
 

 

 

ROYAL COLLEGE OF VETERINARY SURGEONS  

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE 

INQUIRY RE:  

 

 

MISS AIMEE GIBBONS  

 

_______________________________________________________  

DECISION OF DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Hearing Matters in private 

1. At the outset of the hearing, the Chair of the Committee confirmed that by way of an 

earlier decision he had made at a Case Management Conference, attended by the 

parties in dealing with the preparation of this case, he had made a decision that all 

matters relating to the Respondent’s health would be heard in private.  

 

2. This was a decision which had been made prior to this hearing, and was not required 

to be dealt with by the Committee again at this hearing.   

 

The Charges  

 That, being registered in the Register of Veterinary Nurses, and whilst in  practice at 

the Knutsford Veterinary Surgery, Manchester Road, Knutsford,  Cheshire (“the Practice”), 

you: 

 

 1. On 13 December 2023, in relation to a Bile Acid Stimulation Test   

 (“the BAST”) due to be undertaken at the Practice for a Miniature   

 Schnauzer named F: 

 



  a) In the Practice’s Preparation Room, told veterinary surgeon RC that  

 you had taken a second blood sample from F in relation to the BAST  

 when you had not done so; and/or 

 

  b) Removed a quantity of blood from the first sample that had been  

  taken from F on 13 December 2023 for the BAST and presented and/or  

 labelled that quantity of blood as if it were a second sample that had  

 been taken from F at a separate/ later time than the first sample; and/or 

 

 c)  In a Wash Room or other room at the Practice: 

 

  i. indicated to RC that you had taken a second blood sample from F in  

 relation to the BAST when you had not done so; and/or 

 

  ii. told RC that you had been assisted by Registered Veterinary Nurse  

 GO in relation to taking a second blood sample from F for the BAST,  

 when that was not the case; and/or 

 

 d) Told Registered Veterinary Nurse AC that: 

 

  i. a BAST had been carried out for F when it had not been carried out;  

 and/or 

 

  ii. you had been assisted by GO in relation to taking a second blood  

 sample from F for the BAST, when that was not the case; 

 

 e) In a Consultation Room at the Practice, in a conversation other than  

 the one referred to in 1(f) below, indicated to RC that you had taken a  

 second blood sample from F in relation to the BAST when you had not  

 done so, stating that you had “messed up” the timing of the second   

 sample, or words to that effect; 

 

 f) In a Consultation Room at the Practice, in a conversation other   

 than the one referred to in 1(e) above, when speaking to RC    

 about  the BAST, failed to tell RC that you had not in fact taken a   

 second sample from F for the BAST; 

 

 

 

2. Your conduct in relation to 1(a) and/or 1(b) and/or 1(c) and/or 1(d) and/or  (e) 

and/or (f) above was: 

 

 a) dishonest; and/or 

 

 b) misleading; 

 

AND that in relation to the above, whether individually or in any combination, you are 

guilty of disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. 



 

 

Background  

3. The Respondent is a Registered Veterinary Nurse (RVN). At the time of the 

events set out in the Charges, the Respondent was employed as a Registered 

Veterinary Nurse (RVN) by Knutsford Veterinary Surgery (the Practice).  

 

4. On 13 December 2023, RC, a veterinary surgeon, and the Respondent, as 

veterinary nurse, attended to F, a Miniature Schnauzer.  RC decided that F should 

undergo, among other tests, a BAST. A BAST is a blood  test  which assists 

in testing if the liver is functioning correctly. It involves two  sets of blood samples. 

The first is taken when a patient has fasted for 12  hours. The patient is then fed 

and after a period of two hours, another blood sample is taken. Each blood sample 

was to be placed into a serum gel (brown lid), the first sample being labelled “pre 

BAST” and the second  labelled “post BAST”. Both samples were then to be sent 

together to an external laboratory for testing. 

 

5. RC took the first set of blood samples from the patient with the Respondent 

restraining F.  

 

6. After the first set of blood samples were obtained, Miss Gibbons took F to the 

kennels and provided him with food. This was roughly around 10 am. Roughly 

around 11.15 am, the Respondent brought F out of the kennels on RC’s request 

for an ear swab. The Respondent then took the F back to the kennels and gave 

him some more food.  

 

7. It is alleged that the Respondent acted in a misleading and dishonest manner in 

the following ways: 

 

 i. telling RC on more than one occasion that she had taken the   

 second blood sample when she had not done so; 

 

 ii. removing a quantity of blood from the first blood sample, and   

 presenting it  and labelling it as if it were the second sample which   

 she should have taken, but did not; 

 

 iii. telling RC that she had been assisted by a RVN,  known as GO, in   

 relation to taking a second blood sample, when this was not the   

 case; 

 

 iv.telling a RVN,  known as AC,  that  that a BAST had been    

 undertaken  for F when it had not;  

 

 v. telling AC that she had been assisted by GO in taking a second   

 blood sample from F when this was not the case. 

 



 

 

The College’s position in offering no evidence in relation to Charge  1(f) and the 

associated Charges in 2a) and 2b) 

 

 

8. After the charges were read out, the Respondent indicated that she admitted all 

charges, except for Charge 1(f) and the associated Charges in 2a) and 2b), which 

she denied.  

 

9. Mr Kediyal, on behalf of the College, relied on a written opening note, and informed 

the Committee that, having considered the extent of the Respondent’s admissions 

which had been indicated prior to the commencement of  today’s hearing, the 

College intended to offer no evidence in respect  of Charge 1(f) and the 

associated Charges in 2 a) and 2b), and thus were  not pursuing these charges.  

 

10. The Committee considered this position, and accepted the advice of the Legal 

Assessor. The Committee was aware that it should consider this position 

carefully, bearing in mind its proactive role in ensuring the correct charges were 

before it, and there would not be an under-prosecution in this case.  

 

11. In the circumstances, the Committee thought that this was appropriate in light of 

the number of admissions made by the Respondent in this case in respect of 

stating to colleagues that she had taken a second blood sample when she had not. 

The denied charges related to an instance of alleged dishonest and/ misleading 

behaviour by the Respondent in failing to tell RC that she had not taken a second 

sample. The Committee did not consider that the gravity or nature of the case 

would be altered in any significant degree by the College not pursuing the denied 

charges. 

 

  

12. The Committee therefore accepted the College’s position and proceeded 

accordingly.  

 

13. The Committee found Charges 1a), 1b), 1c) i and ii, 1d) i and ii, 1e) and 2 a) and 

b) in respect of them proved, by way of the Respondent’s admissions.  

 

14. The Committee found Charge 1f) and Charge 2 a) and b) in respect of Charge 1f) 

not proved.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Determination on Disgraceful Conduct in a Professional Respect 

 

15. The Committee had before it the following documents: 

 i. Inquiry bundle 

 ii. Inquiry bundle 

 iii. Respondent’s bundle (which the Committee was not referred to at this  

 stage) 

 iv. College’s written opening remarks and submissions on disgraceful  

 conduct.  

 

16. Mr Kediyal relied on his written submissions on disgraceful  conduct and took the 

position that all the admitted charges constituted disgraceful conduct. He highlighted 

the Respondent’s breach of the requirement of a RVN to demonstrate the fundamental 

tenets of honesty and integrity, pointed to the seriousness of the dishonesty, and 

submitted that the facts gave rise to a risk of harm in that F may not have been tested, 

treated or diagnosed properly. Mr Kediyal accepted that no actual harm was caused 

in this case. Mr Kediyal submitted that the actions in question were a breach of the 

client’s trust and would lead to an undermining of the reputation of, and public 

confidence in, the profession.  

 

17. Mr Saad, on behalf of the Respondent, told the Committee that the Respondent 

accepted that her behaviour amounted to disgraceful conduct, while being aware that 

it is a matter for the Committee’s judgment.  

 

18. The Committee took into account the “Disciplinary Committee Procedure Guidance” 

published by the RCVS. The Committee noted that it was entitled to take into account 

the aggravating and mitigating factors in the case provided they did not amount to 

personal mitigation. The question of whether conduct amounts to disgraceful conduct 

in a professional respect is a matter of judgement for the Committee, and not a matter 

of a burden or standard of proof. The Committee must consider whether the matters 

found proved fell far below the required standards in the circumstances in question, 

such that they reach the required level of seriousness to constitute disgraceful conduct.  

 

 



19. The Committee took into account the Code of Professional Conduct for Veterinary 

Nurses (the Code).The Committee was mindful that not every breach of the Code 

amounts to disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. 

 

20. The Committee took the view that the Respondent had breached the following 

provision of the Code: 

 “Principles of practice 

 Veterinary nurses seek to ensure the health and welfare of animals committed  to 

their care and to fulfil their professional responsibilities, by maintaining five principles of 

practice: 

 

 … 

 

 2.  Honesty and integrity 

 

 4. Client  ….  trust 

 

 5. Professional accountability 

 

 

 1. Veterinary nurses and animals 

 1.1 Veterinary nurses must make animal health and welfare their first 

 consideration when attending to animals. 

 

 … 

 

 1.3 Veterinary nurses must provide veterinary nursing care that is appropriate  and 

adequate. 

 

 

 … 

 

 1.6 Veterinary nurses must communicate with veterinary surgeons and each 

 other to ensure the health and welfare of the animal or group of animals. 

 

 … 

 4.1 Veterinary nurses must work together and with others in the veterinary 

 team and business, to co-ordinate the care of animals and the delivery of  services. 

 

 



 6.5 Veterinary nurses must not engage in any activity or behaviour that would be likely         

to bring the profession into disrepute or undermine public confidence in the profession.” 

 

21. In considering whether the conduct amounted to disgraceful conduct in a professional 

respect the Committee had regard to the public interest which includes protecting the 

health and welfare of animals, maintaining public confidence in the profession and 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct and behaviour.  

 

22. The Committee considered whether each charge, either individually or in combination, 

could amount to disgraceful conduct in a professional respect. 

 

23. The Committee considered that the following aggravating factors applied: 

i. Risk of harm to F; 

ii. Breach of the employer’s trust; 

iii. Breach of colleagues’ trust in that the Respondent was dishonest to 

colleagues and implicated her colleague GO in her dishonesty; 

iv. Misconduct which was repeated. 

24. The Committee considered that the following mitigating factor applied: 

i. No actual harm to F or any other animals. 

 

25. All the Charges found proved involved not only misleading statements or behaviour 

but also dishonesty.   

 

26. On three occasions, as set out in Charges 1a), 1c)i) and 1e), the Respondent lied to 

RC about having taken a second blood sample. RC was the veterinary surgeon in 

charge of F’s care, and whom the Respondent was assisting in obtaining and preparing 

blood samples for the BAST. BAST is an important test of liver function. Such 

behaviour struck at the heart of the profession of an RVN where honesty is crucial in 

the undertaking of professional work and is a fundamental tenet of the profession. The 

Respondent breached the trust of RC, as well as her employer’s trust, and had the 

potential to interfere in the care which was being given to F by both RC and the 

Respondent, thereby creating a clinical risk, because the correct procedure was not 

being  carried out, and RC did not know about this. The Respondent did not act in F’s 

interests.  



 

27. In addition, the Respondent repeated her dishonesty. When she had the opportunity 

to admit that she had not taken the blood  sample, she continued in her lie. The 

Committee noted that on the third occasion, she added to her lie that she had taken 

the second blood sample, by introducing the idea that she had “messed up” the timing 

of it. Thus she perpetuated her dishonesty, which was not a one-off incident. Rather it 

was compounded.  

 

28. In Charge 1d) i) the Respondent was also dishonest to her colleague AC in stating that 

the BAST had been carried out when it had not. Again, her dishonesty breached a 

fundamental tenet and breached the trust of AC in leading AC to believe what was not 

true. This  also had the capacity to give rise to a risk of harm if a colleague believed a 

test had been carried out when it had not.  

 

29. In Charge 1c) ii) and 1d) ii) the Respondent told RC and AC that a RVN  colleague, 

GO, had assisted her in taking a second blood sample. The Committee considered 

that this dishonesty was serious in that not only did it reinforce the lie that the sample 

had been taken, with the consequent risk of harm to F as explained above, it also 

implicated GO in the dishonesty. This gave rise to the risk that GO would fall under the 

suspicion of her colleagues and employer, and that she would lose their trust. This was 

a self-serving disregard for GO.   

 

30. In the circumstances, the Committee concluded that the misleading and dishonest 

behaviour in these Charges fell so far below what was expected as   to constitute 

disgraceful conduct. 

 

31. In respect of Charge 1b), the Respondent’s actions in taking blood from the first 

sample, and labelling it as if was the second sample, was again a  dishonest act 

which had a deliberate nature to it in that it required certain steps, and a thought 

process, to carry it out. The act also would lead RC and  other colleagues to 

believe that the second sample had been taken. The Committee also considered that 

there was a risk of the false sample being sent to the laboratory, because on the 

evidence before the Committee as how samples were collected by the courier, it may 

have been left on the  counter and placed in the collection box for collection by another 

colleague if not the Respondent. Therefore there was a risk that a false result may 

have been obtained, which prevented the correct diagnosis and care given to F  and 

giving rise to a clear risk of harm to F. 

 



33. As such, the Committee concluded that the behaviour in Charge 1b) fell so far below 

what was expected as to constitute disgraceful conduct. 

 

34. The Committee considered that the Respondent’s actions in all the Charges both 

individually, and in combination, fell far short of what was expected in the 

circumstances, and decided that they constituted disgraceful conduct in a professional 

respect. 

Determination on Sanction 

 

 

The Respondent’s Evidence  

 

 

35. The Committee had before it the Respondent’s bundle, which included her witness 

statement and exhibits, as well as a number of character testimonials. The Committee 

was also provided with a medical report regarding the Respondent  

 dated 23 February 2026.  

 

36. The Respondent gave oral evidence under affirmation. What follows is not a verbatim 

record of her evidence.  

 

37.  

  

 

38. The Respondent told the Committee that animal health and the care of animals was 

pivotal in her life as an RVN, a profession of which she felt lucky and proud to be a 

member. She would never intentionally compromise an animal’s life and if she felt that 

she can make a difference to an animal’s life, she felt that she had achieved her goal. 

The Respondent told the Committee that she took full responsibility for what happened. 

On a number of occasions she apologised for her behaviour a number of times and 

said that she felt  “disgusted” with herself regarding her “shameful” actions. She stated 

that it was impulsive conduct, arose out of panic, was out of character and that it would 

never happen again. She had never acted in a similar way before, or since, when 

working in the industry.  

 

39.  

 

 

 She told the Committee there was never an excuse for dishonesty 

in the profession, she could not express how much regret she felt, and that she could 

only put up her hands and face the consequences.  

 

40. The Respondent told the Committee that she recognised that RVNs must work 

together with others to deliver care, and that she always wanted to support her 

colleagues and it was never her intention to blame anyone in her team. The 



Respondent told the Committee that she always supported and assisted her team in 

order to give the best possible care to patients. The Respondent also explained how 

she has supported clients, including undertaking home visits, spending time with 

clients,  and had been prepared to go above and beyond what was expected of her, 

which had upheld public confidence in the profession.  

 

41. In answering Committee questions, the Respondent stated that following the cessation 

of her employment at the Practice,  she did work as an RVN elsewhere and carried out 

work relating to the  BAST competently. She stated that she had learnt from her 

mistakes and understands that honesty is pivotal to the profession. The Respondent 

stated that she had stepped away from working as an RVN towards the end of August 

2025 as the regulatory proceedings had caused her  anxiety and stress,  and she felt 

that working as an RVN required a clear mind, and she wanted to put the proceedings 

behind her before returning to practise. The Respondent told the Committee that if she 

got into difficulty as a result of  stress, pressure and health issues again while in 

practice, she would be honest and transparent even if she felt embarrassed about 

doing so. She would ask another colleague for help, or ask the vet to explain, or would 

state that she was not fully confident in carrying out the task  

 She stated she recognised the need to be 

honest and transparent so that the team could help and support her.   

 

Submissions 

 

42. Mr Kediyal informed the Committee that the Respondent first registered with the RCVS 

on 17 January 2022, and that there had been no previous disciplinary committee 

findings against her.  

 

43. Mr Saad addressed the Committee, relying on a Speaking Note which was circulated 

to the Committee. Mr Saad  referred to the general principles which the Committee 

should apply in coming to their decision on sanction. He referred to the salient facts of 

the case, the positive testimonials, the medical evidence, as well as the aggravating 

and mitigating factors, addressing those which the Committee had already found in its 

previous determination on disgraceful conduct, and seeking to give context to them. 

Mr Saad submitted that the appropriate sanction in this case was a reprimand and/ or 

a warning and that a suspension would be disproportionate. He discussed the 

outcomes of a 2025 case of RCVS and Dr Butterworth and Dr Bexon. However, if the 

Committee was not with him on this submission, a short period of suspension should 

be considered, bearing in mind that this was a single, isolated incident.  

 

Decision 

 

44. The Committee had in mind that the decision whether to impose a sanction is for its 

own independent judgment. The Committee took into the Disciplinary Committee 

Sanctions Guidance dated August 2020. The primary purpose of the available 

sanctions is not to punish but:  

 

(i) to protect the welfare of animals, and the public; 

 



(ii) to maintain public confidence in the profession; and  

 

 (iii) to declare and uphold proper standards of conduct.  

 

45. 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 nursing profession. The Committee must weigh 

the seriousness of the professional misconduct and the need to protect animals, the 

public and the public interest with and against the interests of the Respondent. No 

greater sanction should be imposed than is absolutely necessary. Accordingly the 

Committee considered the available sanctions in reverse order of seriousness. 

 

 

46. The Committee took into account the following aggravating factors:  

 

 i. risk of harm to F; 
 
 ii. breach of the employer’s trust; 
 
 iii. breach of colleagues’ trust; 
 
 iv. repeated dishonesty, albeit on a single day;  
 

 

The Committee took into account the following mitigating factors: 

 
i. no actual harm to F or any other animals; 
 
ii. no financial gain from the dishonesty; 
 
iii. decision taken without the opportunity for full reflection; 
 
iv. ill health at the time of the disgraceful conduct; 
 
v. insight and remorse; 
 
vi. positive testimonials; 
 
vii. the dishonesty stemmed from the same situation on a single day, rather than 
 being a pattern of behaviour;  
 
vii. previous unblemished career.  

 

 

 

47. The Committee took into account that the Respondent had made admissions prior to 

the commencement of the hearing to all the charges, apart from one charge which was 

withdrawn by the College. The Committee also took into account that she has no 

previous disciplinary findings against her.  

 



48.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

49.  

 

 However, the Committee took into account the evidence regarding the 

Respondent’s health and how she felt on the day.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

50. The Committee took the view that the dishonesty was serious, and was towards the 

higher end of the spectrum of seriousness. It was dishonesty directed towards 

colleagues, including F’s treating vet, RC,  in respect of a task which RC had asked 

the Respondent to undertake in respect of taking F’s blood sample in relation to the 

BAST, a test which is designed to identify potentially serious health concerns in F. 

Honesty is the bedrock of the profession, and the dishonesty in this case breached the 

trust of colleagues individually and also the employer as an organisation.  

 

51. Further, the dishonesty  raised the risk of harm to F resulting from an inaccurate test 

result or diagnosis. While the blood samples were not in fact left for collection by the 

courier, the Committee took the view that this was a result of RC’s questioning of the 

Respondent, and increasing mistrust of the Respondent’s answers to her questions 

about the taking of the second blood sample. On the Respondent’s own evidence, 

while continuing to indicate that that she had taken a second sample, she told RC that 

she must have made a mistake with the timing. RC told the Respondent that the 

sample could not be used and F was discharged at 12.15pm.   

 

52. The Committee did not accept that the disgraceful conduct was a one-off incident in 

that there was more than one instance of dishonesty, but it was an isolated incident in 

that it was restricted to one situation, with one patient and one day. The Committee 

did not consider that it was premediated dishonesty. It arose following a mistake which 

the Respondent made when she fed F when she should not have, which then meant 

that the second blood sample should not have been taken.  

 



53. The Committee took into account the Respondent’s remorse, and considered her level 

of insight, bearing in mind her reflections on her conduct, why it happened, and her 

reasons for stating that it would not happen again. The Committee also took into 

account her positive character testimonials which referred to her good work ethic, 

professionalism and the high regard in which she is held by professional colleagues. 

The Committee paid particular attention to the testimonial from the Clinical Director of 

the veterinary surgery at which she worked at a time which post-dated the incident at 

the Practice in question, which spoke highly of her professional and personal qualities, 

including the high regard in which she was viewed as a colleague.  

 

54.  The Committee took the view that the Respondent demonstrated genuine remorse, 

apology and that her level of insight, as demonstrated before the Committee was of a 

good level. This taken in conjunction with her evidence, her reflections, her evidence  

on how she would act in stressful situations in the future when her health may be an 

issue, the positive testimonials, and that this was an isolated incident, meant that the 

Committee concluded that the risk to animals in the future was low. 

 

55. The Committee first considered whether to take no further action. The Committee 

considered that this case was too serious to take no action, as this would not address 

the demands of the wider public interest, namely the need to uphold confidence in the 

profession, and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour.  

 

56. The Committee then went on to consider a postponement of judgment, and any 

possible undertakings, but decided that this sanction would not be appropriate. This is 

not a case concerning professional standards of practice or competency where a 

postponement can have some value in allowing for steps to be taken to address 

deficiencies in practice or training.  

 
 

57. The Committee next went on to consider a reprimand and/ or warning. The dishonesty 

in this case was not at the lower end of the spectrum of seriousness, and the 

Committee concluded it was too serious for such a sanction to sufficiently address the 

wider public interest and public confidence in this case. Accordingly, the Committee 

concluded that this sanction was not appropriate.  

 

58. The Committee then went on to consider suspension. The disgraceful conduct was 

serious. The Respondent was not inexperienced, having qualified almost two years 

before the incident in question. She had also trained for her qualification within a 

practice with the attendant practical learning this gave. She did not express any 

concerns to anyone in the Practice that day regarding her ability to perform the BAST 

procedure appropriately. She had an number of opportunities to raise the additional 

feed given to F and thus have the mistake corrected easily the following day. However, 

she lied and created a narrative falsely implicating a colleague and producing a second 

sample from the original pre-BAST bloods. A lesser sanction would be inappropriate 

and insufficient to uphold the wider public interest. The Respondent has insight into 

her conduct and  as set out above, there is no real risk of repetition.  There are no 

concerns about the Respondent’s competence or clinical practice in general, and there 



is no evidence that she would be unfit to return to practice after a period of suspension. 

This process has been a salutary lesson.  

 

59. The Committee concluded that a period of suspension of three months would be 

proportionate in this case. It reflected the fact that the dishonesty was isolated, and 

that the Respondent has shown good insight. Three months’ duration was sufficient to 

address the wider public interest in maintaining public confidence in the profession and 

declaring and upholding proper standards of behaviour . It would also provide a marker 

to the profession,  that the Respondent’s conduct was unacceptable.  

 

60. The Committee did go on to consider removal from the Register but decided that this 

would be disproportionate, considering the Respondent’s  level of insight, her positive 

testimonials, the lack of a real risk of repetition of the behaviour, and that the conduct, 

taken as whole, falls short of being fundamentally incompatible with remaining on the 

register.  

 

61. In coming to this decision, the Committee considered the issue of proportionality and 

took into account the impact this decision may have on the Respondent financially, 

reputationally, as well as upon her right to practise her profession.  However, the 

Committee considered that the need to uphold the wider public interest outweighed 

her interests in this regard.  

 

62. The Committee therefore decided to impose a Suspension Order for a period of three 

months.   

 

63. That concludes this determination.  

 

 

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE  

9 MARCH 20226 

 

 

  

 

  


