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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 
 
INQUIRY RE: 
 
 
 
 

DR VANJA FURES MRCVS 
 

___________________________________________________________ 
 

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

UNDERTAKINGS 
___________________________________________________________ 

 
Preliminary Matters 
 
 
Application to amend the Charges 
 

1. Dr Fures faces the following charges: 
 

THAT being registered in the Register of Veterinary Surgeons, you: 

 
1(A) On or about 14 April 2020, gave details to the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons 
about the circumstances leading to your conviction on 11 March 2020 for driving with 
excess alcohol, when those details were false, more particularly that your flight from 
Frankfurt to Dublin on 11 December 2017 had been subject to engine failure, had been 
forced to land in Amsterdam, causing a delayed arrival in Dublin, and that this had led you 
to be stressed and to drink alcohol on your flight; and. 

1(B) In relation to 1(A) above your conduct was dishonest; 

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

 
2. Miss Curtis, on behalf of the College, applied to amend Charge 1 to refer to the date 

of conviction as 20 December 2018, on the basis that this reflected the evidence from 
the court and was the correct date. Miss Curtis relied on Rule 5.6 of the Veterinary 
Surgeons and Veterinary Practitioners (Disciplinary Committee) (Procedure and 
Evidence) Rules 2004 (the 2004 Rules).  

 
3. Dr Fures did not object to the application.  
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4. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor.  

 
5. The Committee decided to grant the application to amend Charge 1 on the basis that 

the amendment sought constituted a correction to the date of the conviction, and as 
such, did not cause any prejudice to Dr Fures or increase the gravity of the case 
against him. The Committee decided that such an amendment would not cause 
injustice and would be fair.  
 

 
6. Dr Fures therefore faces the following charges: 

 
THAT being registered in the Register of Veterinary Surgeons, you: 

 
1(A) On or about 14 April 2020, gave details to the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons 
about the circumstances leading to your conviction on 20 December 2018 for driving with 
excess alcohol, when those details were false, more particularly that your flight from 
Frankfurt to Dublin on 11 December 2017 had been subject to engine failure, had been 
forced to land in Amsterdam, causing a delayed arrival in Dublin, and that this had led you 
to be stressed and to drink alcohol on your flight; and. 

1(B) In relation to 1(A) above your conduct was dishonest; 

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

 
 
 
 

 
7. This matter is listed for a final substantive hearing.  

 
8. Prior to the commencement of the hearing, Dr Fures 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). He offered to remove his name from the Register and offered not to reapply 
for restoration to the Register. That application, as well as his offers, were made in 
writing in an undated letter received by the College prior to the commencement of the 
hearing.  
 

9. The College made written submissions, dated 22 February 2021, objecting to the 
application on the basis of three main factors. Those submissions were elaborated 
upon orally by Miss Curtis before the Committee: 
 

i. previous cases before the Disciplinary Committee where such an application was 
accepted, related to Respondents of retirement age and/ or where there is no 
intention to practise veterinary surgery in the future. In this case Dr Fures is not of 
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retirement age and there is a clear indication that he intends to practise in the 
future;  
 

ii. Dr Fures is practising in the Republic of Ireland (where the College has no 
jurisdiction). If the Committee were to make a finding of disgraceful conduct in a 
professional respect, the College could pass that finding to the Veterinary Council 
of Ireland, which could decide, if it wished, to take any action. In contrast, if the 
hearing is adjourned sine die, there would be no finding against Dr Fures which 
could be passed to that regulator; 

 
iii. in fairness to Dr Fures, while dishonesty is a serious issue, the nature of the 

dishonesty charged is not such that it would inevitably lead to removal or 
suspension. Therefore an undertaking to be removed and never to reapply for 
restoration would be a self-imposed sanction of erasure which may be 
disproportionate to the nature of the charge.  
 

10. Dr Fures gave oral evidence in support of his application. He confirmed that he was 
practising in the Republic of Ireland and that he had been since 2014. He told the 
Committee that between 2005 and 2009 he had worked in small animal practice. He 
had since developed his practice in the area of large animal practice, particularly the 
management of dairy herds. He had to cease this once he received his driving ban as 
he was not able to drive, and was currently working in small animal practice again. 
However, his hope was to return to large animal practice in the Republic of Ireland in 
the future. He stated that he did not intend to practise veterinary surgery in the UK.  

 
11. Dr Fures, in his evidence, accepted that he had given the College wrong information 

as referred to in Charge 1A, although he told the Committee that he was not 
dishonest in doing so. He reiterated his application on the basis that he felt that he 
had done something wrong and therefore did not “have a healthy relationship with the 
College”. He stated that he wanted to offer removal from the Register before he was 
erased, although he did, on questioning from Miss Curtis, say that he understood that 
erasure was not the only potential sanction open to the Committee.  
 

12. The Committee had before it the Inquiry bundle, which included a witness statement 
and documentary evidence relied on by the College, as well as a series of previous 
decisions of the Disciplinary Committee which dealt with the same application as 
made by the Respondent today.  
 

13. In coming to its decision, the Committee took into account the evidence of Dr Fures, 
his written undated application to adjourn sine die, and the submissions of Miss 
Curtis. The Committee also took into account the advice of the Legal Assessor.  
 

14. 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.  
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15. The Committee took into account previous decisions of the Disciplinary Committee 
regarding an application to adjourn sine die on the basis of undertakings made by 
Respondents in those cases. The cases which the Committee took into account were 
RCVS v Chalkley (2020), RCVS v Wilson (2020), 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.  

 
16. 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 Respondent has had an established career with no disciplinary 

findings against him; 
 

iii. the Respondent has not retired and wishes to continue practising;  
 

iv. if there is a finding of disgraceful conduct in a professional respect, that 
information will be passed to Dr Fures’ regulator in the Republic of 
Ireland.  

 
 

17. The Committee bore in mind Rules 22.1 and 28.2 of the 2004 Rules which allow for 
the Committee, in principle, to allow an adjournment of the kind sought.  
 

18. The Committee also bore in mind Rule 22.4 of the 2004 Rules which states that: 
 
“In deciding whether to postpone or adjourn a hearing, the Committee shall have 
regard to all of the circumstances and to the interests of justice” 
 

19. The Committee was of the view that the appropriate starting point was that if an 
allegation has been made against a veterinary surgeon, the interests of justice 
suggest that such an allegation should be heard and decided upon, unless there is a 
good reason not to.  

 
20. Dr Fures is of relatively young age, and he wishes to continue practising in the 

Republic of Ireland, where the College’s jurisdiction does not extend. The Committee 
noted that the charges do not directly relate to any harm caused to animals. However, 
if proven, a finding of dishonesty directly relating to a Respondent’s formal 
communications with their regulator may potentially give rise to concerns for the 
welfare of animals in relation to matters such as certification, record keeping, or other 
formalities relating to the health and welfare of animals. The Committee was of the 
view that in the context of Dr Fures’ professional circumstances, it could not be said 
that Dr Fures’ proposed undertakings uphold the public interest in maintaining 
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confidence in the profession and upholding proper standards of conduct and 
behaviour. 
 

 
21. The Committee agreed with the College that, on the face of it,  the nature of the 

dishonesty charged did not mean that erasure was inevitable, and therefore, in the 
case of Dr Fures, who was 42 years of age, and wished to continue practising, albeit 
outside the UK, the Committee did not consider that  it would be fair or proportionate 
to accede to a self-imposed removal from the Register.  
 

22. In addition, the Committee noted from the previous cases before the Disciplinary 
Committee, that a relevant factor was expediency in avoiding a final hearing which 
would involve time, expense, and the attendance of witnesses. In this case, this 
matter was listed for a final hearing to take place today and tomorrow, if the 
Committee did not accede to Dr Fures’ application. There is one witness for the 
College, who is available to attend, although both parties have agreed that his 
attendance is not necessary. It appeared to the Committee that the need for 
expediency as one factor (of many) to consider in deciding whether or not to adjourn 
sine die, did not apply here.  

 
23. As a result of the above factors, the Committee decided that this is a case in which 

the public interest, confidence in the profession, and, potentially, 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, as well as the interests of both 
parties, the Committee decided not to accede to the Respondent’s application.  
 

 
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  
1 MARCH 2021  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 


