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Background 

 
1. At the time of the incidents referred to in the Charges before the Committee, Dr 

Fures was practising as a veterinary surgeon in the Republic of Ireland.   
 

2. The Charges relate to the disclosure to the College by Dr Fures of a conviction which 
he received on 20 December 2018 for driving with excess alcohol in the Republic of 
Ireland. It is alleged that following his disclosure of that conviction, on the request of 
the College, on or around 14 April 2020,  to provide a statement explaining the 
circumstances of the offence, he provided false information as set out in Charge 1A. 
It is also alleged that he was dishonest in doing so, as alleged in Charge 1B.  
 

 
Decision on the Facts 

 
 

3. The Committee read the College’s bundle of evidence which included the witness 
statement of Michael Hepper (MH), Chief Investigator in the Professional Conduct 
Department of the College. The Committee was informed that MH was available for 
any questions, but that Dr Fures accepted the contents of his witness statement and 
did not require him to attend.  

 



4. The Committee itself considered whether MH should attend as a live witness, but 
concluded that this was not necessary, on the basis that his evidence was not 
disputed, and that his witness statement was primarily based upon documentary 
evidence, which he exhibited to his witness statement, and which Dr Fures did not 
challenge. The Committee was also mindful, bearing in mind that Dr Fures was 
acting in person,  that it could call MH at any time during the hearing prior to making 
its findings on facts, should it wish to ask him questions, to probe any gaps or 
inconsistencies in his evidence. The Committee was therefore satisfied that it was 
fair for MH’s witness statement to be read.  

 
5. The Committee heard the oral evidence of Dr Fures.  

 
 

6. In coming to its decision the Committee had regard to all the evidence both oral and 
documentary as well as the submissions from both sides. 
 

7. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor. The Committee was 
aware that the burden is wholly on the College to prove its case and that there is no 
burden on Dr Fures to prove his innocence of the charges. The standard of proof to 
be applied when considering whether the charges are made out is that the 
Committee must be sure. The Legal Adviser reminded the Panel that the Registrant 
is of good character in respect of the dishonesty charge, and that this must be taken 
into account by the Panel when considering his credibility and his propensity to act 
dishonestly.  
 

8. The Committee assessed the evidence of MH and the weight which it should be 
given. The Committee bore in mind that MH’s evidence was not  challenged by Dr 
Fures. It was hearsay evidence because MH did not attend to give oral evidence. 
However, the Committee considered that it had significant weight. MH was a 
professional witness, being an employee of the College, and his evidence was 
primarily based upon documents which he exhibited.  
 

9. The Committee considered the evidence of Dr Fures, and in assessing his oral 
evidence, was of the view that he was often vague or inconsistent in his answers to 
questions from Miss Curtis, and this on occasion made his evidence unclear. An 
example of such inconsistency is that when he was asked whether he understood 
the importance of providing his regulator with accurate information, he stated that he 
did, but that he was not aware at the time that the circumstances which led to the 
conviction were as important as the conviction itself. An example of vagueness is 
that he stated that he had seen a psychiatrist in Croatia, because he had been 
concerned as to how he had believed the circumstances which he had relayed to the 
College, and which were clearly untrue, as he subsequently discovered. When he 
was asked if he had obtained a report, his replies related to the lack of public health 
care in the Republic of Ireland, and preferring to seek medical help in Croatia, and he 
did not answer the question.  
 



Charge 1A 
 

10. Dr Fures admitted this charge.  
 

11. The Committee therefore found Charge 1A proved.  
 

 
Charge 1B 
 

12. Dr Fures denied this charge.  
 

13. The evidence of MH was that, having carried out some research online, and having 
contacted the airline in question, Dr Fures had given false information  to the College 
about his journey on 20 December 2018. MH’s evidence was that, contrary to Dr 
Fures’ statement given to the College on 14 April 2020,  Dr Fures’ flight from 
Frankfurt to Dublin on 11 December 2017 had not been subject to engine failure, and 
had not been forced to land in Amsterdam, causing a delayed arrival in Dublin. 
Accordingly, such events had not led him to be stressed and drink alcohol on his 
flight.  
 

14. By virtue of his admission to Charge 1A, Dr Fures accepted that the statement which 
he gave to the College dated 14 April 2020 about the circumstances surrounding the 
conviction, was false, as set out in Charge 1A. Dr Fures also accepted the version of 
events which had been uncovered by MH during his research. MH had established 
that the flight from Frankfurt to Dublin had not been diverted at all. The same aircraft 
which left Frankfurt later arrived at Dublin. The flight had been delayed, but as a 
result of a defect in the aircraft before it left Frankfurt, and not engine failure, nor had 
there been a change of aircraft at any stage. Additionally, the results of MH’s 
research were that the flight had been 1 hour and 26 minutes late leaving Frankfurt, 
but had made up some time en route, and arrived 1 hour 9 minutes late in Dublin.  
 
 

15.  Dr Fures was confronted with the correct version of events by MH in an email dated 
19 May 2020. Dr Fures replied the same day, stating that he was surprised, that the 
information he had provided was based on his memory, and that he accepted that he 
had been “wrong”. He also stated: 
 
“details I gave you were not intended to mitigate my responsibility for the crime I 
committed, and I’m taking responsibility for the same in full”. 

 
16. In giving his evidence Dr Fures explained that he had genuinely believed that his 

statement to the College had been true at the time he gave it.  He also stated that he 
believed that he had created a false memory, having subconsciously invented facts. 
He stated that this may well have been because he was extremely ashamed of his 
behaviour, which he accepted was very serious. It had impacted hugely upon his life 
and his family, and he accepted that he had acted irresponsibly. He told the 



Committee that he had found the conviction a “horrible process”, that he was thankful 
that no one was injured, and that he remembers it every day. He told the Committee 
that he did not make the statement to “achieve something” and that he was not 
dishonest.  

 
17. The Committee considered Dr Fures’ evidence carefully.  The Committee noted that 

when he was asked whether he understood the importance of providing his regulator 
with accurate information, he stated that he did, but that he was not aware at the time 
that the circumstances which led to the conviction were as important as the 
conviction itself. The Committee found this to be inconsistent and unclear. If he 
understood the importance of providing accurate information, the Committee would 
expect that Dr Fures would understand that all the information he gave to the College 
should be accurate.  
 

18. The Committee considered Dr Fures’ evidence that when he read MH’s email 
informing him of the results of MH’s research he was so shocked and struck by how 
he had believed such a different version of events, that he wondered if he was of 
“sane mind” . His evidence was that he had an appointment with a psychiatrist in 
Croatia, and sought advice as to how he could have constructed such a version of 
events in his mind, which were obviously incorrect. He stated he was advised that his 
mind could create a memory, especially if he had been under stress, which he had. 
When asked if he had obtained a psychiatric report, he did not answer this directly, 
and instead referred to the lack of a public health system in the Republic of Ireland, 
and how he went to Croatia if he needed medical help. The Committee therefore did 
not have an medical or expert report to support this aspect of Dr Fures’ evidence.  
 

19. The Committee considered Dr Fures’ evidence that the statement which he gave to 
the College on 14 April 2020 was in fact copied and pasted from a statement which 
he had given to his solicitor for the purposes of the criminal court hearing which dealt 
with the drink driving charge. Dr Fures stated that he had been advised by his 
solicitor that the circumstances which he had related were not relevant for the court 
hearing, and had not been used. The Committee was not persuaded that this went in 
any significant way to establishing that Dr Fures believed the account he gave the 
College in April 2020. The letter he had written to his solicitor was designed to 
provide mitigating circumstances, and was in the event not utilised in the criminal 
case. That letter to his solicitor was not before the Committee, and therefore the 
Committee did not have a chance to assess it. However, according to the evidence 
of Dr Fures, it was copied and pasted into his statement to the College. It therefore 
related a much more difficult and stressful scenario, namely in-flight engine failure, 
and a forced landing in Amsterdam, than that which actually occurred. The 
Committee was not persuaded that Dr Fures’ evidence of such a letter written to his 
solicitor supported his contention of a genuine belief in his statement to the College, 
because the letter to the solicitor was in itself, on Dr Fures’ own evidence, a 
document designed to provide mitigating circumstances for the criminal offence. 
 

20. The Committee considered the evidence of MH, which, again, Dr Fures does not 
dispute, that when he disclosed his conviction to the College, he stated that he had 



received a disqualification from driving for 2 years. In his oral evidence, Dr Fures 
accepted that the sentence he had received included a 3 year disqualification, but 
that he had declared that it was 2 years because he was aware that if he committed 
no further offences, the disqualification would be reduced to 2 years, and he also 
referred to the chaotic nature of the criminal court hearing, and the lack of 
information provided to him about his sentence by the court. While Dr Fures is not 
charged with providing incorrect information as to the sentence, the Committee was 
of the view that this is relevant evidence. Dr Fures is an intelligent and professional 
person, who, the Committee is sure, would have understood the nature of his 
sentence. There is no suggestion from Dr Fures, that he made a mistake in giving 
such information to the College, or that he was unsure of his sentence. As such, the 
Committee was satisfied, so that it was sure, that Dr Fures gave such information to 
minimise the sentence he had received, and therefore present it as less serious to 
the College.  
 

21. The Committee considered Dr Fures’ evidence that he had in fact been drinking 
alcohol for a significant time before he was arrested for drink driving. His evidence 
was that he had in fact been drinking on the first leg of his journey, namely the flight 
from Zagreb to Frankfurt. The Committee carefully considered whether being under 
the influence of alcohol during his flights caused him to construct a version of events 
which he genuinely believed to be true at the time, and which he continued to believe 
for a significant time until April 2020. After carefully considering this, the Committee 
did not accept this for the following reasons. Firstly, the events of a forced landing at 
Amsterdam due to engine failure, as well as boarding a different flight are somewhat 
unusual, stressful, and indeed potentially frightening events. The evidence of Dr 
Fures was that he was able to telephone his wife and have a routine conversation 
with her when the plane was waiting to depart Frankfurt. Further, on arrival at Dublin, 
he was able to plan the transfer of his veterinary equipment to his wife’s car from his 
own which was parked in the airport car park, and he was able to locate his car in 
that car park, and drive it some way before being stopped by police. In such 
circumstances, the Committee was not persuaded that Dr Fures was intoxicated to 
such a level that  this caused him to genuinely misremember the events which he 
gave to the College.  
 

22. As part of this consideration, the Committee also considered Dr Fures’ evidence that 
when he telephoned his wife when he was in the plane, she heard an announcement 
which mentioned Amsterdam, she asked him if he was in Amsterdam, and due to the 
influence of alcohol he replied that he thought he was. The Committee did not 
consider that this was plausible, considering that he just boarded the flight in 
Frankfurt, and there was no evidence to suggest that he had not been aware that he 
was in Frankfurt when boarding. 
 

23. The Committee also took into account that the statement which Dr Fures provided in 
April 2020, and which is the subject of this charge, was not one which he was 
compelled to provide in a hurry, which might have made it more likely that it was 
done by mistake or in a distracted manner. He had the time to consider carefully 
what information to provide. 
 



24. As a result of all the reasons set out above, the Committee was not persuaded that 
there was any other explanation in this case, other than that Dr Fures gave false 
information, in an attempt to paint a picture of a far more difficult and stressful 
journey than had actually occurred. For the reasons set out above, the Committee is 
not persuaded that he could have genuinely misremembered such striking and 
frightening events of a forced landing in Amsterdam due to engine failure.  

 
25. As such, the Committee concluded that he wished to mislead the College by 

providing an account which he knew was untrue. This was to provide a background 
which would explain, when he knew it was not true, that he became intoxicated 
because of the stress of such a difficult journey, in an attempt to minimise his actions 
in driving under the influence of alcohol, to mitigate against the seriousness of the 
conviction before the College, and in order to minimise the consequences of his 
conviction in terms of any action the College may have taken against him.  
 

26. For all the reasons set out above, the Committee was sure that Dr Fures knowingly 
gave false information about the events on his journey, as set out in Charge 1A, in 
attempt to mislead the College as set out above. The Committee was sure that in the 
circumstances, this was dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people. 

 
27. The Committee therefore found Charge 1B proved. 
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