FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE - NEWHAM PET SHOP DOUBLE BLUNDER TRIPLES

The third prosecution (another 60 summonses) of pet-shop owner Simon Gilbert by the
London Borough of Newham has just been dismissed at Stratford Magistrates Court and
the Legal Department have just confirmed that all its proposed appeals will not be pursued.
Simon Gilbert says as follows:

I opened my pet shop more than quarter of a century ago, when I was just 15. I have never
had, or been in, any trouble at all, until the RSPCA and local councils started raiding the
local pet shops. On one occasion, six were raided the same day as us.

The RSPCA have been against pet shops and selling animals for a long time. [ did not know
that the Council had adopted the RSPCA’s stance and it seems from the judgements that a
considerable number of people at the Council may not have realised this either. However, my
licence got more and more complicated every year. If a window was open, the wardens said it
was draughty. If it was closed, they said it was not properly ventilated. Welfare specialist
from the Bristol Vet School, Dr Sue Haslam, who was commended by the judges, said that
conditions at our shop were better than the vast majority of veterinary surgeries.

Years of serious prosecutions and the best part of 200 summonses (all of which have been
dismissed) have taken their toll on me and my staff. I had to move my family to Ireland to
protect them from death threats and other animal rights activities. The so-called prosecution
experts, including local vet Martin Lawton, were rightly criticised by the court. I am grateful
to my legal team Nigel Weller and Jonathan Rich for uncovering what was going on and
protecting my reputation against a malicious campaign waged unlawfully in the name of the
London Borough of Newham. There must be other hard-working people in the area who
have had similar experiences. I would urge them to contact their lawyers.

For my part, I have had enough and I am looking to leave. Having been here all my life, I feel
unsafe from a Council to which I have paid hundreds of thousands of pounds in tax. In
return, the Council improperly allowed out-of-control dog wardens to harass us and spend
tens, if not hundreds of thousands, of pounds of our money pursuing an unlawful and
dogmatic campaign against my pet shop. So many good local projects go begging for a little
cash. Having dog wardens, following an animal rights agenda, politically opposed to my sale
of Dalmatians and Spaniels, spending money like water, is like putting temperance
campaigners in charge of our local pubs.

Attached, you will find:

(1) a letter from RSPCA to all Councils, stating their opposition to pet shops;
(2) article in “Cage and Aviary Bird” following the second dismissal; and

(3) RCVS disciplinary findings in relation to prosecution vet, Martin Lawton.

For further information, contact animal welfare specialist Nigel Weller at:
Nigel Weller & Co Solicitors, 15 Market St, Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 2NB 01273 487123

Wednesday, 10 January, 2007
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Essex vet criticised for
reprehensible behaviour

1 December 2003

The RCVS Disciplinary Committee last week dismissed
a charge of disgraceful conduct in a professional
respect against a veterinary surgeon, but criticised his
conduct towards a client. Reasons have now been
given for that decision.

Mr Martin Lawton, of the Exotic Animal Centre in
Romford, Essex, stood accused of being aggressive
towards Mrs Stephens, a client, and causing her
distress and minor injury. Mrs Stephens visited Mr
Lawton's practice with her friend Mrs Mills. Mrs
Stephens visited for eye tests to her Golden Retriever;
Mrs Mills visited for eye tests for a litter of puppies. The
incident described in the charge lasted seconds.

The Committee heard that there had been a
disagreement concerning the certification of eye tests
for the litter of puppies. Mr Lawton was concerned that
he did not have the proper information or
documentation to put his professional name to a formal
certificate. Having then experienced the manner in
which Mrs Stephens and Mrs Mills gave evidence, the
Committee accepted and understood Mr Lawton's
exasperation in trying to explain his position to them.
The Committee decided that Mrs Stephens and Mrs
Mills had "challenged [Mr Lawton's] professional
decision in an offensive manner" and "were vociferous
in expressing their opinions" to him.

Considering the importance of veterinary certification,
the Committee considered that Mr Lawton's stance was
reasonable, since he was personally liable for his
signature on the certificate.

Mr Lawton accepted that his behaviour had been
reprehensible, which he regretted, and he apologised
for it.

Chairman of the Disciplinary Committee, Mr Brian
Jennings, said, "Although Mr Lawton's behaviour is
clearly open to criticism, we do not accept that his
conduct, on this occasion, amounts to disgraceful
conduct in a professional respect.”

09/01/2007





