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Decision on Sanction  

1. Miss Curtis referred the Committee to the “Disciplinary Committee Sanctions 

Guidance” (“the Guidance”) published in August 2020 , including para. 76 of that 

Guidance which deals with dishonesty. Miss Curtis confirmed that there have been 

no other previous findings against Dr Fures. 

 

2. Dr Fures addressed the Committee. He expressed remorse for all of the events 

which had led to this stage in proceedings. He stated that he had developed insight 

into his behaviour from the moment when MH had informed him of the results of his 

research, and that he had become even more aware of the need for precise honesty 

in every detail when he is giving an account. Dr Fures stated that the consequences 

which ensued from his dishonesty have changed him in a positive way, and he was 

“very grateful” that they had occurred, stating that he will become a better person, 

and a better professional, if he is allowed to practise in future.  Dr Fures stated that 

he was aware of the importance of honesty, as well as the importance of the trust of 

the public in veterinary surgeons and other professionals. He told the Committee that 



he was “extremely sorry and ashamed” that he had been found dishonest. He stated 

that that the finding was “very hard” on him, and that he will never be dishonest to 

anyone again, whether his regulatory body or any other person. He repeated this 

assertion a number of times. Dr Fures told the Committee that he was not asking for 

“mercy” but wanted the “proper” sanction. He told the Committee that he had never 

received any complaints about his  work and that he had never lied or taken 

advantage of members of the public, and referred to his work in small animal practice 

where owners of animals can be vulnerable. 

 

3. The Committee took into account the submissions and accepted the advice of the 

Legal Assessor.  

 
4. The Committee had in mind that Sanction is a matter for its own independent 

judgment. The primary purpose of the available sanctions is not to punish but: (i) to 

protect the welfare of animals, (ii) to maintain public confidence in the profession and 

(iii) to declare and uphold proper standards of conduct. The Committee was mindful 

that in the case before it, there is no concern about the welfare of animals, rather, as 

has already been decided, it is public confidence in the profession that needs to be 

upheld. The Committee was aware that any sanction imposed must be proportionate 

to the nature and extent of the conduct and to the maintenance of appropriate 

standards expected of members of the veterinary profession and must weigh the 

seriousness of the professional misconduct and the public interest with and against 

the interests of the Respondent. No greater sanction should be imposed than is 

absolutely necessary.  

 

5. The Committee took into account the following mitigating factors: no previous 

regulatory findings against Dr Fures or any previous conviction for dishonesty; 

remorse; no actual harm or risk of harm to any animal; no concerns raised about Dr 

Fures’ practice; no repetition of the dishonest conduct and the demonstration of 

some insight. 

 

6. The Committee took into account the following aggravating factors: deliberate 

dishonesty which was sustained, and the seeking of personal gain as a result of the 

dishonesty. 

 



7. The Committee’s starting point was that dishonesty is a serious matter.  In the case 

of Dr Fures, the Committee took into account the context of the dishonesty, which 

was that Dr Fures disclosed a conviction as he was obliged to do. The dishonesty 

related to the disclosure of the surrounding, extraneous circumstances. The 

Committee also took into account that no member of the public or an animal was 

caused loss or suffering as a result of his dishonesty. The Committee took the view 

that the dishonesty did undermine the College’s statutory and regulatory processes, 

however, in these circumstances, the dishonesty was not at the highest level.  

 

8. The Committee also considered the level of insight into the dishonesty demonstrated 

by Dr Fures. The Committee was of the view that he had demonstrated a degree of 

insight. He expressed remorse and shame regarding the finding of dishonesty, and 

he demonstrated an understanding of the impact of such a finding on public 

confidence in the profession. Having heard from him, the Committee was satisfied 

that the regulatory process has affected him significantly and has had a salutary 

effect upon him. The Committee was satisfied that there was a low risk of him 

repeating his dishonesty in the future.  

 
 

9. The Committee considered the available sanctions in reverse order of seriousness. 

  

10. The Committee first considered whether to take no further action, but decided that 

this was not appropriate as it would not address the need to uphold public confidence 

in the profession. The dishonesty is not at the least serious level, and therefore was 

too serious for this outcome to be proportionate.  

 

11. The Committee considered and discounted a postponement of judgment on the basis 

that this is not a case concerning professional standards or competency where a 

postponement could have some value.  

 

12. The Committee went on to consider whether the sanction of a Reprimand and/ or 

Warning as to future conduct was an appropriate sanction. The Committee 

considered paragraphs 66 and 67 of the Guidance in this regard. The Committee has 



already expressed the view that the dishonesty is towards the lower end of the 

spectrum of gravity, albeit it was unacceptable. In addition, there is no future risk to 

animals arising from his case, a low risk of repetition of the dishonesty, and there is 

some evidence of insight.  

 

13. The Committee took into account the salutary effect of these proceedings on the 

Registrant. In addition, it took the view that a finding of dishonesty is a serious 

matter, which will remain on his regulatory record. The Committee weighed demands 

of the public interest, the mitigating and aggravating factors, as well as the level of 

dishonesty, the degree of insight shown, and the low risk of repetition.  The 

Committee concluded that both a Reprimand as to the dishonest conduct and a 

Warning as to any future conduct is sufficient and proportionate in this case to meet 

the need to maintain public confidence in the profession and uphold proper 

standards. 

 
14. The Committee also went on to consider a Suspension. The Committee was mindful 

that Dr Fures is practising in the Republic of Ireland, and that any suspension 

imposed by this Committee will not have the direct effect of suspending him from his 

practice in the Republic of Ireland. However, it is the case that it is open to the 

College to inform the Veterinary Council of Ireland (and/ or any other relevant 

regulator) of the findings which the Committee has made, and it will be for that 

regulator to decide what action, if any to take. The Committee was of the view that, in 

light of the factors set out in the previous paragraph, a Suspension would be 

disproportionate in any event. 

 

15. The Committee therefore decided, in the particular circumstances of this case, to 

impose a Reprimand and Warning on the basis that it would be proportionate in order 

to maintain public confidence in the profession and declare and uphold proper 

standards of conduct and behaviour in light of the nature of the dishonesty.  
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