public interest and proportionate. It 

would be in the interests of the College, the Registrant as well as in the 

public interest.  

 

 

 

5. Mr Hockton, on behalf of the College, did not oppose the application.  

 

6. Mr Hockton stated that it is a matter for the Committee, taking into account the 

public interest and the interests of justice, as referred to in Rule 22.4 of the 

Disciplinary Committee (Procedure and Evidence) Rules 2004. Mr Hockton 

referred to the charge of dishonesty and informed the Committee that those 

instructing him had considered it in the context of the application. In coming to its 

position in respect of the application, the College had taken into account, amongst 

other matters, that the insurance claim form was not submitted by the Respondent 

himself, and that there is no evidence of any financial motivation behind the 

charge. In addition, there was no allegation of harm to an animal.  

 

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

statements and documentary evidence relied on by the College, as well as the 

Respondent’s bundle which included a number of character testimonials, as well 

as a series of previous decisions of the Disciplinary Committee which dealt with 

the same application to that made by the Respondent today.  

 

8. In coming to its decision, the Committee took into account the submissions of both 

parties, and the bundles of both parties. The Committee also took into account the 

advice of the Legal Assessor.  

 

9. The Committee had in mind the interests of justice, the public interest in 

maintaining confidence in the profession and upholding proper standards of 

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

and their welfare. The Committee also took into account the Registrant’s interests 

and fairness to both parties.  

 

10. The Committee took into account the previous decisions of the Disciplinary 

Committee regarding an application to adjourn sine die on the basis of 
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undertakings made by Respondents in those cases. The cases which the 

Committee has taken into account are RCVS v Staton (2018), RCVS v Westwood 

(2017), RCVS v Denny (2017), RCVS v Rodale (2015), RCVS v Lindridge (2013), 

RCVS v Oliver (2013) and RCVS v Cartmell (2012). The Committee took the view 

that these cases provide useful guidance, but that they are not binding in any way. 

The Committee must consider the individual circumstances of the case before it, 

and that there will be cases where the granting of such an application would not 

be appropriate. 

 

 

11. The Committee has considered that the following factors are of significance in 

coming to its decision: 

 

i. the charges do not involve any allegation of harm to an animal; 

 

ii. the College does not oppose the application; 

 

 

iii. the Respondent has had a career of over 40 years with no disciplinary 

findings against him; 

 

iv. the Respondent has retired and closed his practice; 

 

v. several positive character testimonials from professional colleagues and a 

client; 

 

vi. the undertakings offered by the Respondent protect the welfare of animals 

as he will no longer be in practice; 

 

vii. the undertakings uphold the public interest in maintaining confidence in the 

profession and upholding proper standards of conduct and behaviour as 

the Respondent will no longer be in practice. 

 

12. The Committee gave careful consideration to the charge of dishonesty. While any 

charge of dishonesty is a serious matter within a regulatory context, the Committee 

gave weight to the absence of any evidence that the Registrant stood to gain 

financially in respect of the alleged dishonesty.  
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13. Further, the Committee was of the view that the undertakings offered go beyond 

any sanction which the Committee could impose at the conclusion of a full 

substantive hearing, given that they include an undertaking not to apply for 

reinstatement to the Register. This protects the public interest, confidence in the 

profession, and the welfare of animals.  

 

14. As a result of the above factors, the Committee decided that this is not a case in 

which the public interest or the welfare of animals demands that there be a full 

hearing, with determinations made by the Disciplinary Committee. Taking into 

account proportionality, and weighing in the balance the public interest, the 

interests of justice, the need to protect the welfare of animals, as well as the 

interests of both parties, the Committee decided to accede to the Respondent’s 

application.  

 

15. A copy of the undertakings is attached to this decision.  

 

 

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  
28 SEPTEMBER 2020 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 


