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___________________________________________________________ 

 

 

1. Ms Padron Vega’s name was removed from the Register following a Decision on Sanction of 

the Disciplinary Committee dated 7 December 2018. 

 

2. Ms Padron Vega had appeared before the RCVS Disciplinary Committee between Monday 

3 and Friday 7 December in relation to four charges against her. 

 

3. The Charges: The first and second Charges alleged that, on or about 3 February 2016, for 

the purposes of an application to the Food Standards Agency for a Certificate of Competence 

under the Welfare of Animals at the Time of Killing Regulations 2015, she backdated two 

separate veterinary witness certificates to 7 December 2015.  

 

4. The third Charge alleged that her acts of backdating were misleading, dishonest and in 

breach of the RCVS Principles of Certification. 

 

5. The fourth Charge against Miss Padron Vega was that, between September 2015 and 

February 2016, she failed to fulfil her duties as an Official Veterinarian in respect of: failing to 

prepare herself for the implementation of the Welfare of Animals at the Time of Killing 

Regulations 2015; failing to have regard to the information provided to her by her employers 

about the regulations and their implementation; failing to take any steps to ensure that the 



two individuals for whom she had given veterinary certification were licensed to perform 

slaughter in accordance with the regulations; and failing to identify that two individuals were 

not licensed to slaughter in accordance with the regulations. 

 

6. The Welfare at the Time of Killing Regulations were introduced on 5 November 2015. They 

placed the responsibility on slaughtering operations not to permit animal welfare abuses and 

required certification by a veterinary witness regarding competence. 

 

7. These Regulations introduced a requirement that existing slaughter licence holders had to 

apply for a Certificate of Competence before midnight on 8 December 2015 or they would 

not be permitted to continue operating even with experienced operatives. 

 

8. Responses to the Charges: Ms Padron Vega admitted Charges 1 and 2, admitted that she 

had been in breach of the Principles of Certification and, furthermore, admitted the fourth 

charge against her. However, she denied she had backdated the certificates in a misleading 

or dishonest way, maintaining that she had done so by mistake. 

 

9. Findings of the Disciplinary Committee: After considering the evidence the Committee 

rejected this argument and, taking into account that she had been responsible for veterinary 

certifications in the UK since 2001, found that her conduct was knowingly misleading and 

dishonest, stating: 

“The respondent’s failings in this regard are little short of extraordinary, especially given her 

obligations as Lead OV for FAI Farms. The total abdication of her responsibility to understand the 

requirements of the Regulations governing the slaughterhouse operations constitutes, in the 

judgement of this Committee disgraceful conduct in a professional respect.” 

 

10. The Committee proceeded to consider whether the Charges she admitted and the Charges 

found against her constituted serious professional misconduct, both individually and 

cumulatively. The Committee found that all the charges amounted to serious professional 

misconduct. 

 

11. In relation to Charge 4 in particular the Committee reached the following conclusions: 

“The Committee has found that the respondent failed to read even those emails which her employer 

sent to her which were marked ‘urgent’ or ‘OV importance high’. She must have known that her 

employers were directing attention to some new statutory scheme for she was provided with 

PowerPoint slides in that regard which she could read at any time of her convenience. 



The Committee has been driven to the conclusion that the respondent did not even bother to read 

those slides for, had she done so, she would have known that she needed to apprise herself of the 

requirements of the impending new statutory scheme. 

The respondent’s failings in this regard are little short of extraordinary, especially given her 

obligations as Lead OV for FAI Farms. The total abdication of her responsibility to understand the 

requirements of the Regulations governing the slaughterhouse operations constitutes, in the 

judgement of this Committee disgraceful conduct in a professional respect.” 

 

12. Seriousness of the Veterinary Surgeon’s Misconduct: Further, the Committee concluded that 

the seriousness of the Respondent’s misconduct lay in the fact that, although she returned 

to work in April 2015, she took no steps to acquaint herself with the regulatory provisions that 

were governing the operations at the FAI Farm 2533 where she was working and which 

activities she was overseeing in her capacity as Lead OV. By itself that would have been a 

serious failing on the part of the Respondent but, when taken in conjunction with her failure 

to read the very many emails that were sent to her by her Employer, which were so marked 

as to identify the subject matter they were addressing (“Urgent” and “OV Importance High”), 

her abdication of her professional responsibilities was of a high category of culpability. Having 

discovered the extent of her own ignorance and failings when the FSA audit was carried out 

on 2 February 2016, the Respondent moved on to a decision to seek to circumvent the 

licensing process and to attempt to deceive the FSA by submitting 2 wrongly back-dated 

application forms for licences for 2 slaughtermen, Mr Maclean and Mr Colley, which she then 

knew she should have submitted before 8 December 2015. The Committee was satisfied that 

the Respondent went to the trouble to check whether she was on duty at FAI Farms on the 

deadline date of 8 December 2015 before completing those application forms and, having 

discovered that she was not then on duty, she entered the date of 7 December 2015. It ruled 

that it followed that the Respondent must have thought about her actions before completing 

and submitting these application forms to the FSA. These were, therefore, not actions 

committed without forethought during a period of stress. The only stress that would have 

been affecting the Respondent on the following day, 3 February 2016, was that which her 

own failings may have induced, which meant that she knew her job was at serious risk. 

13. As stated in the Decision on Disgraceful Conduct in a Professional Respect (paragraph 9) 

the Committee concluded that it could not be known whether the Respondent’s decision to 

back-date these application forms would have been successful in securing Certificates of 

Competence for Mr Maclean and Mr Colley because the Respondent’s conduct was revealed 

when her Employers insisted on seeing the application forms in question.  Accordingly, the 

Respondent’s deception came to light before the integrity of the FSA’s system was tested. 

However, the new efficacy of the new licensing system was put at risk by the Respondent’s 

conduct and it was that fact that impacted directly on the public’s interest in ensuring that the 



licensing system was not abused or put at risk, especially not by a registered veterinary 

surgeon. 

14. Effect on Public Confidence: The Committee further stated that Regulatory requirement for 

certification by a veterinary surgeon was intended to give the public confidence that the 

system will be properly operated and public health and animal welfare objectives will be 

protected. The system therefore imposed a considerable degree of trust in the veterinary 

surgeon to carry out her duties competently and truthfully. The Respondent’s conduct on this 

occasion constituted a clear breach of that obligation which it was her public duty to fulfil. 

15. It ruled that Ms Padron Vega’s conduct had served to undermine in the most serious way 

public confidence in the belief that the provision of certificates by a registered veterinary 

surgeon could be safely relied upon without the need for further inquiry or further independent 

verification. It also considered that it had to be remembered that the process which the 

Respondent was endeavouring to circumvent was a public health and animal welfare 

process, a process which members of the public consider to be of great importance. 

16. Insight: The Committee reached the conclusion that, even as at the date of the Hearing, Ms 

Padron Vega lacked insight into the gravity of her misconduct. She appeared to continue to 

harbour the notion that she was unfairly treated by her employer and that she should have 

been given an opportunity to continue in her role of OV, as all she had done was to make a 

mistake when inserting the date of 7 December 2015 as the “certification date” in these 

application forms. The Committee found, however, that she did that, not as a result of a 

mistake as to the date that she was being asked to insert, but because she realised at the 

time of the audit of 2 February 2016, that she had wholly failed to appreciate that there had 

been in place since 8 December 2015, an entirely new licensing system for animal slaughter 

of the type that she was supposed to be superintending. Her motivation for back-dating these 

application forms was one of pure self-interest, namely to try to save her own job. Another 

surprising factor about the Respondent’s decision to submit these application forms to the 

FSA was that she purported to sign them as OV at a time when she knew she had been 

suspended by her Employer. The Committee found the suggestion, that she considered she 

was entitled to continue to submit such forms in those circumstances, troubling. These were 

the findings that the Committee reached at paragraphs 37 and 50-51 of its Decision on 

Findings of Fact.  Ms Padron Vega’s submission of these forms was made from the most 

improper of motives. 

17. Other Features concerning the Conduct: The Committee gave consideration to the question 

of whether there exist other aggravating features in this case by reference to those matters 

identified in the Disciplinary Committee Procedure Guidance document. It considered that a 

welfare issue for animals did arise in this case, but only in the sense that steps had to be 

taken to remove the chickens that could not be slaughtered on 2 February 2016, because 

the operations were brought to an end by the FSA Auditor. The Committee did not consider 



this to be something to which it needed to have regard when considering the appropriate 

level of sanction. It merely noted this factor.  

18. The Committee also took the view that it would not be right to treat this case as involving a 

blatant disregard of the systems that regulate the veterinary profession for it considered this 

‘aggravating factor’ was directed towards a different type of conduct where the veterinary 

surgeon in question ignored repeated instructions or directions issued by the RCVS. The 

Committee also reflected upon the question of what impact the Respondent’s conduct had 

on the commercial business of the affected client, namely FAI Farms. It did not consider that 

it had any clear or direct evidence to confirm that there were any significant financial 

consequences for FAI Farms. It noted that Mr Maclean ceased his slaughterhouse operations 

after this experience but, there was no evidence placed before it that the Respondent’s 

conduct played an important part in his decision to cease such operations. 

19. Mitigating Factors: As to those to which the Committee had regard these included its 

acceptance of the fact that there was no actual harm occasioned to animals by reason of the 

Respondent’s conduct. There was a potential risk of such harm but nothing more.  

20. Full credit was given for the fact that the Respondent had had a long (since 2001) and 

unblemished career and no previous issues with the RCVS, as well as the fact that she had 

never been in trouble with the law. The Committee gave full credit for the fact that the 

Respondent admitted all of the Paragraphs of the charge, save those that were covered by 

Paragraph 3(a) and 3(b). To that extent she had enabled this Disciplinary Hearing to proceed 

with appropriate expedition and without the need for the College to incur the expense of 

proving the admitted Paragraphs of the Charge and without challenging most parts of the 

evidence adduced by the College in support of the Charge. Further, to that limited extent the 

Committee also accepted that the Respondent had shown some, albeit limited, insight into 

the disgraceful conduct that resulted in the bringing of this Charge. 

21. The Committee accepted that a significant amount of time had elapsed since the conduct 

complained of, for by the time of the Hearing some 2 years and 10 months had elapsed since 

she submitted the application forms i.e. on 3 February 2016. That said, in the intervening 

period it would have been open to the Respondent to undertake additional training such as 

would have enabled her to secure alternative employment as a veterinary surgeon outside 

the realm of OV or slaughterhouse work.  Accordingly, the Committee concluded that she 

has not been prevented from following her chosen career during that two year 10 month 

period. 

22. The Committee’s Reasons for Deciding that Removal from the Register was required: When 

the Committee moved to consider the sanction of Suspension, it considered that it was 

obliged to have regard to the question of whether the Respondent had shown proper insight 

into the seriousness of her misconduct and whether there was a significant risk of repetition 



of such misconduct. Consideration was also given to the question of whether or not the 

Respondent was fit to return to practice. 

23. The Committee’s conclusion was that the Respondent did not at any time during the course 

of the Disciplinary Hearing of December 2018, reveal an appreciation of the seriousness of 

her decision to backdate the “certification date” on these 2 application forms. The correctness 

of the “certification date” was of fundamental importance to the legitimacy of the application 

forms and the Committee considered that any veterinary surgeon who failed to appreciate 

and acknowledge that there was no other date than the date of the completion of the 

application form that could be properly declared to be the “certification date” must lack full 

insight into the seriousness of her conduct.  

24. Further, the Committee stated that the same lack of insight had a very real and direct impact 

upon its view that Ms Padron Vega was not fit to return to practice. There was no evidence 

or indication that she had undertaken additional training to show the Committee that it could 

have confidence that she had used the period since her dismissal by Eville & Jones to 

reappraise her understanding of her ethical obligations as a certifying veterinary surgeon, or 

otherwise. 

25. The Committee was driven to the conclusion that Ms Padron Vega’s conduct did represent a 

very serious departure from the professional standards as set out in the RCVS Code of 

Professional Conduct for Veterinary Surgeons. In relation to the finding of dishonest conduct 

by the Respondent, the Committee concluded (for the reasons spelt out in its Decision on 

Findings of Fact and Decision of Disgraceful Conduct in a Professional Respect) that her 

conduct, when completing and submitting the application forms on 3 February 2016, was 

deliberate and followed from a decision to attempt to circumvent the slaughterhouse licensing 

system. 

26. Even by the time the Respondent came to give evidence she was not willing to accept that 

she had done anything wrong. This has raised a concern with the Committee that there might 

be a risk of a repetition of this conduct in the future if and when her obligations as a registered 

Veterinary Surgeon, imposed by reason of the provisions of the Code of Professional 

Conduct, might come into conflict with her own interests. The Committee’s concern in this 

regard stemmed from the fact that the dishonesty of which the Respondent had been found 

guilty, was not dishonesty committed on the spur of the moment. Each application form was 

submitted on the day following the audit of FAI Farms. The Respondent therefore had time 

for reflection before resolving to act as she did. That she decided after such an interval to 

proceed with a submission of application forms which contained false “certification dates”, 

placed these acts of dishonesty in the serious category. 

27. Added to that they were application forms which were presented to a public body that was 

charged with policing the new statutory scheme for licensing slaughterhouses. The public 

was entitled to expect that it could repose confidence in the certifications of a veterinary 



surgeon who was carrying out a public duty on behalf of that public body. Indeed that is the 

whole purpose behind the requirement that OVs should undertake additional and specialist 

training before being permitted to undertake OV duties. 

28. The Committee also considered that other registered veterinary surgeons who undertook OV 

duties would, similarly, have a well-founded expectation that all OVs would fulfil their 

certifying obligations in accordance with the strict requirements of the certification process. 

29. For those reasons the Committee was driven to the conclusion that the public’s desire to see 

the implementation of the highest certification standards in relation to activities which impact 

on animal welfare and public health, and which did not occur on 3 February 2016, must 

outweigh Ms Padron Vega’s desire and need to continue in practice. This was not a 

conclusion which the Committee arrived at lightly. On the contrary, it reached its decision 

because it had been driven to the conclusion that it would be failing in its public duty to protect 

the wider public interest in the maintenance of standards of honesty and right conduct in a 

member of the Veterinary Surgeons’ profession. 

30. It was, therefore, the conclusion and decision of that Committee that the only proper Sanction 

that could be imposed in this case was that the Respondent’s name should be removed from 

the Register and it directed the Registrar accordingly. 

31. Application for Restoration:  Ms Padron Vega gave notice of her intention to apply to have 

her name restored to the Register by an undated letter sent in October 2020.  Rule 20 of the 

Procedure and Evidence Rules provides that no such application may be made within 10 

months of the date of removal from the Register.  In this case the Applicant has waited some 

22 months since her removal from the Register and it is now 2 years since that removal was 

Ordered by the Committee. 

32. In support of her Application she submitted references from 10 people who either knew her 

in a personal capacity or who had worked with her.  These references can be found at pages 

8-2 to 8-11 in the Hearing Bundle.  She referred to these in some detail during her Opening 

Statement to the Committee and, accordingly, the Committee has given them and their 

contents the most careful attention.  

33. Ms Padron Vega also chose to give evidence in support of her Application and gave that 

evidence having taken an Affirmation.  When giving evidence she was assisted by the Legal 

Assessor to enable her to provide information on the issues and topics with which this 

Committee was likely to be concerned. 

34. In essence her evidence was to the following effect. It was that she fully admitted her guilt 

and responsibility for issuing the false certifications which formed the subject matter of the 

Charges which led to her removal from the Register.  She appreciated the seriousness of the 

findings made against her.  She considered that she did understand how important the 

certification process was to the public’s belief in that process and why that was of importance 

when it impacted on public health issues.  She asserted that there was no likelihood of a 



repetition of such conduct and that she had in effect “learnt her lesson”.   Reference was 

made to the length of time she had spent off the Register, now some 2 years, and the impact 

that had had on her life and her ability to earn an income over that period.  Her child was 

aged 2 at the time of the conduct in question, 4 at the time of her removal from the Register 

and is now some 6 years of age.  She is a single mother and has had to cope with the 

consequences of her inability to work as a veterinary surgeon and the upbringing of her child 

by herself and without family support – her family members reside in Spain.  She produced 

a certificate from the Criminal Records Bureau to confirm that she has no convictions of any 

kind.  Further she referred to some of her references as evidencing the non-veterinary work 

she has been able to undertake since December 2018 and that those for whom she has been 

able to work for short periods confirmed her good conduct.   She also provided testimonials 

from former colleagues. 

35. Turning to the issue of what steps she had taken to keep up-to-date in terms of knowledge, 

her skills and developments in practice the Applicant stated that she had been informed by 

the senior veterinary surgeon at the PDSA clinic who she approached that, given her removal 

from the Register, she could not work in any role in any veterinary practice.  The Committee 

notes that, if that is what the Applicant was told, it was not a completely correct statement.  

What the Applicant was prohibited from undertaking was work as a veterinary surgeon or as 

a veterinary nurse.  The prohibition on practice did not prevent her from taking a position in 

a veterinary practice where she could have gained useful experience. 

36. The Applicant assured the Committee that the interests of the public would be protected if 

she were returned to the Register and that the welfare of animals under her charge would be 

similarly protected in such an eventuality.  However, she did not make it clear how she would 

achieve this.  

37. The Committee took account of the fact that English was not the Applicant’s first language 

and made all due allowances for the fact that at times the Applicant appeared to find it difficult 

to respond to some questions in the nuanced way that someone whose first language was 

English would have found it possible to do.  This factor has played its part in the assessment 

which the Committee has made of whether the Applicant has presented her case as 

advantageously as might have occurred had she been legally represented or assisted by 

someone experienced in this application process.  This assessment is addressed in more 

detail below. 

38. The Committee was also mindful of the fact that this Applicant’s financial circumstances have 

been such that she has been unable to afford to engage the services of a paid Mentor or to 

attend lectures and online courses which had to be paid for.  In this regard she has been 

placed at a significant disadvantage in adducing evidence to satisfy the relevant factors to 

which the Committee must have regard when considering an Application for Restoration to 

the Register. 



39. She was asked questions by Counsel for the College to test her evidence and to address 

those matters which the College considered to be of relevance.  In response to those 

questions Ms Padron Vega gave the following (summarised) answers. When asked about 

the contents of paragraph 2 of her application letter to the College and what Findings of the 

original Committee she accepted, she responded saying that she accepted that she had 

backdated the form in question, that she had not followed the guidance issued by her 

Employer, that she did not read the updating emails that were sent to her concerning the 

import of the new legislation that had been introduced during her period of maternity leave. 

It was suggested to her that she had not acknowledged the dishonesty in backdating the 

Form in question dishonestly. Her response was that she had put a different date on that 

form, that she did do that dishonestly and further that she accepted that she was dishonest 

on that occasion and that this was clear from her Application letter. She repeated that she 

was accepting all of the Findings of the Committee. 

40. When later asked a question on this issue by a member of the Committee, in particular the 

finding that she had backdated the Form in order to cover up her failure to read the emails 

that had been sent to her by her Employer, the Applicant took partial issue with that Finding. 

She asserted that she was sent home by her employer on the same day that the matter came 

to light and it was clear to her that those employers were going to dismiss her in any event. 

Accordingly, knowing that her job was in any event going to be ended, the backdating of the 

Form was, she said, done to protect the slaughterman and that in doing so she was trying to 

sort out the problem that she had created for him. 

41. The conclusion of the Committee on this issue is that, whilst it is clear from the Applicant’s 

evidence that she considers that she was not well supported by her Employer on her return 

from maternity leave during this period and she was desirous of making that point when she 

gave evidence, she was accepting the fact that she had backdated the Form in question and 

that she had done it for an impermissible reason, albeit a slightly different reason from that 

which the original Committee had concluded was the case.  However, she did not dispute 

that her actions were dishonest. 

42. Mr Bradly, counsel for the College, then turned to the issue of “insight” and asked the 

Applicant whether, in the 2 years since her removal from the Register she had reflected on 

the repercussions of her conduct. The Committee formed the view that Ms Padron Vega’s 

command of English struggled with this concept of “insight”. The answers she gave on this 

issue were somewhat misdirected for they consisted, in effect, of a list of the failures which 

she acknowledged were inherent in her conduct which led to the Charges being laid against 

her.  This issue of what comprehension the Applicant has of the ethical foundations for the 

Code of Conduct requirements in relation to certificates issued by practising veterinary 

surgeons and in particular certificates issued in a public health context by Official 

Veterinarians, is addressed below. 



43. The next set of questions which the Applicant faced concerned her plans for a return to 

practice and the type of veterinary work she was proposing to undertake. The Applicant 

responded by saying she did not know if anyone would employ her and accordingly she had 

not made enquiries of prospective employers “because she did not know about the outcome 

of this Application”.  She went on to say that she was hoping to undertake small animal work 

if she was allowed to return to practice.  She considered that she would be ready to take a 

lesser position and lower pay than her 14 years of practice in this country and 2 additional 

years in Spain might merit, in order to gain experience of current practice requirements. 

44. The Applicant was asked how she had kept up-to-date as regards the levels of knowledge 

she would need to have were she to return to practice.  She stated that she had bought and 

read a publication called “100 Top Consultations in Small Animal General Practice (a Wiley-

Blackwell 2011 Ed) book; that she had been reading publications online 2020; that she had 

logged on to vetsurgeon.org where she reviewed online CPD courses (older courses 

because they did not charge for those as she had no money to pay to sign up to current CPD 

courses); that in the summer of 2020 she had joined Facebook discussions in emergency 

and critical care; and had stayed in contact with other professional colleagues via LinkedIn. 

She accepted that she had not spent time in a veterinary practice. She explained that this 

was because of what she had been told by the senior veterinary surgeon at the PDSA clinic.  

45. In her closing Speech to the Committee, the Applicant asked the Committee to reflect on her 

actions and conduct during the course of the last year when she was working at the University 

of Birmingham, to consider her referees and their references and to the efforts she had made 

to bring herself up-to-date with the requirements of current practice. She ended by assuring 

the Committee that there was no risk that she would make the same mistake in the future 

and she hoped the Committee would allow her Application. 

46. Approach adopted by the Committee when considering this Application: The Committee 

accepted the Advice of the Legal Assessor which was that this Disciplinary Committee must 

consider whether the Applicant is fit to be restored to the Register and to return to future 

practice as a veterinary surgeon. The Disciplinary Committee must also consider the public 

interest.  These are the 2 primary considerations to which the Committee should have regard 

when deciding this Application for Restoration. 

47. The burden is upon the Applicant veterinary surgeon to satisfy the Disciplinary Committee, 

on the balance of probabilities, that he or she is fit to return to practice. 

48. The factual assertions by the Applicant may be proved on a balance of probabilities where 

they are in dispute.  Where the College is not in a position to positively dispute factual 

assertions made by the Applicant, it is still a matter for the Committee to consider those 

assertions and decide whether on a balance of probabilities it is satisfied that they are made 

out. 



49. The Committee has considered all the evidence submitted by Ms Padron Vega, including her 

testimonials from professional colleagues and character references. 

50. The Committee obviously has been concerned to learn of the character and conduct of the 

Applicant since her removal from the Register.  It has also been concerned to consider the 

following additional factors set out below and sets out its findings and conclusions in relation 

to each of them.  

51. First, whether the applicant veterinary surgeon has accepted the findings of the Committee 

at the original inquiry hearing; and evidenced remorse.  The Committee’s view on this issue 

is that, although Ms Padron Vega continues to harbour some resentment toward her former 

employers she does accept all of the findings of the Committee who decided that her name 

had to be removed from the Register.  She does now accept that her conduct in backdating 

the Forms in question was dishonest and wholly impermissible, albeit she would contend that 

the reason for that dishonest conduct was to assist the slaughterman rather than to seek to 

preserve her job (because she knew she was going to be dismissed in any event, regardless 

of any backdating of any Form).  

52. Secondly, the seriousness of the findings of the Committee as set out in its Decisions of 7 

December 2018.  This Committee agrees with the conclusions set out in that Committee’s 

Decisions, which have been summarised above and concludes that the Applicant’s conduct 

which led to her removal from the Register constituted a very serious breach of her duties as 

a member of the RCVS and, in particular, her obligations as an OV issuing certificates under 

and pursuant to the Welfare of Animals at the Time of Killing Regulations 2015. 

53. Thirdly, whether the applicant veterinary surgeon has demonstrated insight into his or her 

past conduct.  As to this matter, the Committee has concluded that it is unsure that the 

Applicant truly understood the concept of “insight” about which she was being asked 

questions, perfectly properly, by counsel for the College.  It appeared that there was a 

“disconnect” between the questions being asked of the Applicant and the answers which the 

Applicant gave to these questions.   As will become clear from the conclusion set out below, 

the Committee considers that the Applicant would benefit significantly from undertaking some 

CPD study on the principles of certification. 

54. Fourthly, whether on the known facts there is a likelihood of repetition and, if so, what steps 

have been taken to guard against that.  This Committee is satisfied that the Applicant has 

found the experience of being removed from the Register an extremely painful and difficult 

one, not just from the perspective of the financial consequences for her but, additionally, she 

has a very real appreciation of the fact that it will now be very difficult for her to secure 

employment as a practising veterinary surgeon in the future as she will have to disclose her 

removal from the Register to any prospective employer. It is these factors that have 

persuaded the Committee that this Applicant is unlikely to repeat this behaviour. 



55. Fifthly, what, if any repercussions there were consequent on the commission of the 

disciplinary offences that led to her Removal from the Register.  Again, Mr Bradly’s questions 

directed towards the Applicant’s appreciation of what were the repercussions consequent 

upon her dishonesty which led to her removal from the Register, were ones which this 

Committee consider that the Applicant failed fully to comprehend. She simply acknowledged 

that there were repercussions for her employer, that the farm in question was closed down 

after her false backdating of the Forms in question (albeit she said that it was not a 

consequence of her decision – see the document at 5 – 17 of the original Hearing Bundle), 

before she eventually accepted that there was a delay occasioned to the slaughterman in 

question. The fact remains that there were consequences for third parties which flowed from 

the Applicant’s misconduct which led to her removal from the Register and that remains one 

of the series features of her misconduct. 

56. Sixthly, the length of time she has spent off the Register.  As already stated it is now 24 

months since her name was ordered to be removed from the Register.  Ms Padron Vega’s 

difficulties have been exacerbated by reason of the fact that she has sole care of a young 

child (aged now 6).  This has meant that she has found it particularly difficult to secure any 

decently paid, full-time employment since her removal from the Register.  The Committee 

accepts that this has been a significant hardship for her. 

57. Seventh, the Applicant veterinary surgeon’s conduct since removal from the Register.  The 

Committee finds that it has been entirely acceptable. 

58. Eighth, evidence demonstrating the efforts by the Applicant to keep up to date in terms of 

knowledge, skills and developments in practice, since removal from the Register (accepting 

that he or she must not practise as a veterinary surgeon).  This is an issue that the Committee 

has found most concerning.  It appears that the Applicant has no real appreciation of what 

she needed to put in place to demonstrate that she can return to work safely.   What the 

Committee considers is required in this regard is set out in more detail below. 

59. The Committee was concerned that the Applicant has, as at the date of this Application, failed 

to show that she has kept up-to-date with the knowledge, skills and developments in 

veterinary practice to be expected of a competent practicing veterinary surgeon.  Bearing in 

mind that any restoration to the Register would entitle her to practice without any restrictions 

on the type of veterinary work she could embark on, the Committee found this very troubling 

precisely because of its likely effect on the welfare of animals were she to be permitted to 

return to practice.  This factor has many parallels with and overlaps with the issue of the 

protection of the public and of the public interest more generally.  

60. Finally, the Committee has given careful consideration to the issue of whether the Applicant 

has satisfied it that she is fit to return to unrestricted practice as a veterinary surgeon and 

that restoration is in the public interest.   



61. Consideration of the necessary Factors:  The Committee has been very mindful of the fact 

that the Applicant been unrepresented legally at this Application Hearing. More than that it is 

clear that she has received no assistance from any veterinary organization or other source 

in this connection.   

62. As a result it has been difficult for the Committee to discern whether the deficiencies in her 

Application stems simply from poor preparation and poor presentation. Reference has 

already been made above to the particular difficulty faced by the Applicant in seeking work 

opportunities in a relevant field and in accessing appropriate support.  The end effect has 

been that she has not addressed the issue of how she has prepared herself for a return to 

practice in a manner which might satisfy the Committee that she is presently fit to be returned 

to unrestricted practice and, were she to be so permitted, she would not present any risk to 

the public or the public interest.  

63. Although the Committee is satisfied that this experience of having her name removed from 

Register has been devastating for the Applicant such that there is little if any risk that she 

would repeat this misconduct, it concludes that she has not done enough to establish that 

she is fit to return to practice at the current time. In this connection the Committee notes that 

prior to her removal from the Register the Applicant had been working in the meat hygiene 

sector and that it has been some time since she undertook small animal practice work. This 

is referred to because the Applicant indicated that she would seek to restart practice working 

in a small animal practice and would be prepared to commence work as a junior that at a low 

income in order to reskill herself. The difficulty that that presents for her application is that 

she is obliged to satisfy the Committee that she has the requisite competencies and 

knowledge before she re-enters practice. 

64. It is clear to the Committee that this Applicant has not sought the necessary advice on the 

question of how to prepare for an application for restoration to the Register. The CPD that 

she has undertaken is plainly unstructured and insufficient.  At the same time the Committee 

acknowledges that lack of funds will have contributed to this. The Committee felt that the 

Applicant would find it helpful to have in place a Mentor to offer guidance as to what aspects 

of her knowledge and skills require improvement and how best to bring about that 

improvement.  The Committee noted that no concerns had been raised about her clinical 

skills.  Based on the current state of the evidence the Committee considers that if the 

Applicant properly applies herself to a properly structured and focused Return to Practice 

Plan and is able to produce evidence of how she has fulfilled the requirements of that Plan, 

then her Application could prove successful.   The outcome of the Plan for a return to practice 

will need to ensure the continued protection of the welfare of animals as well as the interests 

of clients whose animals she might be called upon to treat and, most importantly the public 

interest which is founded on a belief that the veterinary certification processes are beyond 

question or doubt. 



65. It is the view of this Committee that, currently, there is insufficient evidence placed before it 

in relation to the above identified 3 issues.  The Committee would wish to see evidence that 

the Applicant is appropriately skilled for any work she intends to undertake.  In addition the 

Committee would wish to see evidence that the Applicant has attained an appropriate level 

of skills relating to those contacts which she will inevitably have with members of the public 

and clients were she to be permitted to resume practice as a veterinary surgeon.  The 

Committee would additionally wish to see some appropriately formulated agreement which 

would identify the amount of support that the Applicant will receive in the future from other 

professional colleagues.   

66. In order to begin this exercise the Committee suggests that it would be beneficial if the 

Applicant would make contact with an existing veterinary support organisation as her first 

port of call for advice and assistance.  The Plan for her Return to Work should concentrate 

on ensuring that she is brought up to date with the skills and knowledge relevant to the type 

of veterinary work that she proposes to undertake on a return to practice. She should 

undertake appropriate CPD courses or other study which should include objectives, planning 

and reflection (these will be required in any event by the RCVS as and from 1 January 2021). 

The CPD courses undertaken should be properly documented and such documentation 

should include the dates, the subject matter, the provider and the duration of those courses. 

The CPD undertaken should include in particular the principles of certification; the RCVS 

Code of Conduct, honesty and its importance for trust in the profession and the individual; 

and its effect on self-respect, the protection of animals and the protection of the public 

interest.  It will be necessary for the Applicant to show to the Committee that she has an 

understanding of the content and importance of the courses that she has undertaken.  It 

would also be of assistance if the Applicant would provide a Reflective Statement on the 

issue of the importance of certification and honesty and certification and how that relates to 

conduct which led to her removal from the Register. 

67. Conclusion: The choices before the Committee, given the above matters, were either to reject 

the current Application and to require the Applicant to make a further restoration application 

after the passage of a further 10 months or to adjourn the current application to afford her an 

opportunity to present a properly formulated Plan for her proposed future practice as a 

veterinary surgeon.  Given the concerns that the Committee has had about the quality and 

content of the presentation of her Application, its conclusion is that an Adjournment is the 

appropriate decision to reach. It is anticipated that if the Applicant is afforded a further period 

of 7 months (i.e. until July 2021) in which to put together the necessary evidence to support 

a properly planned Return-to-Practice programme, that would also be in her best interests.  

This period will allow the Applicant sufficient time in which to identify a suitable Mentor or 

supportive veterinary colleague and to allow for a 6 month implementation period.   



68. This adjournment will afford her an early opportunity to reflect on the concerns of the 

Committee as identified above and to return with a properly supported programme for the 

future which will show her understanding of the problems that are likely to face her on her 

return to practice and her proposals to meet those inevitable difficulties. 

69. As indicated, the Committee has in mind an adjournment of approximately 7 months. That 

period is not written in stone for it is appreciated that a large number of diary commitments 

need to be considered before this Committee, as currently constituted, could reconvene and 

the availability of whoever might be her Mentor or supportive colleague, as well as the 

Applicant herself will need to be taken into account. The Committee considers this can best 

be dealt with by way of liaison through the Clerk to the Committee before fixing a return date. 

70. The Applicant does need to understand that in deciding to adjourn this current Application 

the Committee is giving no assurance that on the return date it will reach a decision 

favourable to her in the event that she adduces some additional evidence and an additional 

plan. That additional evidence and that additional plan will need to be properly supportive of 

a controlled return-to-practice in circumstances where the Committee can be satisfied that 

the future welfare of animals under her responsibility will be properly protected, that future 

clients will be properly treated and that the interests of the public generally will be met, 

particularly in respect of veterinary certification processes, were she to be permitted to return 

to practice. 

 

      DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE 
      9 December 2020 


