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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 

 
INQUIRY RE: 

 
 

KAREN TRACEY HANCOCK RVN 
 

 

_______________________________ 

 

DECISION ON FINDINGS OF FACT 

_______________________________ 

 

 

 

SERVICE  

 

1. The Notice of Inquiry was sent to the Respondent on 25 November 2020, by first 

class post, recorded delivery and by email.  

 

2. On 23 December 2020, the College’s solicitors served the Inquiry Bundle and 

Unused Material bundle on the Respondent.  

 

3. On 23 December 2020, the Clerk to the Disciplinary Committee emailed the 

Respondent to ask if she had received the link for the virtual Case Management 

Conference fixed for 4 January 2021.  

 

4. On 3 January 2021 the Respondent replied, stating that she was on long-term sick 

leave   

 

5. On 4 January 2021, the Clerk asked the Respondent to confirm whether she was 

content for the substantive hearing to go ahead in her absence, or whether she 

was asking for an adjournment. She was also asked to supply a doctor’s certificate.  
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6. The Respondent replied and attached a doctor’s certificate  

. She later provided another doctor’s certificate 

dated 11 January 2021 which stated that she was unfit for work  

 It did not indicate whether she was fit to 

participate in the disciplinary hearing. She told the Clerk to the Committee in an 

email that she was happy for the hearing to go ahead without her. She said she 

did not wish it to be adjourned as it had been “rumbling on for over 5 years now 

which in my opinion is absurd”. 

 

7. The Case Management Conference (CMC) went ahead on 4 January 2021 in the 

Respondent’s absence. 

8. On 6 January 2021 the College sent a letter by email to the Respondent suggesting 

various routes by which she might be able to seek pro bono legal representation 

or assistance because she had told the Clerk to the Committee that she could not 

afford legal representation.  

9. The Respondent emailed the Clerk to the Committee in response to that letter 

confirming that she would not attend the hearing and that she would not be 

attending a second CMC listed to take place on 11 January 2021. She set out a 

number of comments on the College’s evidence in that email. 

10. On 11 January 2021, a second CMC went ahead in the Respondent’s absence. 

11. The Respondent had raised the possibility of voluntary removal from the register  

in her correspondence with the Clerk to the Committee but she indicated that she 

had decided against pursuing that because she was not admitting the charges. 

12. Following that hearing on 11 January 2021, the Clerk sent an email to the 

Respondent setting out three clear options to the Respondent, (i) namely, applying 

to be removed voluntarily from the register without any admissions to the charges 

but with signed undertakings (which had been previously attached to the letter sent 

by the College to her) (ii) having the disciplinary hearing go ahead in her absence, 

or (iii) seeking an adjournment so that she could attend the hearing at a later date 

when her health had improved.  

13. The Respondent confirmed, by email on 12 January 2021, that she was content 

with option (ii) namely, for the disciplinary hearing to go ahead in her absence. 

 

DECISION ON SERVICE  

 

14. The Committee was satisfied from the bundle of correspondence prepared by the 

College in relation to proceeding in absence, that the Respondent was aware of 
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the disciplinary proceedings and that she had been properly served the required 

accompanying documentation with 28 days’ notice as set out under  Rule 5.1, 5.2 

and 5.5. of the Veterinary Surgeons and Veterinary Practitioners (Disciplinary 

Committee) (Procedure and Evidence) Rules Order of Council 2004.  

 

15. The Committee was further satisfied that the Respondent was aware of the hearing 

date and charges because she had responded by email to the College indicating 

that she wished for the hearing to proceed in her absence.  

 

DECISION ON PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE  

 

16. The Committee decided to proceed in the absence of the Respondent. It noted that 

she had specifically asked for the hearing to proceed in her absence. Furthermore 

that application was supported by Ms Curtis’s application, made on behalf of the 

College, to proceed in the Respondent’s absence.  

 

17. In deciding whether or not it was fair to proceed in the Respondent’s absence the 

Committee considered the factors set out by the legal assessor derived from 

caselaw. In making its decision the Committee noted the following:  

 

i) It was unlikely that the Respondent would attend a hearing if the hearing 

was adjourned because she had not given any indication that she would 

do so. 

ii) The Respondent had not asked for an adjournment despite having been 

offered that option. 

iii) It was unlikely that if the case was adjourned that the Respondent would 

be legally represented at a future date. The Respondent had been 

offered contacts for pro bono legal representation but no representative 

was present.  

iv) The Respondent had not provided any explanation as to why she had 

not sought pro bono legal representation.  

v) The Respondent had provided some representations to the College 

regarding questions she wished to ask the various witnesses in an email 

dated 11 January 2021 and she had not provided any further 

representations since that date despite being offered the opportunity to 

do so.  

vi) The Committee would offer the Respondent the opportunity to make 

further submissions in writing as the proceedings progressed by 

informing her of any decisions the Committee made. 

vii) The matters in question were old, dating back to 2015-2016 and 

therefore it was in all parties interests that the disciplinary hearing 

proceeded forthwith. 

viii) The risk of the Committee reaching the wrong conclusion in the 

Respondent’s absence had to be weighed against any further delay 
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which would affect the memory of the witnesses. The Committee had 

received some comments and questions from the Respondent about the 

witness statements in the inquiry bundle. 

ix) It was unlikely that any further adjournment would reduce the risk of a

Committee reaching a wrong conclusion since the Respondent did not

indicate she was going to supply further representations.

x) There was no indication regarding when the Respondent might be fit to

participate in the proceedings.

18.  Taking the above matters into consideration the Committee concluded that the 
Respondent had voluntarily waived her right to attend the hearing since she was 
aware of the hearing date. It concluded that the risk of it reaching a wrong 
conclusion was reduced by the fact that it had a statement from the Respondent 
about the events in question made for the purposes of civil proceedings and it had 
written representations from her.

19.  The Committee decided it was in the interests of justice to proceed in the 

Respondent’s absence.

The College’s case

20.  The Respondent started work as a Veterinary Nurse for Alexandra & Hillyfields 
Vets Limited (the practice) in July 2012. The practice has two sites/branches one 
in Clevedon and another in Winscombe.

21.  The charges relate to claims made by the Respondent in relation to an injury to her 
right knee which she suffered in 2015. She claimed that she had sustained the 
injury whilst working at the practice.

22.  The practice had two directors at the material time, namely Tim Wilson MRCVS 
and Robert Kilby MRCVS. The Respondent worked at the practice for 
approximately four years, leaving on 11 March 2016 following a long period of sick 
leave which began on 15 December 2015.

23.  The Respondent claims she sustained a right knee injury at the practice whilst 
assisting in the moving of the dead bodies of two large dogs after they had been 
euthanased on two separate dates.  The euthanasias she referred to took place 
on 13 August 2015 and 29 August 2015.

24.  The Respondent’s medical records show that she had a pre-existing injury to her 
right knee which she sustained in approximately 1997 following a riding accident.
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25. On 13 August 2015, Mr Wilson euthanased a dog named Cezar at the Clevedon 

branch of the practice. Mr Wilson states that, after the euthanasia of Cezar, he 

dragged rather than lifted the body (which was in a bag) to a shed, to await 

collection.  When a driver, Mr Reeves arrived soon afterwards to collect the body, 

Mr Wilson helped him move the body into the van from the garden gate.  Mr Wilson 

stated that the Respondent did not assist him in carrying or dragging the bag.  

26. Mr Reeves did not give evidence. In his statement he stated that the bag was 

slightly torn but not enough for him to refuse to take it. He said he recalled picking 

up the bag from the garden gate. 

27. On 29 August 2015 Mr Thwaites was working with the Respondent as a locum 

veterinary surgeon at the practice. Towards the end of the day, Mr Thwaites carried 

out euthanasia of a large German Shepherd dog named Bailey.  He recalls that 

together he and the Respondent slid the dog’s body into a large cremation bag.  

Once the body was in the bag, Mr Thwaites dragged it to the freezer. He stated the 

Respondent offered to help him, but he declined and she did not help in dragging 

the bag, but instead held open doors as Mr Thwaites dragged it through.  He then 

lifted the bag and placed the body in the freezer, with the Respondent opening the 

door to the freezer as he did so.  He stated that at no point did the Respondent 

appear to be in any pain, or complain about any pain or discomfort, although Mr 

Thwaites acknowledges that this was the first time he had worked at the practice 

and so it was possible that the Respondent may not have felt that she wished to 

share that with him. 

28. On bank holiday Monday 31 August 2015 the Respondent attended Mr Wilson’s 

house.  She was on crutches.  She told Mr Wilson that she had just come back 

from the fracture clinic at the hospital, that she had hurt her knee and thought she 

had strained it or torn a ligament.  She said that she had thought this was a result 

of assisting Lee Thwaites to carry the body of a large dog two days previously on 

Saturday 29 August 2015.  She said nothing about 13 August 2015.  Mr Wilson 

told her to write what had happened in the practice accident book. 

29. The Respondent was off work on Tuesday 1 September 2015.  She returned to 

work but the different branch on Thursday 3 September 2015 and on that day Mr 

Wilson sent her a reminder to fill in the accident book. 

30. The Respondent first notified her claim to the practice partners in letters dated 26 

November 2015 and 4 December 2015. Mr Kilby received a letter from the 

Respondent dated 26 November 2015. Mr Wilson received a letter dated 4 

December 2015. Mr Wilson opened his letter on 8 December 2015 and he 

immediately notified Mr Kilby.  

31. Mr Wilson and Mr Kilby stated that the letters were the first notice that the 

Respondent had injured herself on 13 August 2015.  
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32. In January 2016, Mr Kilby and Mr Wilson received notification from the 

Respondent’s solicitors of a legal claim against the practice regarding her knee 

injury.  This stated that the period applicable with regard to the injury was 13 August 

2015 to 29 August 2015. 

33. Between 16 December 2015 and 20 December 2015, Mr Kilby had an email 

exchange with the Respondent, asking for an account of what had happened on 

13 and 29 August 2015. 

34. As part of the civil proceedings, the Respondent provided a signed statement dated 

30 June 2017. 

35. The Respondent also served Particulars of Claim dated 13 July 2018. 

36. The matter was listed for a trial and a consent order dated 21 June 2019 was made 

which stated: ‘that the claim was dismissed and that there was no order as to costs 

with the Defendant agreeing not to pursue any allegation of fundamental 

dishonesty in relation to its costs in any further County Court proceedings’.  

37. Mr Wilson and Mr Kilby had by then already reported what they believed to be a 

false and dishonest claim to the RCVS. 

38. The College’s case is that the Respondent did not injure herself at work as a result 

of moving two dogs’ bodies, and that details she gave about the injury were false 

and dishonest.   

39. The College relies on: 

• Evidence of the two veterinary surgeons who carried out the 

euthanasia of the two dogs (Tim Wilson and Lee Thwaites) and who 

moved the bodies afterwards. 

• The Respondent’s medical records 

• The inconsistencies in the Respondent’s accounts as to how she 

sustained the injuries. 

40. The College also relied on Facebook posts indicating that on Sunday 30 August 

2015, the Respondent went to an art exhibition at Weston-Super-Mare. It also 

relied on her having attended Bath Racecourse on 18 October 2015. 

41. It further relied on, the Respondent sending a message in mid-October 2015 to the 

Head Nurse at the practice, asking for an adjustment to her hours to fit around a 

trip to Poland from 28 October 2015 and that she was on holiday when ostensibly 

off work due to illness. 
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42. The College also relied on the Respondent sending a message on 16 November 

2015 to the Head Nurse “God forbid – if one of us were hospitalised due to a cat 

bite – or couldn’t work due to a bite – Would be be paid – as technically one is sick 

and unable to perform ones duties.” (sic) 

43. The College submitted that all the accounts given by the Respondent to various 

people were inconsistent. In addition, the Respondent’s accounts contradicted the 

accounts given by Mr Wilson and Mr Thwaites, who both stated that she did not 

assist them in physically carrying the dogs’ bodies and that they both had been 

unaware of the Respondent suffering an injury at the time. 

The Respondent’s case 

44. The Respondent was absent so the Committee relied on the case she had set out 

in an email dated 11 January 2021 and in a statement signed by her for the 

purposes of civil proceedings dated 30 June 2017. The email commented on the 

statements of Mr Wilson and Mr Kilby.  

45. The Respondent said she injured her knee whilst moving Cezar’s body and that 

she mentioned this to Mr Wilson at the time. She stated she felt a sharp searing 

pain in her knee whilst carrying Cezar down three steps in the garden towards the 

collection point. She says she told Mr Wilson that she felt a ‘twang’ in her knee and 

so they stopped and put Cezar down for her to compose herself for a couple of 

seconds. She said that after doing so they then lifted the dog and carried it to the 

crematorium collection point which is located though the back gate of the garden 

and towards the side entrance of the surgery. 

46. The Respondent also states that she further aggravated her knee injury on 29 

August 2015 when she was assisting Mr Thwaites following the euthanasia of a 

dog called Bailey.  

47. She states that she recorded each incident in the accident book after it happened 

at the time. 

48. The entries in the accident book were as follows: 

“13/8/15 – Karen Hancock RVN 8:45am. Hurt r knee after moving 

Cezar [surname] (50+ kilogram) GSD which was dead. 

29/8/15 – Karen Hancock RVN 12:45pm. Aggravated same knee 

moving Bailey [surname] following PTS”. 

 

Medical Records 
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49. The Respondent’s GP records do not have any entry for 13 August 2015.  The first 

entry after this date is 20 August 2015 The entry refers to knee pain stating that the 

Respondent years ago fell from a horse and damaged her right knee and that she 

damaged cruciates. In the notes, it was recorded that she was operated on. The 

notes further recorded that the Respondent had been stable since then but for the 

‘past 2 weeks she had had increased pain and instability’. It also recorded that this 

“Started after walking along sandy beach and then up steps, anterior knee swelling, 

redness and pain….Since then clunking sensation when turning out and sometimes 

locks and needs to manipulate back into position.” 

50. There is no mention in this GP record of the Respondent reporting that the injury 

had been sustained at work or when carrying or moving anything. 

51. On 31 August 2015, the Respondent attended the Accident and Emergency 

Department of Southmead Hospital in Bristol.  The history in the hospital records 

is: “fell, twisting right knee yesterday, immediate pain but able to weight bear. 

Gradual onset of swelling, now unable to fully extend knee due to pain.” There is 

also a handwritten note on the printed entry which appears to state “46 vet nurse 

twisted knee + slipped of pavement [illegible] pain xrays taken [illegible].” 

52. The clinical records indicate that the Respondent gave a history of having 

sustained the  injury on Sunday 30 August, and that it resulted from a fall. The 

notes record that the Respondent was discharged and referred to the fracture clinic 

within the same Trust. 

53. The hospital records show that the Respondent was seen by the Consultant 

Orthopaedic team in the Southmead Hospital fracture clinic on 1 September 2015.  

The records show that the injury was sustained on 30 August 2015, which is 

consistent with the Accident and Emergency records (although the history refers 

to “yesterday”.  The notes state “She is a forty-six year old Veterinary Nurse who 

had a medial meniscectomy of her right knee twenty years ago.  She has had 

ongoing intermittent pain since then but has been otherwise well.  She fell down a 

kerb yesterday twisting her right knee and has had immediate pain and difficulty 

weight bearing on the rt knee.  She had a gradual onset of swelling over the next 

few hours and she is now unable to fully extend the knee secondary to pain.” 

54. There is also an entry in the GP records which is dated 27 August 2015. It  appears 

from its content to be incorrectly dated because the entry refers to the visits to 

Accident and Emergency and the Fracture clinic which post-dated the 27 August 

2015. Further, the note records that the Respondent was already wearing a knee 

brace. The notes record : “at work 6 days ago, moving an 60kg dead dog and pain 

in rt knee worsened.  Increasing pain and swelling over subsequent 3 days and on 

Monday went to ED – xray inconclusive and 3 days ago seen in fracture clinic and 

had MRI on same day, f/u in acute knee clinic in 2 weeks.   



 9 

55. On 22 September 2015, the Respondent was reviewed at the Southmead Hospital 

acute knee clinic. A letter from an Orthopaedic Clinical Fellow to her GP states: “I 

reviewed Karen, who is a 46 Veterinary Nurse who described twisting her knee 

whilst tripping over a dead dog and then reinjuring her knee when she slipped off 

the pavement developing pain, which she located onto the medial side of her knee.  

She had a previous medial meniscectomy 20 years ago and she describes an 

injury where she thinks she injured her PCL falling off a horse previously.”  

56.  On 14 December 2015, the Respondent was signed off work by her GP.   

Decision and Reasons 

57. The Respondent had received the Inquiry Bundle containing all statements and 

documentary records relied upon, the College’s Openings Submissions and the 

legal advice of the legal assessor after it had been given to the Committee before 

it retired to make its decision on the facts and dishonesty.  

58. The Respondent had also been invited to comment further on the case after the 

Committee had decided to proceed in her absence. She had not done so. 

59.  Before retiring, the Committee received legal advice from the legal assessor which 

included advice on inconsistent statements and hearsay evidence. Upon retiring, 

the Committee reread the Respondent’s signed statement dated 30 June 2017 

made for the purposes of the civil claim and the email comments from the 

Respondent contained in an email dated 11 January 2021. 

60. The Committee found the evidence of Mr Wilson to be credible. It noted that Mr 

Wilson had a particular reason to recall the incident on 29 August 2015 because 

the bag containing Cezar had torn slightly. He further stated the day was 

memorable as he had unusually seen the dog, euthanased it and it had been 

collected by the crematorium within approximately one hour; this allowed him to 

attend a meeting with Mr Kilby which he had thought he would not be able to attend. 

61. The Committee decided to rely on the hearsay evidence of Mr Reeves which 

appeared to assist the Respondent because it left open the possibility that the body 

of Cezar had been moved from the shed to the garden gate by someone other than 

Mr Reeves or Mr Wilson. It noted that the College did not seek to rely on the 

statement but that it had tried to secure Mr Reeves attendance but that he had 

withdrawn his cooperation on 21 December 2020 when he told the College that he 

was retired and he did not wish to attend a hearing. The College had not been able 

to witness summons him because he had not provided an address. The 

Respondent had not challenged the contents of Mr Reeves’s statement in her 

written email comments to the Committee nor had she stated if she wished to rely 

on the evidence he provided when specifically asked by the College. 
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62. The Committee further decided to rely on the history recorded in medical records 

even though such records were documentary hearsay. The Committee was 

satisfied so that it was sure that the accounts recorded in notes by medical 

professionals and the history contained in those notes was accurate and had come 

from the Respondent. It considered that medical professionals would be unlikely to 

record a history for an accident if it was untrue. 

63. The Committee noted that despite having had the opportunity the Respondent had 

not commented on the inconsistent accounts that she had been provided to 

medical professionals about how the injury to her knee had happened. She had 

only explained that she had not pursued her civil claim  

 The Committee noted that the Respondent had emphasised that 

her complaint was not about an injury to her cruciate ligament but was an injury to 

her medial collateral ligament.  

64. However, the Committee had no explanation from the Respondent about the 

inconsistent history contained in the accounts she had given and which had been 

recorded by different medical professionals in the medical notes about how the 

injury had occurred. This had been highlighted to the Respondent in the College’s 

written Opening Submissions. 

65. Whilst the Committee noted that the Respondent had a pre-existing injury and that 

it was possible she could have injured herself at work it was not persuaded that 

she had done so in the manner she described in her statement dated 30 June 2017 

on either 13 August 2015 or 29 August 2015.  

66. The Committee was not persuaded that the Respondent had told Mr Wilson about 

the first injury when it happened and that she had recorded it in the accident book. 

It preferred the evidence of Mr Wilson that he had not known about the Respondent 

being injured at all until she came to his house on 31 August 2015.  

67. The Committee noted that if the Respondent had written both incidents into the 

accident book straight after they happened, then she would have known that any 

injury to her knee was as she stated in the accident book. It therefore considered 

that she would not have told medical professionals that she injured herself by 

walking on sand or by tripping off a pavement or falling down a kerb. Furthermore 

she would have told Mr Wilson that she had recorded the injuries in the accident 

book when she saw him on 31 August 2015. 

68. The Committee preferred the evidence of Mr Wilson about what happened on 13 

August 2015 than the statement from the Respondent. Whilst Mr Wilson had left 

open the possibility that Cezar had been moved by the Respondent from the shed 

to the garden gate, the Respondent did not say that the injury had happened when 

she had moved the dog to the garden gate alone. She stated that the injury had 

taken place when she had been carrying Cezar with Mr Wilson and that she had 
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told Mr Wilson at the time about a ‘twang’ to her knee and that Mr Wilson had 

stopped so she could compose herself. The Committee found it unlikely that if that 

had happened Mr Wilson and the Respondent would then have continued to carry 

the dog with the Respondent having just suffered an injury. Furthermore it 

concluded that Mr Wilson’s account, that he had torn the bag due to dragging it by 

himself was more likely to be true because Mr Reeves confirmed the bag had been 

torn.  

69. The Committee also noted that when the Respondent saw medical professionals 

at an early stage she told them that the pain had started after walking along a 

sandy beach (GP notes of 20 August) and that she had slipped off the pavement 

or that she had fallen down a kerb (Accident and Emergency Records of 31 August 

2015). There was no mention in those records that the injury had been sustained 

at work or when carrying or moving anything. 

70. The Committee noted that the first reference in the Respondent’s clinical records 

to a dog was in the incorrectly dated GP record [dated 27 August 2015], where the 

record stated “at work 6 days ago moving a 60kg dead dog and pain in right knee 

worsened.” It concluded that record was incorrectly dated because it referred to 

the Respondent having already been to Accident and Emergency and to the 

Fracture Clinic.  

71. The Committee further noted that the only other mention in the medical records 

about an injury at work was in the medical records dated 22 October 2015 which 

had recorded that the Respondent had twisted her knee whilst tripping over a dead 

dog and reinjuring her knee when she slipped off the pavement.  

72. The Committee therefore decided that the Respondent had not injured her knee 

whilst at work as she had described. 

73. The Committee also took into account the evidence given by Mr Wilson who stated 

when giving evidence, that he had reviewed the records in the practice after 

receiving the Respondent’s legal claim to see whether there had been any other 

occasion when the Respondent had assisted with the euthanasia of a heavy dog 

and he was able to find an entry a week after the 13 August 2015 for a dog called 

Paddy. He recollected that both of them had moved that dog to the freezer but he 

said the Respondent had not made any complaint about her knee in relation to that 

date or dog in the accident book or to him.  

74. The Committee concluded that if the Respondent had injured herself whilst at work 

with Mr Wilson on 13 August 2015 she would have told Mr Wilson at the time. It 

accepted that his first knowledge about this was three to four months later when 

he received a letter from the Respondent. It was not persuaded by the 

Respondent’s statement that she had told him about a ‘twang’ to her knee on 13 

August 2015 particularly in circumstances where her account had not been tested 
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by cross examination and where she had not explained the inconsistencies in the 

history she had given to others about what caused her a knee injury.  

75. Furthermore, the Committee concluded there is no evidence to support the 

Respondent’s account that she told Mr Wilson about injuring herself at the practice 

on 13 August 2015 or the 29 August 2015. She was asked by Mr Wilson to record 

the incident on the 29 August 2015 in the accident book when she saw him on 31 

August 2015 and she did not say that she had already done so.  

76. The Committee noted that since the Respondent was off work and not working at 

that practice branch again until 19 September 2015 and that Mr Wilson said he had 

sent her a reminder to fill in the accident book on 3 September 2015 it was unlikely 

that she had recorded the incidents at the time they happened in the accident book 

and more likely that she had recorded them together in the accident book after she 

returned to work at the practice on 19 September 2015.  

77. The Committee also noted that the entries in the accident book seemed to be 

written in the same pen and it was therefore possible they had been written at the 

same time.  That supported the College’s case that the Respondent had written 

those entries in the accident book some time later.  

78. The Committee also relied on the fact that Respondent had asked about 

entitlement to sick pay on 16 November 2015 before she had made a claim to the 

practice.  

79. The Committee was not persuaded that the Facebook posts showing the 

Respondent had been to Bath or to Weston Supermare or later on holiday to 

Poland meant that she was not injured. It was satisfied that she was injured but 

that it had not happened in the manner she described at the practice. 

80. Having made the findings above, the Committee discounted the defence that the 

Respondent had a genuine or honest belief she had injured herself at work on 

either occasion. It found her to have made a false claim in respect of both dates. 

81. The Committee therefore found the following charges proved  

Charge 1 – proved by letters from the Respondent contained in the inquiry bundle 

at pages 2-15, 2-16 and 2-17.  

Charge 2 – proved by entries made in the accident book contained in the inquiry 

bundle at pages 3-36. It noted that Mr Wilson asked the head nurse to check the 
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accident book on 7 December 2015 and this was when he was aware that the 

entries had been made.  

Charge 3(a) – proved by a claim form contained in the inquiry bundle at pages 2-

33 to 2-40. 

Charge 3(b) – proved by a signed statement contained in the inquiry bundle at 

pages 6-20 to 6-28.  

Charge 3(c) – proved by particulars of claim contained in the inquiry bundle at 

pages 6-30 to 6-39. 

82.  The Committee then considered whether in relation to the documents referred to 

in Charges 1,2, 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) the Respondent had been dishonest because 

the contents of those documents were false. It was sure that she had been. The 

Committee relied principally on the fact that the Respondent had not told Mr Wilson 

at the time of the incident on 13 August 2015 and that she had not told medical 

professionals thereafter about sustaining an injury to her knee in a different way to 

that which she had later described in a statement dated 30 June 2017. The only 

time she had told a medical professional about an injury at work was when she 

said she had tripped over a dead dog. The Committee decided that her claim that 

she had been injured at work on either the 13 August 2015 or the 29 August 2015 

was false and had been pursued dishonestly in order to make a false claim for 

damages against the practice.  

83. It therefore found Allegation 4 proved and that the Respondent had been dishonest 

about material details regarding a knee injury in relation to her letters (charge 1), 

the accident book (charge 2) and the claim notification form, signed statement and 

particulars of claim (charge 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c).  

 

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  

20 JANUARY 2021 

 




