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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 

 

-v-  

 

SIMON PETER WOOD  
 
 
 

__________________________________________ 
 

DECISION ON APPLICATION FOR RESTORATION 
___________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 

1. The Disciplinary Committee of the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons heard the 
original case against the Applicant between 31.05.18 and 01.06.18. The Applicant did 
not participate fully in the hearing although he had given instructions to his legal 
representatives. The Committee therefore proceeded in his absence. The charge he 
admitted was as follows:  
 
“That, being registered in the register of veterinary surgeons: 

 
On 19 December 2017 at the Portsmouth Magistrates’ Court, you were convicted, 
following a guilty plea, of: 

 
(i) making indecent photographs of child (namely between 25 September 2016 and 
12 May 2017, at Portsmouth, Hampshire, you made 34 moving and 4 still Category A 
indecent images of children), contrary to sections 1(1)(a) and 6 of the Protection of 
Children Act 1978; 

 
(ii) making indecent photographs of child (namely between 25 September 2016 and 
12 May 2017, at Portsmouth, Hampshire, you made 3 moving and 3 still Category B 
indecent images of children), contrary to the sections named in (i) above; 
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(iii) making indecent photographs of child (namely between 25 September 2016 and 
12 May 2017, at Portsmouth, Hampshire, you made 1 moving and 6 still Category A1 
indecent images of children), contrary to the sections named in (i) above; 
 
In relation to which convictions, on 22 January 2018 at the Portsmouth Crown Court, 
you were sentenced as follows: 
 
(A) 
 
 
(i) In relation to offence (i) above: 
 

• a community sentence, namely you must participate in an accredited sexual 
offending programme as directed by probation, made as part of a 3 year 
community order; 
 
• a community sentence, namely you must undertake a rehabilitation activity 
requirement as directed by probation, for a maximum of 20 days; 
 
• a fine of £1000; 
 
• costs of £340; 
 
• victim surcharge of £85; 
 

(ii) In relation to offence (ii) above: 
 

• a community sentence, namely you must participate in an accredited sexual 
offending programme as directed by probation, made as part of a 3 year 
community order; 
 
• a community sentence, namely you must undertake a rehabilitation activity 
requirement as directed by probation, for a maximum of 20 days, concurrent 
to the sentence on (i) above; 

 
(iii)  In relation to offence (iii) above: 
 

• a community sentence, namely you must participate in an accredited sexual 
offending programme as directed by probation, made as part of a 3 year 
community order; 
 
• a community sentence, namely you must undertake a rehabilitation activity 
requirement as directed by probation, for a maximum of 20 days, concurrent 
to the sentence on (i) above; 

 

                                                 
1 This Committee assume this is a typographical error and that this part of the charge refers 
to Category C images.  
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(B) A Sexual Harm Prevention Order was made for a period of 5 years, under section 
103 of the Sexual Offences Act 2003, whereby you were prohibited from: 
 
(1) using any device capable of accessing the internet unless: 

 
(i) it has the capacity to retain and display the history of internet use and 

is at all times set to do so; and 
(ii) you make the device available on request for inspection by a police 

officer; 
 
(2) deleting your history of internet use from any such device as described in para     

(1); 
 
(3) possessing any device capable of storing digital images unless you make it 
available on request for inspection by a police officer; 
 
(4) purchasing, downloading or activating any specialist software designed for use in 
evidence elimination; 
 
(C) It was ordered that you may be placed on the barring list by the Disclosure and 
Barring service; 
 
(D) You were required to register with the police pursuant to the Sexual Offences Act 
2003, for a period of 5 years 
 
(E) An order for the forfeiture and destruction of laptop computer was made; 
 
AND THAT it is alleged that the above convictions render you unfit to practise 
veterinary surgery.” 

 
 

2. The original Disciplinary Committee ordered that the conviction rendered the Applicant 
unfit to practise veterinary surgery, and, directed that his name should be removed 
from the Register. The removal became effective 28 days later, on 29 June 2018. In 
its decision on sanction, the Committee stated: 
 
“In spite of the considerable mitigation referred to [above], the Committee has reached 
the conclusion that the Respondent’s behaviour was fundamentally incompatible with 
being a veterinary surgeon (Para 53 of the DC Procedure Guidance) namely offences 
of a sexual nature.  The Respondent’s behaviour was so serious that removal of 
professional status and the rights and privileges accorded to that status is the only 
means of protecting the wider public interest and maintaining confidence in the 
profession. 

It has not taken this decision lightly, and, lest it be misinterpreted, it has not taken it in 
order to satisfy any notional public demand for blame and punishment.  It has taken 
the decision because in its perception, the reputation of the profession had to be at the 
forefront of its thinking and ultimately it was more important than the interests of the 
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Respondent. The decision is not simply based on the fact that these offences were of 
a sexual nature but because they were repeated frequently over a significant period of 
time and at the time, the Respondent knew on his own admission that what he was 
doing was wrong.  

Accordingly, the Committee has decided that removal from the Register is appropriate 
and proportionate in this case.  The Committee will direct the Registrar to remove the 
Respondent’s name from the Register forthwith. 

In the case of removal from the Register, any application for restoration to that Register 
requires another appearance before the Disciplinary Committee.” 
 
 
Background 
 

3. The factual background giving rise to the charge is set out in the transcript of hearing 
which is contained in the College’s Bundle. It has also been précised in the College’s 
submission for this hearing.  
 

4. This Committee considered the sentencing remarks of the Crown Court sentencing 
Judge. In sentencing Mr Wood, His Honour Judge Ashworth remarked: 
 
"It has to be remembered that that happened in a room somewhere. One does not 
know where the children's parents were or what experience the children would have 
been through and how that would have utterly dismantled the rest of their lives. One 
hopes that they will be able to recover from abuse like that. It is therefore never simply 
a question of viewing these images. It is a trade that is persisted in which leaves these 
children to be isolated and subjected to these horrendous invasions." 

 
5. The Sexual Harm Prevention Order was imposed for 5 years. The order prohibits the 

Respondent using any device capable of accessing the internet unless it has the 
capacity to retain and display the history of internet use and is at all times set to do so; 
and he makes the device available on request for inspection by a police officer. He is 
further prohibited from deleting his history of internet use from any device capable of 
accessing the internet, is prohibited from possessing any device capable of storing 
digital images unless he makes it available on request for inspection by a police officer 
and is prohibited from purchasing, downloading or activating any specialist software 
designed for use in evidence elimination.  
 

6. In addition, the Respondent was placed on the barring list by the Disclosure and 
Barring service and was required to register with the police pursuant to the Sexual 
Offences Act 2003 for a period of 5 years.  
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Conduct since the original disciplinary hearing 
 

7. Since the original sanction by the Disciplinary Committee of removal from the Register, 
the Applicant applied successfully for the revocation of the remaining part of the 
Community Order in the Crown Court. A probation report noted that there had been 
good compliance with the order.  

 
8. There was also an email from PC Fibbens dated 28 November 2019, in support of the 

application. The officer stated: 
“I can confirm that there was one breach of the Sex Offenders Requirement Notification 
where [the Applicant] failed to complete his annual notification within 12 months.”  

9. The Applicant stated that he had accepted a police caution in relation to this because 
he did not realise he had to notify his address to the police every twelve months even 
where it had not changed.  
 

10. The Crown Court when revoking the remaining part of the Community Order on 17 
October 2019 was aware of that police caution. 
 
Summary of the College’s submissions 
 

11. These are set out fully in the submissions for the College in respect of this application. 
The Committee took into account the oral and written submissions and all the 
information set out in the College’s bundle. 
 

12. Ms Curtis on behalf of the College, drew the Committee’s attention to the underlying 
facts relating to the conviction and the seriousness of the images which had been 
downloaded and viewed by the Respondent. The police had prepared a schedule in 
relation to some of the images and this was referred to by the sentencing judge in the 
Crown Court and at the original disciplinary hearing.  
 

13. This Committee referred to the schedule which set out a description of each image, 
the age range of those children who appear in the video or still image and the level of 
seriousness attributed to it (Category A, B or C). The schedule described  the images 
downloaded by Mr Wood as containing extremely disturbing and seriously abusive 
images of children, some as young as 3 and 4. Age ranges varied, but included ranges 
of 3 to 6 and 4 to 13. 
 

14. Ms Curtis asked the Committee to consider the case of Council for the Regulation of 
Healthcare Professionals v General Dental Council (Fleischmann) [2005] EWHC 87.  

 
15. The Applicant was sentenced on 22 January 2018. His three year Community Order 

in the ordinary course would have expired on 21 January 2021. Although it was 
revoked on the basis of early completion, the Community Order imposed was one of 
three years.  
 

16. Ms Curtis asked the Committee to consider that the five-year Sexual Harm Prevention 
Order, which formed part of the Applicant’s sentence, is not due to end until January 
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2023, and he is also required to register with the police pursuant to the Sexual 
Offences Act 2003 until January 2023.  
 

17. As part of the College’s written submissions, Ms Curtis emphasised that a Sexual Harm 
Prevention Order is a discretionary part of a sentence and it is not automatically 
imposed in relation to all convictions of this nature.  
 

18. She also asked the Committee to note the length of time that Mr Wood had been off 
the Register when determining the application.  
 

19. The Committee noted that Mr Wood had now been off the Register since 29 June 
2018; just under two years. He had prior to his removal been on the Register for 
approximately four years.  
 

20. Ms Curtis invited the Committee to consider the factors above in the context of 
upholding the reputation of the profession and maintaining public confidence in it. The 
College submitted that it is of particular importance to ensure the highest levels of 
public protection and confidence in the profession, having regard to the privileged 
position held by veterinary surgeons and the trust vested in them by members of the 
public. 
 
 
Summary of the Applicant’s submissions 
 

21. These are set out fully in the written submissions for the Applicant. The Committee 
took into account the oral and written submissions made by Mr Brewer on behalf of the 
Applicant and all the information contained in the Applicant’s bundle and the additional 
papers served. 
  

22. Mr Brewer submitted the following:  
 
a) Mr Wood has always been, and remains, professionally competent to be returned 

to the Register 
 

b) He has unusually strong mitigation in relation to the underlying offending 
 

c) Since his arrest he has consistently and repeatedly expressed and demonstrated 
profound remorse 

 
d) At the time of sentence he posed a low risk of reoffending. This has reduced due 

to the fact that he has engaged meaningfully in understanding why he committed 
the offences 

 
e) Since being sentenced he has engaged proactively and effectively with the 

Probation Service and other voluntary counselling services to gain greater insight 
into his offending, address its root cause and further reduce his already slight risk 
of re-offending 

 



 7 

f) He has put in place the necessary framework to make sure he will not reoffend 
again in the future  

 
g) He has exceptionally completed his community sentence in less than 18 months, 

earning praise from the Probation Service and consequently the court has now 
revoked the sentence early on the recommendation of the Probation Service.  

 
h) He had completed his substantive sentence with deserved plaudits and this part 

of the sentence is distinct from the ancillary orders which were made 
 

i) He is more than competent to return to the profession and vocation he loves  
 

23. Mr Brewer invited the Committee to consider Mr Wood’s openness and honesty in 
addressing his offending behaviour since his removal from the Register. Such matters 
were dealt with more fully in a number of expert reports and in oral evidence by Mr 
Brewer. Mr Brewer emphasised that at no point had Mr Wood sought to evade 
responsibility.  
 

24. The Committee further considered the following cases which were drawn to its 
attention by Mr Brewer: Bijl v General Medical Council [(2001) WL 1135145] (Bijl) and 
the first instance decision of the RCVS v George Martin dated 28 February 2019 in 
which Mr Martin was restored to the Register after having been removed from the 
Register in respect of criminal offences relating to ‘up skirting’. However the Committee 
determined that each case had to be considered on its own facts and in its view that 
the case of George Martin was dealt with in the criminal court with a less serious 
sentence than in the case of Mr Wood. 
 
The Committee’s decision 

 
25. The Committee noted that the burden of proof is on Mr Wood to satisfy the Committee 

that he is fit to be restored to the Register. 
 

26. The Committee took into account the expert reports from Aileen George a counsellor 
and psychotherapist, dated 02.01.18 and 16.12.19, a report from Dr B Carr, a 
psychiatrist, dated 10.04.18 and a report from Mr Ron Meldrum, a Cognitive 
Behavioural Therapist, dated 22.12.17.  

 
27. The Committee accepted that Mr Wood’s underlying mental health issues which were 

set out more fully in those expert reports had contributed to the offending behaviour.  
 

28. The Committee considered the factors set out in the Disciplinary Committee’s 
Procedure Guidance in exercising its judgement and in deciding if Mr Wood was fit to 
be restored to the Register:  

 
a. Acceptance by the Applicant veterinary surgeon of the findings of the 

Committee at the original inquiry hearing; 
 

b. The seriousness of those findings; 
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c. The protection of the public; 
 
d. The future of the welfare of animals in the event of the Applicant veterinary 
surgeon being permitted to have his or her name restored to the Register; 
 
e. The length of time off the Register; 
 
f. The Applicant veterinary surgeon’s conduct since removal from the 
Register; 
 
g. Efforts by the Applicant veterinary surgeon to keep up to date in terms of 
knowledge, skills and developments in practice, since removal from the 
Register (accepting that he or she must not practise as a veterinary surgeon); 
 
h. The impact on the Applicant veterinary surgeon of having his or her name 
removed from the Register; and, 
 
i. The public support for the applicant veterinary surgeon. 

 
 
(a) Acceptance by the Applicant veterinary surgeon of the findings of the Committee 

at the original inquiry hearing 
 

29. The Committee accepted that Mr Wood had accepted the findings of the original 
disciplinary committee and that he had never sought to evade his responsibility. 
 

30. It further took into account that Mr Wood was very remorseful and that there were 
positive character references within the Applicant’s bundle. 

 
31. The Committee also took into account letters from Mr Wood including a recent self-

reflection for the Committee and his oral evidence to the Committee about sensitive 
matters which included a history of Mr Wood being a victim of bullying, physical and 
sexual abuse.  
 

32. It noted that at paragraph 58 of the judgment in the case of Fleischmann the court 
stated:  
 
“In the criminal law a person's motives, save where culpability is by law reduced, can 
have little or no bearing on the objective assessment of the gravity of the offending. A 
man who participates in conduct which corrupts children and causes them harm, for 
example, in order to alleviate his depression, causes the same harm as the man who 
derives pleasure from it. The Act penalises the conduct, not the motive. On one view, 
a failure to seek medical assistance in connection with depression and to choose to 
find relief in child pornography instead could be said to exacerbate rather than diminish 
the offending. In general, offending is and can be explained, but the gravity of it will not 
be reduced by the asserted motive for it. It is an everyday explanation for a variety of 
offending that a defendant is a drug addict, an alcoholic or in financial difficulty. To that 
the response is that not all those under similar circumstances resort to offending, but 
legitimately work to overcome them.” 

 
33. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Wood had sought to overcome the reasons for 

his offending behaviour since he had offended.  
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(b) The seriousness of those findings and  
(c) The protection of the public 
 

 
34. The Committee heard some evidence from Mr Wood about whether his motivation for 

viewing the indecent images was due to the fact he found them sexually gratifying. Mr 
Wood denied this was the case even when referred to a summary of potentially 
inconsistent answers which he had given in an interview under caution and to a 
probation officer.  
 

35. The Committee determined that Mr Wood’s motivation was relevant to whether he was 
likely to reoffend. However, the Committee decided that irrespective of Mr Wood’s 
motivation, the charge and underlying criminal behaviour was a factor it was required 
to consider when determining the seriousness of the previous committee’s findings.  

 
36. The Committee decided that Mr Wood was not fit to be restored to the Register. In 

essence, the Committee decided that the facts of the charge justifying removal from 
the Register and the underlying criminal behaviour were too serious for Mr Wood to be 
restored at this time. It concluded that because Mr Wood continued to be subject to a 
Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Notification requirements for sexual offenders and 
because he remained on the Barring List by the Disclosure and Barring service until 
January 2023, he was not fit to be restored to the Register at this time.  
 

37. The Committee accepted that Mr Wood had made significant efforts to rehabilitate 
himself but it was not persuaded that he was fit to be restored to the Register because 
ancillary orders relating to the underlying criminal offences remained in force. The 
Committee noted that at the time those orders were made Mr Wood was described as 
having an addiction and although the Committee accepted that there was a low risk of 
future reoffending, it decided that  because the orders were still in place for public 
protection reasons, Mr Wood was not fit to be restored to the Register. 

 
38. The Committee further decided that despite the strong mitigation Mr Brewer had 

advanced on Mr Wood’s behalf, the seriousness of the underlying criminal behaviour 
was such that in the Committee’s judgment Mr Wood continued to be unfit to be 
restored to the Register. The Committee took into consideration the number of images 
that were downloaded, the ages of the victims and the fact that the conduct took place 
over a period of nine months. It also considered the length of the sentence and the 
length of the ancillary orders that were imposed. Notwithstanding that Mr Wood had 
successfully completed the Community Order early, the Committee considered  it 
significant that Mr Wood still remained subject to ancillary orders that did not expire 
until January 2023. 
 
 
 
(d) The future of the welfare of animals in the event of the Applicant veterinary surgeon 

being permitted to have his or her name restored to the Register; 
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(e) The length of time off the Register 
 

39. References within the Applicant’s bundle illustrated Mr Wood’s positive character and 
the fact that when practising he had been a good veterinary surgeon. The Committee 
took all the positive references into account in exercising its discretion.  
 

40. The Committee further considered whether by not restoring Mr Wood to the Register 
it was sacrificing the career of a professionally competent vet. The Committee referred 
to the case of Bijl in which the Privy Council decided on an appeal that a doctor should 
be suspended rather than erased from the Register. It noted that at paragraph 13 of 
the judgement it stated: 
 
“The Committee was rightly concerned with public confidence in the profession and its 
procedures for dealing with doctors who lapse from professional standards. But this 
should not be carried to the extent of feeling it necessary to sacrifice the career of an 
otherwise competent and useful doctor who presents no danger to the public in order 
to satisfy a demand for blame and punishment” 
 

 
41.  The Committee decided that whilst the underlying criminal offences in this case were 

not fundamentally incompatible with restoration to the Register in the future, the timing 
of this application meant that Mr Wood was not fit because the ancillary orders 
continued to be in place to protect the public because they had not expired. The 
Committee therefore concluded that whilst Mr Wood remained subject to orders that 
required him to be protected from the public he was not fit to be restored. In the 
Committee’s view the length of time before those orders expired outweighed the 
considerable mitigation advanced by Mr Wood.  
 
(f)  The Applicant veterinary surgeon’s conduct since removal from the Register; 
 
 

42. The Committee considered that Mr Wood had done well to discharge the Community 
Order early and comply with the requirements the probation service had set.  
 

43. The Committee further noted that the application for termination of the Community 
Order was made because the Applicant had completed the Sexual Offenders 
Treatment programme, had attended 59 appointments and because he had engaged 
well with the one to one Rehabilitation Activity Requirements (RAR). When revoking 
the order His Honour Judge Hetherington stated he was revoking it “on the grounds of 
good progress”. 
 

44. The Committee also took into account a list of studies that Mr Wood had used to 
improve his understanding of the causes and impact of sexual offending. This was to 
his credit. 
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(g) Efforts by the Applicant veterinary surgeon to keep up to date in terms of 
knowledge, skills and developments in practice, since removal from the Register 
 

45. The Committee accepted the submission that Mr Wood had managed to remain 
professionally competent over the two years since his removal from the Register by 
continuing professional development.  
 

46. It also considered that he had worked towards addressing any concerns regarding his 
mental health.  

 
(h) The impact on the Applicant veterinary surgeon of having his or her name removed 
from the Register 

 
47. The Committee acknowledged that removal from the Register had already caused Mr 

Wood considerable distress because he was passionate about being a veterinary 
surgeon and that it was part of his identity. 
 

48. In refusing this application, the Committee did not seek to punish Mr Wood a second 
time but in the exercise of its discretion the Committee concluded that Mr Wood was 
not fit to be restored despite the efforts he had gone to in order to address the causes 
of his offending behaviour; because of the seriousness of the charge and the 
underlying criminal offences and because of the unexpired ancillary orders. 
 
(i)  The public support for the Applicant veterinary surgeon. 
 

49. The Committee considered all the positive references from Mr Wood’s friends, family, 
previous colleagues and a current employer.  
 

50. Nevertheless the Committee considered that Mr Wood was also not fit to be restored 
at this time because he remained subject to orders in place to protect the public. Those 
orders remained in place despite the fact Mr Wood was assessed as having a low risk 
of reoffending in the future.  
 

51. Furthermore the Committee decided that if Mr Wood was restored to the Register at 
this time this would not maintain public confidence in the profession. 

 
52. The Committee could not of course bind the hands of any future Committee or 

determine whether any new application after the ancillary orders had expired would be 
successful. That application would at that time have to be considered afresh by another 
Disciplinary Committee.  
 

53. In making its decision the Committee disregarded the police caution that Mr Wood had 
received for a technical breach of the notification requirement.  
 

54. Accordingly the Committee refused the application to restore Mr Wood to the Register. 
 
 
Disciplinary Committee  
25 June 2020 


