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In the matter of Section 22 of the Chiropractors Act 1994 (“the Act”)  
 
and 
 
The General Chiropractic Council (Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000 
(“the Rules”) 
 
and 
 
The consideration of an allegation by the Professional Conduct Committee  

 
  

NOTICE OF FINDING BY 
THE PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT COMMITTEE 
OF THE GENERAL CHIROPRACTIC COUNCIL 

 
 

Name of Respondent: Mr James Bloom 
 

Address of Respondent: Stanmore Chiropractic Clinic 
74 Uxbridge Road 
Harrow 
Middlesex 
HA3 6DL 
United Kingdom 
 

Registration Number of 
Respondent: 

02229 

 

On 06-09 December 2021 the Professional Conduct Committee (“the Committee”) of 
the General Chiropractic Council met to consider the following allegation against you, 
referred to it by the Investigating Committee in accordance with Section 20(12)(b)(ii) 
of the Chiropractors Act 1994 (“the Act”): 

 
THE ALLEGATION: 

 
That being a registered chiropractor you are guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 
_____________________________________________________ 
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PARTICULARS OF THE ALLEGATION: 
 

That, being a registered chiropractor, you are guilty of unacceptable professional 
conduct in that: 

1. At all material times you practised as a chiropractor at Stanmore Chiropractic 
Clinic, 74 Uxbridge Road, Harrow, Middlesex HA3 6DL (‘the Clinic’).  

2. You practised in partnership at the Clinic with Mr A, a registered chiropractor.  

3. On or about 30 March 2018 you and other members of your family were 
involved in a road traffic accident.  

4. Following the accident referred to in 3 above, you and/or your wife and/or your 
daughter and/or your son made a claim for compensation for personal injury 
sustained in the accident.  

5. On or about 31 March 2018 you created or caused to be created bookings in 
the Clinic’s system showing that: 

(a) you had an appointment booked with Mr A on 30 March 2018 at 17.50; 

(b) your wife had an appointment booked with Mr A on 30 March 2018 at 
17.00;  

(c) your son had an appointment booked with Mr A on 30 March 2018 at 
17.20; 

(d) your daughter had an appointment booked with Mr A on 30 March 2018 
at 17.40.  

6. Your actions at 5 above were dishonest in that you knew that neither you nor 
your family members had appointments booked with Mr A on that date and at 
those times.  

7. On a date or dates unknown on or after 30 March 2018 you created or caused 
to be created records showing that:  

(a) you had 20 consultations (or thereabouts) with Mr A between 30 March 
and 30 October 2018 and at those consultations he provided you with 
chiropractic care;  

(b) your wife had 18 consultations (or thereabouts) with Mr A between 30 
March and 7 July 2018 and at those consultations he provided your 
wife with chiropractic care;  
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(c) your son had 15 consultations (or thereabouts) with Mr A between 30 
March and 8 October 2018 and at those consultations he provided your 
son with chiropractic care;   

(d) your daughter had 11 consultations (or thereabouts) with Mr A between 
30 March and 4 June 2018 and at those consultations he provided your 
daughter with chiropractic care.  

8. Your actions at 7 above were dishonest in that: 

(a) the records purported to show consultations had taken place when you 
knew they had not;  

(b) the records were created in order to give a false impression, namely 
that you and/or members of your family had had chiropractic treatment 
from Mr A when they had not;  

(c) the records were created to support the claims of yourself and/or your 
family arising out of the road traffic accident on 30 March 2018 by 
giving a false impression about treatment that had been received 
following the accident.  

9. On a date unknown in or around December 2018 you created or caused to be 
created a receipt showing that: 

(a) your wife had received chiropractic treatment carried out by Mr A on 
or between 30 March 2018 and 2 July 2018; 

(b) the cost of chiropractic treatment provided to your wife by Mr A was 
£737;  

(c) the Clinic and/or Mr A had received a payment for of £737 for 
chiropractic treatment provided to your wife. 

10. Your actions at 9 above were dishonest in that you knew: 

(a) your wife had not received chiropractic care treatment carried out 
by Mr A on or between 30 March 2018 and 2 July 2018; 

(b) your wife had not incurred a cost of £737 for chiropractic treatment 
provided by Mr A; 

(c) neither the Clinic nor Mr A had received a payment for your wife’s 
chiropractic treatment in the sum of £737. 

11. By 2 July 2019 you had failed:  
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(a) to record an X-ray log on the consultation records of 71 of your 
patients (or thereabouts) within four weeks of the date of the patient 
being X-rayed;  

(b) to record X-ray findings on the consultation records of 89 of your 
patients (or thereabouts) within four weeks of the date of the patient 
being X-rayed.  

12. On a date or dates unknown between 1 July 2019 and 31 August 2019 you 
altered the consultation records in respect of the following patients for the 
following consultations by inserting an X-ray log and/or X-ray findings into 
those records. 
 

 Patient reference: Date of consultation: 

(a)  7233 2 November 2018 

(b)  7410 24 January 2019 

(c)  7407 30 January 2019 

(d)  7437 4 February 2019 

(e)  7439 6 February 2019 

(f)  7441 6 February 2019 

(g)  7512 14 March 2019 

(h)  7536 20 March 2019 

(i)  7543 29 March 2019 

(j)  599 10 April 2019 
 

13. Your actions at 12 above were dishonest in that you knew by doing so the 
records would give a false impression, namely that they had been made 
contemporaneously with the consultation.  

14. In or around December 2019 you made or caused to be made entries in the 
Clinic’s financial records showing that:  

(a) £35 had been received by card payment from a patient with 
transaction reference 63104 on or by 16 December 2019;  

(b) £337 had been received by card payment from a patient with 
transaction reference 63106 on or by 16 December 2019; 
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(c) £35 had been received by card payment from a patient with 
transaction reference 63111 on or by 16 December 2019; 

(d) £295 had been received as a payment from a patient on 16 
December 2019; 

(e) £42 had been received by card payment from a patient with 
transaction reference 63284 on or by 23 December 2019; 

(f) £42 had been received by card payment from a patient of the Clinic 
with transaction reference 63298 on or by 23 December 2019; 

(g) £42 had been received by card payment from a patient with 
transaction reference 63299 on or by 23 December 2019; 

(h) £274 received by card payment from a patient with transaction 
reference 63300 on or by 23 December 2019. 

15. Your actions at 14 above were dishonest in that you knew the effect of making 
those entries or causing them to be made would be to give a false impression, 
namely that: 

(a) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(a) above, a 
payment of £35 had been made by card when it had been made by 
cash;  

(b) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(b) above, a 
payment of £337 had been made when the payment that had been 
made was £442;  

(c) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(c) above, a 
payment of £35 had been made by card when it had been made by 
cash; 

(d) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(d) above, a 
payment of £295 had been made when the payment that had been 
made was £400;  

(e) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(e) above, a 
payment of £42 had been made by card when it had been made by 
cash;  

(f) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(f) above, a 
payment of £42 had been made by card when it had been made by 
cash; 



 
 

6 
 
 

(g) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(g) above, a 
payment of £42 had been made by card when it had been made by 
cash; 

(h) in respect of the entry referred to in paragraph 14(h) above, a 
payment of £274 had been made when the payment that had been 
made was £400. 

AMENDED ALLEGATION 
 

That, being a registered chiropractor, you are guilty of unacceptable professional 
conduct in 
that: 

1. At all material times you practised as a chiropractor at Stanmore Chiropractic 
Clinic, 74 Uxbridge Road, Harrow, Middlesex HA3 6DL (‘the Clinic’). 

 
2. You caused or allowed inaccurate records to be made as set out in Schedule 

A. 
 

3. Your actions at 2 above were dishonest in that you knew that Chiropractor 1 
had not conducted one or more of the appointments. 

 
4. Between 2 July 2018 and December 2018 you caused or allowed the 

creation of a treatment receipt for Person A which was inaccurate in that it 
stated: 

 
(a) Person A had received treatment from Chiropractor 1 on one or more of 

the dates set out in Schedule A; 
 

(b) £737.00 had been paid in full. 
 

5. Your actions at 4 above were dishonest in that you knew the matters at 4(a) 
and/or 4 (b) were inaccurate. 

 
6. On one or more occasions you failed to record contemporaneous records as 

set out in Schedule B. 
 

7. Between or around 1 July 2019 and 5 August 2019, you made one or more 
retrospective entries in respect of the matters in Schedule B. 

 
8. Your actions at 7 above were: 

 
(a) inappropriate in that one or more of the entries were not adequately or at 

all marked as retrospective; 
 

(b) dishonest in that you: 
 

i. had agreed with Chiropractor 1 that you would not complete x-ray 
logs and/or consent retrospectively; 
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ii. sought to create a false impression that entries were made 
contemporaneously. 

 
9. Between or around 16 December 2019 and 23 December 2019, you caused 

or allowed inaccurate entries and/or amendments of the Clinic’s financial 
records as set out in Schedule C. 

 
10. Your conduct in 9 above was dishonest in that you knew one or more of the 

entries and/or amendments were inaccurate. 
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Schedule A 
 
 Individual Appointment date/time inaccurately stated to have 

been carried out by Chiropractor 1 

1 James Bloom  

i  30/03/2018 at 17:50 

ii  03/04/ 2018 at 00:00 

iii  06/04/2018 at 00:00 

iv  10/04/2018 at 00:00 

v  13/04/2018 at 00:00 

vi  17/04/2018 at 00:00 

vii  20/04/2018 at 00:00 

viii  24/04/2018 at 00:00 

ix  01/05/2018 at 00:00 

x  08/05/2018 at 00:00 

xi  16/05/2018 at 00:00 

xii  22/05/2018 at 00:00 

xiii  29/05/2018 at 00:00 

xiv  05/06/2018 at 00:00 

xv  19/06/2018 at 00:00 
 
xvi  10/07/2018 at 00:00 

xvii  07/08/2018 at 00:00 

xviii  04/09/2018 at 00:00 
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xix  02/10/2018 at 00:00 

xx  30/10/2018 at 00:00 

2 Person A  

i  30/03/2018 at 00:00 

ii  03/04/ 2018 at 00:00 

iii  06/04/2018 at 00:00 

iv  10/04/2018 at 00:00 

v  12/04/2018 at 00:00 

vi  16/04/2018 at 00:00 

vii  19/04/2018 at 00:00 

viii  23/04/2018 at 00:00 

ix  26/04/2018 at 00:00 

x  30/04/2018 at 00:00 

xi  04/05/2018 at 00:00 

xii  09/05/2018 at 00:0 

xiii  14/05/2018 at 00:00 

xiv  21/05/2018 at 00:00 

xv  28/05/2018 at 00:00 

xvi  04/06/2018 at 00:00 
 
xvii  18/06/2018 at 00:00 

xviii  02/07/2018 at 00:00 

3 Person B  
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i  30/03/2018 at 17:00 

ii  31/03/2018 at 00:00 

iii  03/04/ 2018 at 00:00 

iv  06/04/2018 at 00:00 

v  10/04/2018 at 00:00 

vi  12/04/2018 at 00:00 

vii  16/04/2018 at 00:00 

viii  23/04/2018 at 00:00 

ix  30/04/2018 at 00:00 

x  09/05/2018 at 00:00 

xi  21/05/2018 at 00:00 

xii  04/06/2018 at 00:00 

xiii  27/06/2018 at 00:00 

xiv  04/09/2018 at 00:00 

xv  08/10/2018 at 00:00 

4 Person C  

i  30/03/2018 at 17:20 

ii  03/04/ 2018 at 00:00 

iii  06/04/2018 at 00:00 
 
iv  10/04/2018 at 00:00 

v  12/04/2018 at 00:00 

vi  16/04/2018 at 00:00 
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vii  23/04/2018 at 00:00 

viii  30/04/2018 at 00:00 

ix  09/05/2018 at 00:00 

x  21/05/2018 at 00:00 

xi  04/06/2018 at 00:00 
 
 
Schedule B 
 
 Patient X-ray log and/or consent 

1 Patient D 24 January 2019 

2 Patient E 30 January 2019 

3 Patient F 4 February 2019 

4 Patient G 6 February 2019 

5 Patient H 6 February 2019 

6 Patient I 14 March 2019 

7 Patient J 20 March 2019 

8 Patient K 29 March 2019 

9 Patient L 10 April 2019 
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Schedule C  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 On or around 
date 

Payment/Figure Type Modification 

1 16/12/2019 £35 Cash Cash to card 

2 16/12/2019 £35 Cash Cash to card 

3 16/12/2019 £35 Cash Cash to card 

4 16/12/2019 £442 Card £442 to £337 

5 23/12/2019 £400 Card Changed to £275 

6 23/12/2019 £42 Cash Cash to card 

7 23/12/2019 £42 Cash Cash to card 

8 23/12/2019 £42 Cash Cash to card 

9 23/12/2019 £275 Card £275 (in 5, above) to 
£274 
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DECISION 

 
Notice and Proceeding in Absence 

 
1. Mr Bloom did not attend the hearing and was not represented. Ms Atkin, on 

behalf of the General Chiropractic Council (GCC) informed the Committee that 
Notice of these proceedings had been given to Mr Bloom in accordance with 
Rule 3 (2) (a) of the GCC (Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000 (the 
Rules) dated 2 July 2021 and placed a copy of the notice before the 
Committee. She submitted that the Notice had been served in accordance 
with Rule 21 of the Rules.  
 

2. The Committee noted that the Notice had been sent to Ms Lane of Bankside 
Law, Mr Bloom’s solicitors, and enquired whether Mr Bloom had formally 
notified the GCC that he was nominating the email address of his solicitors as 
the email address to which the Notice should be sent as he was permitted to 
do under the provisions of Rule 21 as amended. Ms Atkin informed the 
Committee that Mr Bloom had instructed Bankside Law to represent him on 11 
November 2019 and that all communications between the GCC and Mr Bloom 
since that date had been through Bankside Law. Ms Atkin submitted that Mr 
Bloom had consented to the service of all notices, and documents from the 
GCC to be communicated through Bankside Law. 
 

3. Ms Atkin then made an application that the hearing proceed in Mr Bloom’s 
absence under the provisions of Rule 6 (1) of the Rules. She referred the 
Committee to the cases of GMC v Adeogba/Visvardis [2016] EWCA Civ 162 
and (R v   Hayward [2001] Q.B. 862) R v Jones [2003] 1 A.C. 1. She placed 
before the Committee an email sent by Bankside Law dated 3 December 2021 
indicating that Mr Bloom would not be attending the hearing and would not be 
represented. She further placed before the Committee an email dated 6 
December 2021 from Mr Bloom confirming that he would not be attending the 
hearing.  
 

4. The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 
 

5. The Committee considered that the Notice complied with the provisions of 
Rule 3 (2) (a) of the Rules. The matter that gave it cause for concern was that 
it would appear that the Notice had not formally been served in accordance 
with Rule 21 in that there was no evidence that Mr Bloom had formally 
nominated Bankside Law, and in particular, Ms Lane’s email address to be his 
email address with the GCC for service. However, the Committee noted the 
length of time, in excess of two years during which all documents had been 
served on Mr Bloom in this way. Further, it noted there was no evidence 
before it that Mr Bloom had ever raised any issue about matters being dealt 
with in this way. The Committee concluded that it could be satisfied that Mr 
Bloom had given implied consent for documents to be served in this way and, 
on this basis could be satisfied that proper notice of this hearing had been 
served upon Mr Bloom in accordance with the Rules. The Committee had also 
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seen correspondence that indicated that Mr Bloom had remained in contact 
with Ms Lane up to and including the date of the hearing.  
 

6. The Committee went on to consider whether it should proceed to hear the 
matter in the absence of Mr Bloom. It noted that it had a discretion whether to 
proceed in his absence, but that was a discretion that it must exercise with 
great care and caution. The Committee noted that Mr Bloom had indicated 
directly and through his solicitors that he was not going to attend the hearing. 
It further noted that he had not asked for an adjournment. The Committee also 
had regard to the fact that the matters it was considering were between two 
and three years old and that two witnesses, Chiropractor 1 and Mr Brown, the 
expert witness for the GCC, were available and waiting to give their evidence. 
The Committee reminded itself that it should have regard to the public interest 
and the GCC’s interest in the expeditious hearing and disposal of cases. It 
should also have regard to Mr Bloom’s interests which included his right to 
attend the hearing and present his case.  
 

7. The Committee carefully balanced these competing interests. It considered 
whether, were it to adjourn the hearing, what the likelihood would be of Mr 
Bloom attending. It also had regard to the interests of the witnesses. Finally, it 
had regard to the interests of justice and fairness.  
 

8. The Committee concluded that Mr Bloom had voluntarily absented himself 
from the hearing and that, were the case to be adjourned, it was highly 
unlikely that he would attend any future hearing. The Committee was satisfied 
that Mr Bloom had made it quite clear that he would not attend the current 
hearing. The Committee determined that it was in the interests of justice that 
the hearing proceed in the absence of Mr Bloom. 
 

Application to amend the Particulars of the Allegation 
 

9. Ms Atkin made an application to amend the Particulars of Allegation under the 
provisions of Rule 6(11) of the Rules 2000. Ms Atkin submitted that the 
proposed amendments would give the Particulars greater clarity and would 
reduce the number of Particulars therefore “streamlining” the process. 
 

10. The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 
 

11. The Committee determined that the proposed amendments were desirable, 
and they could be made without injustice.  The Committee considered the 
proposed amendments were logical, caused no prejudice to Mr Bloom and 
that no matter alleged in the original Particular was missing from the proposed 
amended Particulars. 
 

12. The application to amend was therefore granted.  
 

Application for Evidence to be admitted as Hearsay Evidence 
 

13. Ms Atkin made an application that the evidence of Receptionist 1 be 
admitted as hearsay evidence. Ms Atkin submitted that Receptionist 1 had 
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made clear when she made her statement that she did not wish to give 
evidence, bearing in mind that she works in the practice with both Chiropractor 
1 and Mr Bloom. She submitted that Receptionist 1 did not give primary 
evidence of any matter; rather, she gave evidence which gave background 
and clarity to other evidence and filled in “pieces of the jigsaw” of the evidence 
which the Committee would hear.  
 

14. Ms Atkin made a further application that the evidence of Chiropractor 1, in 
which he referred to the conversations he had with two patients as to how they 
had paid the clinic, should be admitted as hearsay evidence. Ms Atkin 
accepted that no witness statements had been obtained from the patients but, 
again, pointed out that the evidence that Chiropractor 1 gives about his 
conversation with them is not primary evidence but gives context and support 
to other evidence.  
 

15. The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  
 

16. The Committee took account of Ms Atkin’s submissions and the legal 
assessor’s advice. Both had referred the Committee to the case of 
Thorneycroft v NMC [2014] EWHC 1565 (Admin). Having regard to all the 
circumstances of the case and the legal advice, the Committee decided that it 
would go through the seven points which the judge set out as being matters 
the Committee should consider with regard to both the statement of 
Receptionist 1 and the relevant evidence of Chiropractor 1. 
 

17. As a preliminary point, the Committee noted that Receptionist 1 worked at the 
clinic with both Chiropractor 1 and Mr Bloom and accepted that she would feel 
uncomfortable giving evidence and the Committee concluded that that was an 
understandable reason why she did not wish to attend the hearing.  
 

18. With regard to the points set out in the case of Thorneycroft, the Committee 
noted that in both instances, the evidence was not the sole or decisive 
evidence in support of a Particular of the Allegation, but rather each was 
corroborating or supporting other evidence. No challenges to either piece of 
evidence had been raised before the hearing, and the Committee noted that 
Mr Bloom had not attended the hearing. The Committee noted that there had 
been no suggestion that the relevant evidence had been fabricated. The 
Committee noted that the allegations that Mr Bloom faced were serious and 
included allegations of dishonesty. The Committee noted the reason why 
Receptionist 1 did not wish to attend the hearing and give evidence and the 
Committee considered that this was an understandable reason in the 
circumstances. It also noted that it was a matter of cost and convenience for 
the GCC to seek to obtain statements from the two patients on what was a 
narrow issue and where their evidence would simply corroborate detailed oral 
and documentary evidence on the matter. The Committee considered that the 
GCC had acted reasonably with regard to Receptionist 1 and the two patients 
in the circumstances. Finally, the Committee was satisfied that Mr Bloom had 
had notice of this application and the Committee again noted that he had not 
attended the hearing. 
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19. Having considered all the relevant matters as set out in the case of 
Thorneycroft, the Committee determined that it would be fair and just to admit 
the evidence of Receptionist 1 and the evidence of Chiropractor 1 with regard 
to the two patients. In reaching this decision the Committee noted that the 
matter it was considering was one of admissibility and that question of weight 
would be considered at a later stage in the hearing. 
 
Background 
 

20. In 2009, Chiropractor 1 and Mr Bloom started the Stanmore Chiropractic Clinic 
in Harrow. On 30 March 2018 Mr Bloom and three members of his family were 
involved in a road traffic accident. Mr Bloom provided his family with 
chiropractic treatment. He created records to provide to the solicitor who was 
dealing with the civil claim for damages for the injuries to himself and to 
members of his family caused by the accident. The records appeared to show 
that the treatment had been provided by Chiropractor 1 when he had not 
provided any treatment and, indeed had not been in the country or the clinic 
on some of the days when treatment was said to have occurred. On 17 
January 2019, while auditing his own records, Chiropractor 1 found evidence 
of these diary entries and subsequently found that Mr Bloom had prepared an 
invoice in the name of a member of his family involved in the accident for the 
cost of treatment supposedly provided by Chiropractor 1. Chiropractor 1 
confronted Mr Bloom about these matters and Mr Bloom admitted that he had 
created the inaccurate records and the inaccurate invoice. 
 

21. In May 2019, Chiropractor 1 treated some of Mr Bloom’s patients when Mr 
Bloom was away. Chiropractor 1 discovered that Mr Bloom had failed to 
record contemporaneously matters with regard to the taking of x-rays which 
would include the x-ray log and report of the images that he should have 
recorded. Chiropractor 1 discussed this with Mr Bloom and warned Mr Bloom 
that he could not backdate the x-ray logs; and when he completed the records 
he should indicate that they were additions to the records and should not 
record matters as though they had been recorded at the time. Chiropractor 1 
then found that Mr Bloom had made additions to the records of patients with 
regard to the taking of x-rays but had not indicated that the entries were made 
some months later.  
 

22. In January 2020, Chiropractor 1 discovered that on 16 December 2019 and 23 
December 2019, Mr Bloom had changed entries in the financial records of the 
clinic to make it appear that payments to the clinic in cash by patients had 
been made by card. On the first occasion, it concerned three patients and on 
the second occasion two. On each occasion a larger sum paid by card on the 
relevant day was reduced by the sums of cash removed so that the figures for 
card payments would apparently balance. The sums involved amounted to 
£105 on 16 December 2019 and £126 on 23 December 2019. Chiropractor 1 
spoke to Mr Bloom about these matters and then noted that Mr Bloom had 
gone back into the system and changed the figures back so that they correctly 
represented the financial transactions that had occurred.   
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Findings on the facts 

 
23. The Committee took account of all the evidence that it had received, both oral 

and documentary. It had regard to the submissions of Ms Atkin and it heard 
and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. In reaching its decisions it 
reminded itself that the burden of proof was upon the GCC and the standard 
of proof was the civil standard, the balance of probabilities.  
 

24. The Committee first considered whether it should draw an adverse inference 
against Mr Bloom on the basis that he had not attended, had not given 
evidence and had, therefore, not provided the Committee with any explanation 
for the matters contained in the Particulars of the Allegation. The Committee 
had regard to the case of R(Kuzmin) v GMC [2019] EWHC 2129 (Admin). In 
particular it noted the matters set out by the judge which a tribunal should 
consider before deciding whether it would be proper to draw an adverse 
inference against Mr Bloom. It noted that no prior warning had been given to 
Mr Bloom that if he did not give evidence, an adverse inference might be 
drawn against him. In the circumstances the Committee concluded that it 
would not be fair to Mr Bloom if it were to decide to draw an adverse inference 
against him and determined that it would not do so. 
 

25. The Committee went on to consider what weight it should give to the 
statement of Receptionist 1 and to the evidence that Chiropractor 1 gave in 
relation to the two patients in light of it ruling that it would admit the evidence 
as hearsay evidence. In each case, the Committee concluded that it could 
give the evidence considerable weight on the basis that it was, in each case, 
essentially corroborative and supportive of other primary oral and 
documentary evidence. 
 

26. The Committee had regard to the case of Singh v Singh and Others [2016] 
1432 (Ch) which was a case concerned with covert recordings. The 
Committee noted that Chiropractor 1 had recorded a number of his 
conversations with Mr Bloom. The Committee had regard to paragraph 15 of 
the judgment where the judge said that such recordings should be 
approached with some caution but that, equally, there could be great value in 
the fact that parties discussing the matter would know the truth of what 
happened and may well be speaking freely about the matter. In the 
circumstances, the Committee concluded that there would be considerable 
value in considering the evidence in the recordings and that it would be of 
considerable assistance when added to the other evidence before the 
Committee on the relevant matters. Consequently, the Committee determined 
that it could give considerable weight to the recordings.  
 

27. The Committee made the following findings on the facts: 
 
Particular 1: Found proved 
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The Committee considered that this was a purely factual matter and was 
satisfied on the evidence that it had been proved. 
 
Particular 2: Found proved 
 
The Committee took account of the evidence of Chiropractor 1 that on 17 
January 2019, whilst reviewing his appointments, he found records of 
appointments for treatment that he was supposed to have provided to Mr 
Bloom and his family, following the road traffic accident on 30 March 2018. 
Chiropractor 1’s evidence was that the first appointments were recorded as 
taking place on the day of the accident. His evidence was that he was not in 
the clinic on 30 March 2018 as it was Passover. He had also been abroad 
between 6 and 12 April 2018 when some of the supposed appointments had 
taken place. The Committee concluded that it could rely on Chiropractor 1 as 
a credible witness. His evidence was supported by documentary evidence 
which included the Keystroke computer evidence which showed that the 
relevant records were created on various dates including 9 July 2018 and 8 
November 2018. Chiropractor 1’s evidence was also corroborated by the 
admissions of Mr Bloom that he had created the records in the course of the 
conversation between himself and Chiropractor 1, which the latter recorded on 
18 January 2019. In that conversation Mr Bloom admitted that he had created 
the records as he explained that he had treated his family but that he did not 
believe that his solicitor who required the records to pursue the claims on 
behalf of his family would accept records which showed that he had treated 
members of his own family. The Committee also had regard to the letters from 
Mr Bloom’s solicitors in his civil action for damages which included a request 
to Chiropractor 1 to provide the relevant records for a member of the Bloom 
family and referring to the receipt of some records. Based upon all the 
evidence before it, the Committee was satisfied, on the balance of 
probabilities, that this Particular was proved. 
 
Particular 3: Found proved 
 
The Committee had regard to the test for dishonesty provided in the case of 
Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd Trading as Crockfords [2017] UKSC 67.  It 
noted that the test to be applied was the objective test. The Committee had 
regard to the state of knowledge of Mr Bloom at the time, which it could 
establish from the answers that he gave to Chiropractor 1 on 18 January 
2019. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Bloom could not have held the 
genuine belief that it would be appropriate to create inaccurate records for 
fictitious appointments. Further the Committee was satisfied that ordinary 
decent people would consider such behaviour to be dishonest. Consequently, 
the Committee was satisfied that this Particular was found proved. 
 
Particular 4a and 4b: Found proved 
 
The Committee had regard to the evidence of Chiropractor 1, to which, again, 
it determined it could give considerable weight. It noted that on 20 January 
2019, following his recorded conversation with Mr Bloom on 18 January 2019, 
Chiropractor 1 made a further investigation of the clinic computer system. In 
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the course of this investigation, he found that certain documents had been 
deleted. After downloading some software to assist him, he was able to 
retrieve one of the deleted documents which was a receipt indicating that he 
had treated a member of Mr Bloom’s family and showing the apparent sums 
charged for those treatments and also showing the sum of £737 had been 
paid in full. The Committee noted the evidence that Mr Bloom’s civil solicitors 
had asked him to provide receipts for the treatment purportedly provided by 
Chiropractor 1. During a recorded conversation on 23 January 2019 Mr Bloom 
admitted to Chiropractor 1 that he created the receipt with the intention of 
presenting it to his solicitor but had decided not to and had deleted the 
document. The Committee was satisfied that the receipt showed that 
Chiropractor 1 had purportedly treated the family member on a number of 
occasions and the receipt recorded that the sum owing of £737 had been paid 
in full. The Committee was satisfied on the evidence that both Particular 4a 
and Particular 4b were proved on the balance of probabilities. 
 
Particular 5: Found proved 
 
The Committee again considered the definition of dishonesty in the case of 
Ivey v Genting. It determined that Mr Bloom could not have genuinely believed 
that it was appropriate to create a receipt which set out a number of fictitious 
appointments with Chiropractor 1 and then set out fabricated charges for 
those treatments and then state on the receipt that the sum owing, namely 
£737, had been paid in full. In the circumstances, the Committee was satisfied 
that ordinary decent people would consider Mr Bloom’s actions to be 
dishonest both in terms of Particular 4a and Particular 4b. 
 
Particular 6: Found proved 
 
The Committee noted the evidence of Chiropractor 1 that during May 2019, he 
treated a number of Mr Bloom’s patients and found that with regard to a 
number of patients, no x-ray log or x-ray report appeared in the records of 
those patients although they had been treated by Mr Bloom and x-rays had 
been taken.  Chiropractor 1 asked Receptionist 1 to carry out an audit of Mr 
Bloom’s patients with regard to these issues. She passed her findings to 
Chiropractor 1 who then completed his own investigation of the patient 
records and provided evidence that no entries relating to x-rays had been 
recorded for nine patients that had been seen between January and April 
2019 and for whom x-rays had been taken.  
 
 Particular 7: Found proved  
  
The Committee noted the evidence that, on 3 July 2019, Chiropractor 1 had a 
recorded conversation with Mr Bloom in which he asked Mr Bloom to include 
the relevant information with regard to x-rays in the records of the relevant 
patients but warned him that he should make clear that any additions to the 
records were not contemporaneous. Chiropractor 1 advised Mr Bloom that 
following a conversation with their Radiation Protection Advisor the clinic 
would be the subject of a formal inspection of IR(ME)R procedures. 
Chiropractor 1 conducted a follow up audit in August 2019 and found that, with 
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regard to the nine patients in Schedule B, whilst on 21 and 22 July 2019 the 
records showed no additions had been made, when he reviewed the records 
of those nine patients on 11 August 2019, in the case of each patient, records 
with regard to x-rays had been added but no attempt had been made to 
demonstrate that these entries were retrospective. Chiropractor 1 carried out a 
Keystroke search of the records and found that the retrospective entries had 
been made by Mr Bloom on 24 and 31 July 2019. The Committee was 
satisfied on the evidence that Mr Bloom made these retrospective entries. 
 
Particular 8a: Found proved 
 
The Committee noted the evidence it had considered under Particulars 6 and 
7 above. The Committee noted the expert evidence of Mr Brown which was 
unchallenged. It considered that it could rely upon the opinion evidence that 
he gave. It noted that he stated that it was opinion that if retrospective entries 
were made in patient notes, then a chiropractor should make it clear that the 
entries are retrospective. The Committee concluded that there were potential 
issues of patient safety, if patient records did not make clear that they were 
contemporaneous or retrospective. The Committee determined it could accept 
Mr Brown’s expert opinion and concluded that it was inappropriate for Mr 
Bloom to make the entries without stating that they were retrospective. 
Consequently, the Committee was satisfied that this Particular was found 
proved.  
 
Particular 8b (i): Found not proved 
 
The Committee considered the test for dishonesty as set out in the case of 
Ivey v Genting. The Committee had regard to the transcript and recording of 
the conversation between Chiropractor 1 and Mr Bloom with regard to this 
matter. The Committee noted that Chiropractor 1 told Mr Bloom that he should 
not “backdate” the entries but the Committee was not satisfied that there was 
sufficient evidence before it that Mr Bloom had agreed that he would not 
complete X-ray logs and/or consent retrospectively. Consequently, the 
Committee could not be satisfied that this Particular was proved. 
 
Particular 8b (ii): Found proved 
 
The Committee noted the evidence that Mr Bloom had been told by 
Chiropractor 1 that he should not backdate any x-ray logs, which included the 
consent, that he had omitted to make and that he should ensure that he made 
clear that the entries were retrospective. It also noted that Chiropractor 1 
informed Mr Bloom that the Radiation Protection Advisor had told him that the 
clinic would be subject of a formal inspection. The Committee drew the 
inference that the purpose of making the retrospective entries in the way that 
Mr Bloom had done was to create a false impression that the entries were 
made at the time of each patient’s appointment and was satisfied that Mr 
Bloom’s conduct, in this respect, was dishonest having regard to the legal test 
in Ivey v Genting.  
 
Particular 9: Found proved 
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The Committee noted the evidence that it had received on this matter. It had 
regard to the evidence of Chiropractor 1 as to what he had found in the 
records, and that of Receptionist 1 as to what she had found in the records. It 
also had regard to the Keystroke evidence, receipts for the larger sums of 
£442 and £400, the evidence of the changes to the entries with regard to 
whether payments were paid by card or cash and the changes made to the 
relevant entries. It also noted the Keystroke evidence that after Chiropractor 1 
had spoken to Mr Bloom on 3 January 2020, he changed the entries with 
regard to the payments back to the original position. On the basis of all the 
evidence before it, the Committee was satisfied that this Particular was proved 
on the balance of probabilities. 
 
Particular 10: Found proved 
 
The Committee had regard to the case of Ivey v Genting and the appropriate 
test to apply on the issue of dishonesty. The Committee had regard to all the 
evidence on this matter and, in particular, the admissions made by Mr Bloom 
as to what he had done in the recorded conversation of 3 January 2020. The 
Committee concluded that Mr Bloom could not have genuinely held the belief 
that it was appropriate to make the changes in the financial records in the 
clinic and to make the sums available to be removed in cash. The Committee 
was satisfied that ordinary decent people would consider what Mr Bloom did 
to be dishonest. Consequently, the Committee was satisfied that this 
Particular was found proved.  
 

 
UNACCEPTABLE PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 

 
28. The Committee had regard to the submissions of Ms Atkin, on behalf of the 

GCC.  The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  
 

29. The Committee had regard to its findings on the facts and noted those 
Particulars found proved. It also had regard to all the evidence that it had 
heard and read. It reminded itself that whether Mr Bloom is guilty of 
unacceptable professional conduct is a matter for its judgement. It also 
reminded itself that not all breaches of the Code would necessarily lead to a 
finding of unacceptable professional conduct. 
 

30. The Committee had regard to the fact that the matters it had to consider 
included both clinical failings and inappropriate and dishonest conduct. It first 
considered The Code. It determined that the following sections of the Code 
were engaged in this matter and that Mr Bloom was in breach of them. The 
sections of the Code relevant to this case are: 

 
B - Act with honesty and integrity and maintain the highest standards of 
professional and personal conduct. 
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B5 - Ensure your behaviour is professional at all times including outside the 
workplace, thus upholding and protecting the reputation of, and confidence in, 
the profession and justifying patient trust. 
 
C8 - Ensure that investigations, if undertaken, are in the patient’s best 
interests and minimise risk to the patient. All investigations must be consented 
to by the patient. You must record the rationale for, and outcomes of, all 
investigations. You must adhere to all regulatory standards applicable to an 
investigation which you perform. 
 
E2 - Obtain and record consent from a patient prior to starting their care and 
for the plan of care. 
 
H3 - Ensure your patient records are kept up to date, legible, attributable and truly 
representative of your interaction with each patient. 
 

31. The Committee concluded that with regard to its findings on Particulars 2 and 
3 which concerned the dishonest creation of inaccurate records, Principle B 
and Standards B5 and H3 of the Code as set out above were engaged. The 
Committee was satisfied that in acting as he did, Mr Bloom’s conduct fell far 
short of that expected of a chiropractor. The Committee considered that what 
amounted to the fabrication of patient records in order to send to a solicitor 
conducting civil litigation seeking damages for injury suffered by Mr Bloom’s 
family was a serious breach of the standards of conduct expected of a 
chiropractor. 
 

32. The Committee considered that the fabrication of the receipt, albeit Mr Bloom 
stated that it was then deleted, again involved a serious breach of the 
standard of conduct expected of a chiropractor. The Committee concluded 
that Principle B and Standard B5 were both relevant to the matters alleged in 
Particulars 4 and 5. The conduct found proved involving the dishonest 
creation of a false receipt was conduct that, again fell far short of the standard 
expected. 
 

33. The Committee determined that its findings on Particular 6 and Particulars 8a 
and 8b (ii) involved breaches of standards C8, E2 and H3.  The Committee 
considered that Particular 7 was a purely factual allegation and it noted that it 
had found Particular 8b (i) not proved. The Committee concluded that its 
findings on these matters demonstrated a systematic failure of Mr Bloom to 
contemporaneously record matters with regard to x-rays that he was required 
to record. Further, the Committee considered that Mr Bloom’s dishonest 
behaviour in failing to indicate that his entries in the records were made 
retrospectively to create a false impression, demonstrated conduct that fell 
seriously below the standard expected of a chiropractor. The Committee noted 
Mr Brown’s evidence that a single failure to record would not amount to a 
serious falling short of the standard expected but that multiple failings would 
amount to a serious falling short. The Committee had regard to the fact that 
this Particular concerned the records of nine patients.  The Committee was 
satisfied that with regard to its findings on Particulars 6, 8a and 8b(ii) Mr 
Bloom’s conduct did involve a falling far short of the standard expected.  
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34. The Committee considered that with regard to its findings on Particulars 9 and 

10, Mr Bloom’s dishonest conduct in altering the clinic’s financial records 
involved a serious falling short of the standards expected. The Committee 
considered that Principle B and Standard B5 were engaged in this instance. 
Mr Bloom’s behaviour involved a serious departure from that expected of a 
chiropractor.  
 

35. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Bloom’s conduct both in terms of the 
clinical matters and in his dishonest conduct would be regarded as deplorable 
by other chiropractors and that the reputation of the chiropractic profession 
would suffer as a result of this Committee’s findings against Mr Bloom. 
 

36. The Committee determined that Mr Bloom’s conduct was sufficiently serious to 
cross the threshold of seriousness to warrant a finding of unacceptable 
professional conduct. The Committee therefore determined that Mr Bloom is 
guilty of unacceptable professional conduct. 
 
Notification 
 

37. In accordance with Section 22 (11) of the Act, the Committee arranged for Mr 
Bloom to be notified of this decision and given the opportunity to appear 
before it and to argue his case on sanction. Mr Bloom did not respond.  
 

SANCTION 
 

38. The Committee took account of all the evidence that it received in the case. It   
also took account of the submissions made by Ms Atkin on behalf of the GCC.  
It heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 
 

39. The Committee reminded itself that the purpose of a sanction is not to be 
punitive but to protect the public, in particular, patients and the wider public 
interest which would include the maintenance of public confidence in the 
profession and the declaring and upholding of proper standards of conduct in 
the profession. It further reminded itself that it must act proportionately, 
balancing the public interest with that of Mr Bloom. It took account of the GCC 
Guidance on Sanctions, dated April 2018, in considering the appropriate 
sanction in this case. 
 

40. The Committee considered the mitigating and aggravating factors which were 
present in the case. With regard to the mitigating factors, the Committee noted 
that Mr Bloom has no previous regulatory history. It also noted the evidence of 
Chiropractor 1 that, prior to these matters, there had been no difficulties in the 
professional partnership between  Chiropractor 1 and Mr Bloom. 
 

41. With regard to aggravating factors, the Committee considered the following to 
be present. Firstly there was a breach of trust both in the way Mr Bloom acted 
with regard to the clinic’s finances and his changing of the financial records. 
Further, by his conduct in this regard, he had placed an employee, 
Receptionist 1, in an unacceptable position and caused her considerable 
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concern, anxiety  and distress by his actions. The Committee considered that 
Mr Bloom had shown no insight into his unacceptable professional conduct. 
He had  not demonstrated any remorse or regret for his actions. In his 
recorded conversations with Chiropractor 1 he admitted that he had, factually, 
done what was alleged in a number of instances,  but at no time had he 
apologised or appeared to accept that what he had done was wrong, even 
stating that he would falsify a receipt for a friend if asked. The Committee was 
concerned that, with regard to his failures in relation to the patient records, 
there was a potential risk of harm to patients in the future in that a chiropractor 
taking over treatment would have no knowledge that, firstly, x-rays had been 
performed and then after the additions to the records, that they could not rely 
on the fact that the records had been made contemporaneously. The 
Committee had regard to the fact that the course of conduct with which it was 
dealing related to repeated dishonesty of different forms, some for personal 
financial gain, that had occurred over a period of approximately twenty one 
months.  
 

42. The Committee then considered the section on dishonesty in the Guidance. It 
noted that one of the allegations of dishonesty found proved related 
specifically to Mr Bloom’s practice and his relationship with his patients. The 
other two allegations were related to the clinic and Mr Bloom’s practice but did 
not directly relate to the chiropractor-patient relationship. The Committee then 
considered the examples of dishonesty set out in the Guidance which related 
to professional practice. It noted that Mr Bloom had potentially sought to 
defraud his partner in the practice, Chiropractor 1 , by altering the clinic’s  
financial records and removing the money. Mr Bloom had also  falsified and 
inappropriately  altered patient records, and in doing so, potentially 
incriminated Chiropractor 1. Finally, in relation to his civil claim he failed to 
ensure that statements to be made in formal documents, in this case,  
documents potentially to be used in court proceedings, were accurate. The 
Committee concluded that Mr Bloom’s dishonesty in this case was persistent 
in that, even after his first dishonesty was discovered in connection with his 
family’s civil claim for damages, he acted in a dishonest manner on two further 
occasions in connection with the patient records and his actions relating to the 
clinic’s finances.  
 

43. The Committee first considered whether the sanction of admonishment would 
be the appropriate and proportionate sanction to impose. It determined that 
the facts in the case were too serious to permit the imposition of this sanction. 
The Committee determined that Mr Bloom’s  conduct did not fall at the lower 
end of the scale for the purpose of imposing a sanction.  
 

44. The Committee next considered whether a conditions of practice order would 
be the appropriate and proportionate sanction. It determined that it could not 
formulate conditions which were workable or measurable and which would 
address the unacceptable professional conduct found proved. It concluded 
that it would not be appropriate or proportionate to impose this sanction. 
 

45.  The Committee next considered a suspension order. The Committee 
considered the matters set out at paragraph 114 of the Guidance with regard 
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to whether or not a suspension order would be the appropriate and 
proportionate sanction. It was concerned that Mr Bloom’s conduct was 
potentially incompatible with his remaining on the register. It noted that the 
facts in the case did not relate to professional incompetence. The Committee 
considered that the facts found proved in the case and the Committee’s 
finding on unacceptable professional conduct did disclose deep-seated 
attitudinal problems as far as Mr Bloom was concerned. The Committee noted 
that, despite the fact that Mr Bloom was notified of Chiropractor 1’s first 
complaint on 1 October 2019, there was further dishonest conduct by Mr 
Bloom approximately two months later. The Committee noted that it had not 
received any evidence that Mr Bloom had shown any insight into his 
unacceptable behaviour.  
 

46. The Committee then considered the matters set out in the Guidance with 
regard to removal from the register. The Committee considered that Mr 
Bloom’s conduct involved a serious departure from the Code. The Committee 
considered that there had been a serious breach of trust, in particular with 
regard to the clinic’s finances and with regard to the anxiety and distress 
caused to Receptionist 1. The Committee further concluded that, as it had 
already found, there was serious dishonesty in this case, Mr Bloom had acted 
without integrity and he had shown no insight into his misconduct.  
 

47. The Committee concluded that it could not be confident, given the repeated 
dishonest conduct, that Mr Bloom would fulfil his responsibilities in being open 
and honest, including matters relating to patient care and with regard to the 
Duty of Candour. 
 

48. Taking all these matters into account, the Committee determined that Mr 
Bloom’s conduct was fundamentally incompatible with his remaining on the 
register and that, consequently, the imposition of a suspension order would 
not be the appropriate or  proportionate sanction to impose in this case. 
 

49. The Committee therefore orders the Registrar to remove Mr Bloom’s name 
from the register. 
 
Interim Suspension Order 
 

50. Ms Atkin made an application inviting the Committee to impose an interim 
suspension order under Section 24(2) of the Act. Ms Atkin reminded the 
Committee that an interim order could only be imposed if the Committee was 
satisfied that it was necessary for the protection of members of the public. Ms 
Atkin submitted that, based upon the Committee’s decision, such an order 
was necessary. The Committee heard and accepted the advice of legal 
assessor. 
 

51. The Committee noted that Section 24 (2) was set out in terms of the protection 
of the public, and that the Section did not refer solely to patients. The 
Committee concluded that the term “members of the public” could include 
patients, colleagues and the wider public. 
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52. The Committee reviewed the decision it had made on sanction. It noted that it 
had found that Mr Bloom had attitudinal problems and that he had engaged in 
three separate pieces of dishonesty. The Committee also noted that it had 
found that there were clinical failings. 
 

53. The Committee determined that, based upon its findings in this case, it was 
satisfied that it is necessary for the protection of members of the public to 
impose an interim order of suspension upon Mr Bloom. This order will run until 
the substantive order comes into effect if there is no appeal, at the end of the 
appeal period. If there is an appeal, this order will remain in force until the 
appeal is withdrawn or is otherwise disposed of, at which point the substantive 
order will come into effect, unless the appeal is allowed. 
 

54. The Committee therefore orders the Registrar to suspend Mr Bloom’s 
registration on an interim basis.   
 

In accordance with Section 31 of the Chiropractors Act 1994, this decision will not have 
effect until the expiry of 28 days from the date on which notification is served on you or, 
where an appeal is made, until the appeal is withdrawn or otherwise disposed of.     
 
That concludes this case.  
 
  Chair of the Professional Conduct Committee 
 
In accordance with provision of Rule 18(1)(a) of the General Chiropractic Council 
(Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000, we must remind you of your right of 
appeal under Section 31 of the Chiropractors Act 1994, as amended by Section 34 of 
the National Health Service Reform and Health Care Provisions Act 2002, to the 
High Court of Justice in England and Wales against this decision of the Committee.  
Any such appeal must be made before the end of the period of 28 days, beginning 
with the date upon which this notice is served upon you.   
 
Please note that the decision of this Committee is a relevant decision for the 
purposes of Section 29 of the National Health Service Reform and Health Care 
Professions Act 2002.   
 
The Professional Standards Authority has a period of 40 days, in addition to any 
appeal period provided to the chiropractor, in which to lodge an appeal. 
 
Signed:  Dated: 09 December 2021 

 
Satpal Singh Bansal 
On behalf of the Professional Conduct Committee 
 
Explanatory Notes: 
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Notices of Finding are normally divided into three sections, which reflect different 
stages of the hearing process: 
 
1. The Allegation:  This section contains the full allegations as drafted by the 

Investigating Committee and as considered by the Professional Conduct 
Committee. 

2. The Decision:  This section contains the findings of fact reached by the 
Professional Conduct Committee on the allegation and the reasons therefore.  In 
particularly complex cases the reasons may be given separately from the findings 
of fact for purposes of clarity. 

3. The Sanction:  This section contains details of the sanction applied by the 
Professional Conduct Committee.  In certain cases the section may be sub-
divided for the purposes of clarity. 
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