
Open Letter by email dated 21st June 2025 
 
To: 
 

General Medical Council 
 
and 
 
Medical Practitioners Tribunal Service 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 
RE Procedural Fairness and Exclusion of Defence Evidence – Urgent 
Concern in the Public Interest 
 

I write to formally raise a matter of significant public interest and serious 
professional concern: the apparent failure of the General Medical Council 
(GMC) and the Medical Practitioners Tribunal Service (MPTS) to properly 
discharge their statutory obligations to ensure procedural fairness in the 
consideration of defence evidence during fitness to practise proceedings, as 
appears, by way of example, to be illustrated in the ongoing case relating to 
Dr David Cartland. 
 

It is a core principle of English law, firmly established in both the common 
law and Article 6(1) of the European Convention on Human Rights, that 
every individual facing serious allegations must be afforded a fair hearing. 
This necessarily includes the unimpeded right to present relevant and 
admissible evidence in their defence. These rights are not optional 
procedural niceties but legal imperatives that go to the heart of any 
credible adjudicative process. The GMC (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004 
codify these duties, binding both the regulator and the tribunal to act in 
accordance with the highest standards of justice and transparency. 
 

In Dr Cartland’s case, the allegations against him appeared largely to relate 
to public statements and reposts on social media platforms – in effect, 
conduct which falls within the ambit of lawful expression under Article 10 
of the Convention, especially where it touches on matters of public concern 
such as medical ethics, vaccine discourse, and scientific freedom. The 
defence evidence offered, which it is understood to have related, at least in 
part, to the context, tone, intent, public interest relevance, and Dr 
Cartland’s longstanding character, appears not only directly material, but 
vital to a fair and proportionate assessment of the case. 



 

The reported exclusion of such defence material, without clear, reasoned 
justification rooted in law or the GMC’s procedural framework, raises 
profound concerns about the impartiality and integrity of the process. If left 
unaddressed, this may amount to a serious denial of natural justice and 
could give rise to grounds for appeal under section 40 of the Medical Act 
1983, or for judicial review before the High Court. 
 

As underscored by the Court of Appeal in GMC v Adeogba [2016] EWCA Civ 
162, fairness must be the touchstone of any regulatory hearing, especially 
where a doctor’s livelihood, reputation, and ability to serve the public are 
at stake. 
 

Accordingly, I make the following formal requests: 
 

1. That the GMC and MPTS urgently review and reaffirm their statutory 
obligations to admit and consider all relevant defence material, 
ensuring that no evidence is excluded without a legally sound and 
clearly articulated basis; 
 

2. That in Dr Cartland’s case, a written explanation be provided to 
relevant parties without delay and detailing the grounds on which 
any of his defence evidence has been excluded or otherwise 
disregarded; 

 

3. That the procedural record reflect and preserve any objections raised 
to such exclusion, so that these matters can be properly scrutinised in 
any future review, appeal, or legal proceeding; 

 

4. That this correspondence and the issues raised herein be 
acknowledged in writing and retained officially, as a matter of formal 
record. 

 

I do not raise these issues lightly. The integrity of the UK’s medical 
regulatory system and public confidence in its fairness, impartiality, and 
legal probity depends on scrupulous adherence to the rules of justice. Any 
perception that defence evidence is being arbitrarily or selectively 
excluded undermines not only the case at hand, as aforementioned, but the 
credibility of the profession’s entire disciplinary framework. 
 

I raise these matters squarely in the public interest. The case of Dr 
Cartland, while concerning in itself, serves as a litmus test for whether the 



GMC and MPTS are adhering to their obligations under law, or perhaps 
drifting toward unjust and unaccountable processes. 
 

This letter is sent without prejudice in general, to any future legal or 
procedural steps which may be taken, including public advocacy and 
parliamentary engagement. 
 

I respectfully request written acknowledgment of receipt and confirmation 
that the concerns set out above will be duly considered and actioned as 
necessary. 
 

Yours faithfully, 
 
Ian Clayton 
 


