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ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS 

 
INQUIRY RE: 

 
 

KAREN TRACEY HANCOCK RVN 
 

 

_______________________________ 

 

DECISION ON SANCTION 

_______________________________ 

1. Ms Curtis on behalf of the College referred the Committee to the Disciplinary 

Committee Sanctions Guidance (updated in August 2020).  

 

2. Ms Curtis submitted that the Committee should consider carefully whether postponing 

the sanction was appropriate in this case because the Respondent had not adequately 

engaged with the proceedings and she was therefore not in a position to give 

undertakings which would apply to any decision on postponement.  

 

3. Ms Curtis further asked the Committee to consider that the following aggravating 

factors applied in deciding on the appropriate sanction in this case:  

 

  

 

ii) C – Dishonesty – on the basis of the findings of fact for charges 1- 4. 

iii) E – Pre-meditated conduct – on the basis that the Respondent had made a 

false claim from 2015 which she had pursued until 2019. 

iv) F – Financial gain – on the basis that the Respondent had sought to gain 

financially from making a false civil claim from her employers. 

v) R – No insight into the disgraceful conduct – the Respondent had not shown 

any insight and she had continued to deny the charges  
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4. Ms Curtis also invited the Committee to consider the following mitigating factors were 

applicable in deciding on the sanction:  

 

i) G  - a long and unblemished career – there were no previous disciplinary 

findings against the Respondent 

ii)  

iii) L  -  significant lapse of time since the incident.  

 

 

5. Ms Hancock sent the following written submission to the Committee prior to the 

Committee considering sanction:  

 

“Only that .. if I am removed from the register I effectively loose my job - which I 

appreciate  which in turn I will lose my home 

along with my cats.  

  

I am 52 .. I’m not going back in to nursing ..  

 

 

I have been offered a position of 16hrs a week doing administrative duties which I need 

my post nominals for .  

  

So I politely ask not to be removed from the register for the above reasons.” (sic) 

 

DECISION AND REASONS  

 

6. The Committee accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The advice and the 

Committee’s decision on disgraceful conduct were sent to the Respondent and she 

was invited to make any further submissions. No further submissions other than those 

at paragraph 5 above were received from her.  

 

7. The Committee took into account the submissions from the College and from the 

Respondent. It further referred to the Disciplinary Committee Manual (updated 

September 2013), the Disciplinary Committee Sanctions Guidance for Veterinary 

Surgeons (updated August 2020) and the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons 

Veterinary Nurse Conduct and Discipline Rules 2014 (rules 11 and 13). 

 

8. It decided that the  aggravating factors set out above at paragraphs 3 were applicable 

in this case.  

 
9. It further accepted that the Respondent had a long and unblemished career prior to its 

findings in this case. The Committee noted that the Consent Order made in the County 

Court was made on 19 June 2019 and therefore the lapse of time was largely due to 

the Respondent pursuing a civil claim. It considered that the College understandably 

wanted to await the outcome of those proceedings before the disciplinary proceedings 

were heard. It also noted that Covid 19 was likely to have caused some further delay 

to disciplinary proceedings being heard and it therefore took the delay of approximately 

eighteen months into account as a mitigating factor.  
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11. The Committee decided that due to the seriousness of its findings action was required

in this case.

12. The Committee decided

 it was not in the public interest or in the Respondent’s own 

interest to postpone judgement in this case for a period of up to two years. The 

Committee referred to paragraph 57 of the Disciplinary Committee Sanctions 

Guidance for Veterinary Surgeons regarding when postponement should be 

considered.  It was satisfied that the Respondent had provided no evidence of insight 

into the seriousness of the misconduct. Furthermore the Committee did not consider 

from her email (at paragraph 5 above) that she would be willing to comply with 

undertakings; for example to not work as a veterinary nurse. It also did not consider 

that it was possible to formulate undertakings that would address the risk of repetition 

of future similar conduct.  

13. The Committee went on to consider whether a ‘reprimand or warning as to future

conduct’ was the appropriate sanction in this case. It noted that the Disciplinary

Committee Sanctions Guidance for Veterinary Surgeons at paragraph 67 states that

this sanction is appropriate if the disgraceful conduct in a professional respect, is at

the lower end of the spectrum of seriousness and that there is evidence of insight and

there is no future risk to the public. The Committee noted that none of those factors

were applicable in this case. It therefore decided that a warning or reprimand was not

appropriate in this case because the misconduct was too serious and there was no

evidence of insight from the Respondent.

14. The Committee went on to consider whether a ‘suspension order’ was the appropriate

sanction in this case. Such a sanction according to the Disciplinary Committee

Sanctions Guidance for Veterinary Surgeons is appropriate (paragraph 68) ‘where the

misconduct is sufficiently serious to warrant more than a reprimand but not sufficiently

serious to justify removal from the register’. It noted that at paragraph 71 suspension

was appropriate where the veterinary nurse has insight into the seriousness of the

misconduct and there is no significant risk of repeat behaviour. It further noted that

paragraph 76 which stated that

“Proven dishonesty has been held to come at the ‘top end’ of the spectrum of gravity

of disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. In such cases, the gravity of the matter

may flow from the possible consequences of the dishonesty as well as the dishonesty

itself. The Privy Council has, in a case involving dishonesty, provided guidance on the

distinction between removal and suspension from the register.” (paragraph 76)
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15. The Committee acknowledged that the Respondent was physically unwell with her 

knee between 2015 and 2019. However there was no evidence that her health had 

caused her to commit the misconduct. It noted the representations that the 

Respondent made regarding the need to support herself financially but the Committee 

determined that the public interest outweighed the Respondent’s own interests in this 

case because the proven dishonesty in the circumstances in which it took place was 

fundamentally incompatible with continued professional registration.  

 

16. In the Committee’s judgment without any evidence of remorse or insight by the 

Respondent a suspension order could not meet the public interest in this case. It 

therefore concluded that removal of the Respondent’s name from the register was the 

proportionate and appropriate sanction in this case.  

 
         

           DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  

           21 JANUARY 2021 

 
 

 

 

 

 




