FARRIERS REGISTRATION COUNCIL

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE

HELD AT THE FARRIERS REGISTRATION COUNCIL, 14 SWAN COURT, FORDER WAY,
CYGNET PARK, HAMPTON, PETERBOROUGH PE7 8GX

INQUIRY RE:

MR ALEXANDER WILLIAM CHALMERS AFCL BI

1. THE CHARGE

1.1 “That being registered under the Farriers (Registration) Act 1975 (as amended) (“the Act”):

1. You attended a yard at [Redacted], and performed farriery on a number of horses at a time when
you were not registered with the Council to do so, more particularly on the following dates:

(i) 20 March 2023; and/or
(i) 24 March 2023; and/or
(i) 29 March 2023; and/or

(iv) 7 April 2023;

2. Between 1 January 2016 and 6 June 2023, failed to submit Annual Returns to the Council, namely
Annual Returns for 2016 and/or 2017 and/or 2018 and/or 2019 and/or 2020 and/or 2021 and/or
2022 and/or 2023;

And that in relation to the facts alleged above, whether individually or in any combination, you are guilty of
serious misconduct in a professional respect.”

Preliminary matters

1.2 Ms Nicole Curtis appeared on behalf of the Council. Mr Chalmers did not appear on 16 November 2023,
due to feeling unwell and accordingly matters did not proceed on that day. Fortunately, Mr Chalmers
was well enough on 17 November 2023 and attended the hearing. He represented himself.

Application for part of the hearing to be held in private

1.3  Ms Curtis made an application for part of the hearing to be heard in private in the event that any mention
were made of Mr Chalmers’s health in order to protect his privacy. Mr Chalmers had been made aware
that this application would be made, and he supported it.

1.4 The Committee considered the application with care and accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor,
who referred to Rule 11 of the Rules. In accordance with Rule 11 hearings before the Committee
ordinarily take place in public so that the public are aware of the functions being carried out by the
Regulator. However, Rule 11(3) does allow for the hearing, or part of the hearing to be heard in private
where it is in the interests of justice. The interests of justice include compliance with Article 8 of the
European Convention on Human Rights, which protect an individual’s right to respect for their private
and family life. Accordingly, the Committee agreed that if and when any reference were made to Mr
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Chalmers’s health the public would be excluded in order to protect his private life and any reference to
health matters (as opposed to injuries from farriery) in this determination will be marked private.

Admissions

1.5

1.6

Mr Chalmers admitted both Charges 1 and 2 and the Committee, therefore, found them both proved on
the basis of his admissions.

Mr Chalmers did not accept that his conduct amounted to serious misconduct in a professional respect.

Background

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.1

On 20 March 2023, 24 March 2023, 29 March 2023 and 7 April 2023, as detailed in a statement provided
by the Yard Manager at [Redacted], Mr Chalmers attended said farm and performed farriery on 23
ponies.

On 18 April 2023, a veterinary surgeon attended [Redacted] to vaccinate the ponies. During
conversation he asked who had been shoeing the ponies and was told it was Mr Chalmers. A check
was then made to see if Mr Chalmers was still registered as a Farrier and his name could not be found
on the Register.

The Registration Assistant at the Farriers Registration Council provided a statement detailing the
following:

“Pursuant to the Farriers (Registration) Act 1975, as amended, (‘the Act”), the Council maintains a
Register of all those who are entitled to shoe horses (that is, undertake farriery) in Great Britain.

Mr Chalmers first registered with the Council on 16 January 1980.

Mr Chalmers was removed from the Council’s Register with effect from 31 December 2022, as he had
requested voluntarily resignation from the Register.

On 19 April 2023, Mr Chalmers paid his annual retention fee and he was restored to the Register on
that date.

On 22 May 2023, the Council wrote to Mr Chalmers to inform him that the Council had been advised
that he had performed unlawful farriery while removed from the Register from 31 December 2022 to
April 2023.

On 1 June 2023 Mr Chalmers provided a response and this is produced at page 6 of LW 1. In his
response, Mr Chalmers stated ‘the evidence given against me is a true and accurate account”. He also
stated that his retention fee had been paid in full on 19 April 2023, and he went on to say: “...now we
come to a grey area. This payment being the full annual amount must therefore cover the whole year
including the proceeding months including the time and dates stated. Also from the 30th December
when | phoned the FRC to the 19th April i didn't get or was offered a refund for that period”

The Registration Assistant then detailed Section 4(3) of the Farriers Registration Act, which states:

“(3) If, within such period as may be prescribed by rules under this section, any person whose name
has been removed from the register in accordance with rules made by virtue of the last foregoing
subsection pays the fee due from him, together with such additional sum (if any) as may be so
prescribed, his name shall be restored to the register and, if the Council so directs, shall be deemed for

all purposes not to have been removed therefrom.”

The Registration Assistant went on to say:
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1.13

“I have liaised with the Registrar at the Council and other members of the executive team who have
been in the organisation for many years and they have confirmed that the Council has never made any
general direction pursuant to section 4 of the Act to the effect that people could be treated as if they had
never been removed from the Regqister if they applied for restoration and paid the relevant fee. In respect
of Mr Chalmers specifically, no such direction was ever made, as can be seen from our letter restoring
him to the Register in April 2023.

In addition, | can confirm that registration with the Council is on an annual basis, for an annual fee.
People cannot register for part of a year and pay part of a fee; nor are there refunds available or given
to people who do not practise farriery for part of a year.”

A copy of the letter sent to Mr Chalmers by the Registration Assistant on 3 January 2023, made it clear
that he was no longer entitled to engage in farriery within Great Britain under any circumstances,
following his removal from the Register of Farriers.

On 22 May 2023, the FRC Professional Conduct Assistant wrote to Mr Chalmers indicating that it had
come to the attention of the FRC that he had been performing unlawful farriery whilst removed from the
Register of Farriers from 31 December 2022 to 18 April 2023. The letter reminded Mr Chalmers that:

Section 16 of the Farriers (Registration) Act 1975 makes it an offence for unregistered persons to carry
our farriery.

Section 15(a) of the Farrier, Approved Training Farrier & Apprentice Code of Professional Conduct
advises that farriers must be registered with the Farriers Registration Council to carry out farriery in
Great Britain and pay the relevant registration fee on time.

Mr Chalmers was invited to respond.
In his response, Mr Chalmers said:

“The evidence given against me is a true and accurate account. | thank you for allowing me to give an
explanation and for you to know my reasoning.

[Redacted] At the end of October as Mr D has given witness to, | sustained an injury. What he failed to
mention was that it was whilst shoeing one of the polo ponies in his care. | was nailing on the right fore
shoe of a young chestnut pony. As | drove a nail through the shoe and foot the pony dropped on me. |
caught the hoof before the nail could penetrate too far. There was very little blood which | cleaned and
dressed. As this was my last horse, | finished the job. Several days later the finger and hand became
swollen and resulted in me seeing my GP and subsequently being admitted to [Redacted] Hospital
where | had 3 operations to my hand. Please see attachment of the severity of my resulting operations.

| was unable to work for months and lived off my savings. | phoned your office explaining my situation
and | was advised that | would be removed temporarily until such time as | was able to shoe fully. | was
expecting this to be carried forward.

I enlisted the help of my friend Mr DG to shoe 4 pairs of fronts fronts earlier this year. When Mr D asked
me to shoe the rest of the polo ponies | couldn't get hold of Mr DG or anyone else on such short notice.
Realising that this would result in poor welfare | decided to do them in the hope that | would be paid
promptly in order to pay my retention fee. The company that paid my invoices were always slow with
payments and still owe me for the work. When payment was not forthcoming | went cap in hand to Ms
GP who had been my partner who agreed to pay it.

She paid the full annual retention fee, on the 19th April and now we come to a grey area. This payment
being the full annual amount must therefore cover the whole year including the proceeding months
including the time and dates stated. Also from the 30th December when | phoned the FRC to the 19th
April i didn't get or was offered a refund for that period.” [sic]
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1.16

1.18

1.19

1.20

2.1

2.2

23

3.1

It was the Council’s case that this is not a grey area at all, as made clear from the evidence provided by
the Registration Assistant and detailed above.

In the 22 May 2023 letter from the FRC Professional Conduct Assistant, it was also pointed out to Mr
Chalmers that he had not submitted an Annual Return to the FRC since January 2016. Under the
Council’'s Disclosure Policy, it has been a requirement since January 2016 for Registered Farriers to
complete an Annual Return every year and submit it to the Council. In the Annual Return, Farriers are
asked to disclose any unspent police cautions or criminal convictions they have received since their last
disclosure to the Council. They are also asked to check that the contact information held by the Council
is correct, indicating any required corrections, and to confirm that they hold Professional Indemnity
Insurance (“PII”).

This requirement is now set out in the Code of Professional Conduct (the “Code”). The 2021 edition of
the Code came into force on 1 January 2021 and sets out the requirement to submit Annual Returns,
detailing what is required.

The FRC Professional Conduct Assistant stated that a check of the Council’s records revealed that Mr
Chalmers had not submitted Annual Returns for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022 or 2023,
either in hard copy or by using his ‘MyFRC account.” She confirmed that the Council sent Mr Chalmers
requests for these and she produced a schedule detailing all the dates that letters and reminders were
sent for each year.

Mr Chalmers said that whilst he accepted both of the factual allegations, he did not accept that his
conduct amounted to serious misconduct in a professional respect.

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE ON THE FACTS

The Legal Assessor reminded the Committee of the burden and standard of proof to be applied and of
Rule 6, which only requires the Committee to deliberate and decide any facts that are not admitted.

In relation to Charge 1, the Committee accepted the admission made by Mr Chalmers, as supported by
the evidence, that he had carried out farriery on the dates in question and at a time when he was not
registered with the Council to do so. Accordingly, the Committee found this Charge proved.

In relation to Charge 2, the Committee accepted the admission made by Mr Chalmers, as supported by
the evidence, that he had failed to submit Annual Returns to the Council for any year between 2016 and
2023. Accordingly, the Committee found this Charge proved.

SUBMISSIONS OF THE PARTIES ON SERIOUS MISCONDUCT IN A PROFESSIONAL
RESPECT

Ms Curtis submitted that Mr Chalmers was guilty of serious misconduct in a professional respect. She
drew the Committee’s attention to the Code and in particular the guiding principle that Registered
Farriers are expected to:

. uphold the good reputation of the Farriery profession
. understand and comply with your legal obligations
. avoid situations both within and outwith the professional context which could be in breach of

criminal law, or may call into questions your fitness to practise
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.1

3.12

Ms Curtis also referred to paragraph 16(c) of the Code, which states that farriers must not engage in
any activity or behaviour that would be likely to bring the profession into disrepute.

In addition, Ms Curtis referred to paragraph 15(a) of the Code, which states: “Farriers must be registered
with the FRC to carry out farriery in Great Britain, and pay the relevant registration or retention fee on
time ....” She also referred to paragraph 84 of the Code that requires all Registered Farriers, as of 1
January 2016, to complete an Annual Return. The Return confirms their personal details, that they hold
professional indemnity insurance cover and requires them to declare any police caution or conviction.

Ms Curtis submitted that the conduct found proved is liable to have an adverse effect on the good
reputation of the profession. It also had the potential to undermine public confidence in the profession.
She said that in relation to Charge 1, Mr Chalmers’s conduct was, in effect, a criminal offence, as it
breached section 16 of the Farriers (Registration) Act 1975.

With reference to Charge 2, Ms Curtis submitted that Mr Chalmers’s failure to provide Annual Returns,
over a prolonged period, had the potential to undermine the Council’s position regarding compliance
with its public interest duties, and to undermine public confidence in the Council’s regulatory processes.
In summary, Ms Curtis submitted that Mr Chalmers’s conduct, both individually and cumulatively, fell far
short of the expected standards and amounted to serious misconduct in a professional respect.

Mr Chalmers gave evidence on affirmation. He said he did not accept his conduct amounted to serious
misconduct in a professional respect. He said there was a lot of mitigation for what had happened, that
he wished to tell the Committee about.

Mr Chalmers told the Committee that he had been a Farrier in the British Army and overall had been a
Farrier for over 45 years. He said he liked to think he was highly respected by his peers and clients and
that he always acts in a professional manner. He told the Committee that he had provided 17 character
references and that they were only a portion of the ones he had been able to send.

Mr Chalmers said he sustained a hand injury in October 2022 whilst shoeing a horse at the Polo Club
and he had provided photos to the Committee showing the results of the three operations that followed
the injury. [Redacted] he liked to think he was a Farrier that does his job “for the love of it” rather than
for the money.

Mr Chalmers referred to there being what he called three tiers of Farrier, with those in the upper two
being financially secure, whilst those in the third, and he included himself in this tier, were not particularly
financially stable. He said he was in the tier that would stand out in a muddy field in the rain doing farriery
for customers who often had limited means and so did not pay as much.

Mr Chalmers said he considered himself to be a professional in every sense of the word and he loved
his profession. He referred to his time in the British Army as a soldier and a Farrier and also being the
Farrier for the British Olympic Team, all of which he was very proud of.

With reference to the matters covered by Charge 1 he said the polo yard had been his main source of
income, but they often did not pay for several months. Then last October he had his hand injury and
could not work in the run up to Christmas, with all the expense that that involves. He found himself in
financial difficulty and could not afford to pay the FRC annual registration fee. He said he thus asked for
a postponement of his registration fee, which he said he had paid for the last 45 years.

Leading up to the incidents in March 2023, Mr Chalmers said that he and a Registered Farrier, Mr DG,
went to the polo yard in January 2023 and he knew at that time he was not allowed to do farriery.
Accordingly, Mr DG did the farriery and he, Mr Chalmers, just did some trimming that was not in
preparation for the placing of a shoe. When it came to March 2023 and the horses desperately needed
shoeing Mr D, the yard manager at the Polo Club, asked him to come and shoe the horses. Mr DG, he
said, was unavailable and Mr Chalmers said he could not find any other Farrier to do the work. He said
he freely admitted he should not have done the farriery, but he did it because he wanted to see if his
injured hand was up to it, he wanted to do it out of respect for Mr D and he wanted to do it because the
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3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

41

4.2

43

horses needed shoeing and he did not want them to suffer. He also hoped he would then be paid by the
Polo Club and could afford to pay his registration fee. He said that he did then pay the fee that covered
the whole year.

Mr Chalmers said that unfortunately the Polo Club had always been reluctant to pay him and still owed
him money now. As a consequence, he had to borrow the money from his (ex) partner to pay the
registration fee.

With reference to the charge relating to his failure to complete the Annual Returns, Mr Chalmers said
that he felt the Council should trust him to provide updated details and this was something he already
did, although he later acknowledged that he had not in fact updated his latest phone number that had
changed over a year ago. This had made it difficult for the Council to contact him on the first day of this
hearing when he did not attend. Mr Chalmers said that he was a very professional person, an adult and
trustworthy and he should therefore be trusted by the Council as a professional to run his business as
he sees fit. He said that trust was a two way thing and if he was to trust the Council then the Council
should trust him. He apologised if he had spoken out of turn, but said this was a general feeling amongst
Farriers.

When cross-examined by Ms Curtis, Mr Chalmers accepted that for the purposes of his hand injury and
seeing whether he could still do the work of farriery, that was established at the first visit on 20 March
2023 and was not, therefore, a reason for having done the farriery on 24 March 2023, 29 March 2023
and 7 April 2023.

In answer to Committee questions, Mr Chalmers said that going forward he would send in his Annual
Return, albeit it “reluctantly”. He acknowledged that professional indemnity insurance is very important
as it covers the Farrier for any damage or injury caused by them to a horse or third party. When asked
what he would do in a similar situation where he might need to see if he can still carry out farriery, he
said he would go an abattoir and get some dead legs to practise on. He said he would definitely not do
the same thing again and he would not want to waste the Committee’s time and Farriers fees by having
to come here again. He said that he has a great deal of respect for the FRC.

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE ON SERIOUS MISCONDUCT IN A
PROFESSIONAL RESPECT

The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor who referred to the principles to be applied
when considering serious misconduct in a professional respect.

The Committee considered there to be the following aggravating factors in this case when considering
serious misconduct in a professional respect:

. the behaviour was reckless, premeditated and repeated;
. blatant or wilful disregard of the role of the FRC and the systems that regulate the Farriery
profession.

Mr Chalmers admitted that on four occasions he attended [Redacted] and carried out farriery whilst not
on the Council’s Register. In accordance with section 16 of the Farriers (Registration) Act 1975, it is an
offence for unregistered persons to carry out farriery. By doing so, Mr Chalmers was committing a
criminal offence and was in clear breach of 16(c) of the Code, which states that Farriers must not engage
in any activity or behaviour that would be likely to bring the profession into disrepute. As a Registered
Farrier of many years, Mr Chalmers would have been aware of this, especially as this had been pointed
out to him in the FRC letter dated 3 January 2023. The Committee was in no doubt that such behaviour
would undermine public confidence and trust in the profession and the Council as its Regulator.
Notwithstanding his personal circumstances, which would be of more relevance at the next stage of this
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44

5.1

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

5.6

process, if reached, in the Committee’s view his conduct fell far below that expected of a Registered
Farrier and amounted to serious misconduct in a professional respect.

In addition, the obligation to complete an Annual Return is an important one as it is designed to protect
the public by providing assurance that the Farrier completing the Return has not been convicted of a
criminal offence in the 12 months between the period of each Return and also that they have
professional indemnity insurance in place. The Annual Return plays an important role in enabling the
Farriers Registration Council to exercise its supervisory jurisdiction over the profession and thereby
protect the public. They provide the only line of sight for the Council to ensure that Farriers’ details are
up to date and that they have professional indemnity insurance in place. In the Committee’s judgment,
Mr Chalmers’ repeated failure to complete a Return was a clear breach of paragraph 84 of the Code
and amounted to serious misconduct in a professional respect, since it prevented the Council from
carrying out its regulatory functions designed to safeguard the public.

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE AS TO SANCTION

The Legal Assessor reminded the Committee of the Indicative Sanctions Guidance and of the need for
proportionality when considering sanction. The purpose of any sanction was not to punish but to arrive
at a proportionate outcome to the case, having regard to the Committee’s responsibility to protect animal
welfare and to promote and maintain proper standards of conduct for Registered Farriers.

Having seen and heard from him, the Committee considered Mr Chalmers to have been an honest and
candid witness to the point of speaking his mind and not always, perhaps, in his best interests. It was
clear to the Committee that he is passionate about farriery, but also that he appears to have a complete
lack of understanding of the need for the FRC to carry out its statutory responsibilities in regulating the
profession.

The Committee first considered the aggravating features of the case. In relation to Charge 1, the case
involved visits to [Redacted] and carrying out farriery whilst not registered to do so. The behaviour was
reckless, premeditated and repeated and amounted to a criminal offence.

With reference to Charge 2, the case involved a disregard of the role of the FRC and the systems that
regulate the Farriery profession, in that Mr Chalmers should have known the importance of filling in his
Annual Returns and should have ensured he sent them in. In reaching this conclusion the Committee
took into account Mr Chalmers’s evidence, referred to above. It was apparent, and of concern, that Mr
Chalmers did not have a real grasp of the importance of the role of the FRC in carrying out its statutory
role to regulate the profession. The Committee considered that his idea that the FRC could somehow
know all Registered Farriers well enough to be able to trust that they would update their details regularly,
ensure they had indemnity insurance and that they would notify the Council of any police cautions or
convictions, was simply not practical or realistic.

The Committee then considered the mitigating factors. The Committee took into account Mr Chalmers’s
long and distinguished career as a farrier for over 45 years without any previous complaints to the
Council. He also has no previous convictions or police cautions. He made admissions to the facts alleged
from the outset. In carrying out the farriery whilst unregistered he had been motivated in part by a desire
to prevent the horses from suffering. There were clearly extenuating health circumstances which led to
his being unable to work for a while and impacted upon him financially to the point where he could not
afford to pay his registration fee to the Council, [Redacted] all of which the Committee took into account.

Mr Chalmers provided many positive references from a colleague and clients who spoke highly of his
professionalism, skills as a farrier and compassion for horses. He was variously described as a “fantastic
farrier”, “reliable and helpful”, “inspirational”, a *kind caring person around horses” with “a natural affinity
with horses which in turn seems to calm them down.” Mr Chalmers is described as someone who will

visit at a moment’s notice and offers very sound advice, a “true friend to both horse and owner” and as
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5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

“an asset and excellent example for his chosen profession”. Some also made reference to Mr Chalmers’
hand injury and the challenging year that he had as a result.

One referee described how Mr Chalmers had been their farrier for over 20 years and that from the day
he walked on to their premises ‘Farrier day’ became a whole lot less stressful because of Mr Chalmers’s
calming and patient nature. The reference went on to describe Mr Chalmers as “amazing” and “one of
the most decent men | have ever known.” [Redacted] .

The Committee considered each sanction in ascending order.

The Committee considered the case was too serious to take no further action, as on four occasions Mr
Chalmers had carried out farriery on a total of 23 ponies, whilst unregistered, contrary to section 16 of
the Act and in addition he had not completed any Annual Returns.

The Committee did not consider any purpose would be served by postponing sanction.

The Committee next considered whether the case could be addressed by means of a reprimand or
warning. The Council’'s sanctions guidance states:

“Where the Disciplinary Committee is minded to issue a reprimand or warning as to future conduct, it
will consider whether a reprimand or warning provides adequate protection to animals, the reputation of
the profession and the wider public interest, bearing in mind that a reprimand or warning has no direct
effect on the right to practise. A reprimand might be appropriate if the serious professional misconduct
is at the lower end of the spectrum of gravity for such cases and, for example, there is no risk to animals
or to the profession s reputation or to the wider public interest that requires registration to be restricted.”

The guidance goes on to say:

A reprimand or warning may be appropriate where:

. the misconduct is at the lower end of the spectrum of seriousness and;
. there is no future risk to animals or the public, and;
. there is evidence of insight.

It is clearly very serious to practise farriery whilst not registered, whatever the particular circumstances
of the case or the extent of the mitigation. The Committee did not consider the misconduct in this case
to be at the lower end of the spectrum of seriousness. There was never any suggestion of Mr Chalmers
representing a risk to animals or the public, however by performing farriery whilst not registered he is
unlikely to have been covered by any professional indemnity insurance and, significantly, he was
committing a criminal offence. With regard to insight, although he has been honest and frank when
addressing the Committee and has admitted the charges, he still has some work to do with developing
his insight. The Committee was, however, satisfied that it was unlikely he would allow himself to perform
farriery whilst unregistered in the future.

With regard to the Annual Returns it is imperative that Mr Chalmers and all Farriers understand and
recognise the absolute necessity of Annual Returns to allow the Council to carry out its Regulatory

functions.

The Committee therefore concluded that a reprimand or warning would not be appropriate or
proportionate in this case.

The Committee next considered the sanction of suspension. The Guidance states that:

Suspension may be appropriate where some or all of the following apply:
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5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

. the misconduct is serious, but a lesser sanction is appropriate;

. the respondent Registered Farrier has insight into the seriousness of the misconduct and there is
no significant risk of repeat behaviour;

. the respondent Registered Farrier is fit to return to practice after a period of suspension.

There was no doubting that the misconduct in this case is serious, as stated above. Whilst his insight
could be better, the Committee is satisfied that Mr Chalmers has some insight into his conduct and that
the risk of repetition is not high. However, it could not go so far as to say there was no significant risk of
repeat behaviour, particularly given Mr Chalmers’ somewhat entrenched views about there being no
need for him to complete Annual Returns. The Committee did not think Mr Chalmers was likely to repeat
his behaviour of performing farriery whilst unregistered. In light of his 45 years of unblemished farriery
and the high regard for his skills and professionalism as a Farrier, as shown by the many glowing
references, the Committee was satisfied that Mr Chalmers would be fit to return to practice after a period
of suspension.

Since a number of the factors appropriate for a suspension were not present in this case, the Committee
next looked at whether removal from the Register would be justified in this case.

The Guidance states that removal from the Register may be directed where the respondent Registered
Farrier’'s behaviour is so serious that removal of professional status, and the rights and privileges
accorded to this status, is the only means of protecting equine welfare, the reputation of the profession
and the wider public interest. It is not imposed as a punitive measure, although it will almost invariably
adversely affect the respondent Registered Farrier.

The Committee reminded itself that the reputation of the profession is more important than the interests
of one Registered Farrier and, as Lord Bingham, Master of the Rolls stated in the case of Bolton v Law
Society (1995) 1 WLR:

‘The reputation of the profession is more important than the fortunes of an individual member.
Membership brings many benefits, but that is part of the price.”

The Guidance also states that removal from the Register may be appropriate where the behaviour is
fundamentally incompatible with being a Registered Farrier, and may involve a serious departure from
professional standards as set out in the Farrier, Approved Training Farrier & Apprentice Code of
Professional Conduct.

The Committee wished to make it clear that it did not consider there to be any equine welfare issues in
this case. However, carrying out farriery whilst unregistered goes to the very heart of the Farriers
(Registration) Act. The primary purpose of the Act is to ensure that only Registered Farriers carry out
farriery. The Committee accepts that Mr Chalmers has carried out registered Farriery for a significant
number of years, but one cannot escape the fact that over a period of several months he was knowingly
unregistered and yet performed farriery. There was certainly significant mitigation for why that occurred,
but the fact remains he visited that farm on four occasions and carried out farriery on 23 ponies, contrary
to the law. That behaviour was compounded by his failure for every year since 2016 to complete his
Annual Returns, thereby preventing the Council from carrying out its regulatory oversight as dictated by
Parliament. Even now, Mr Chalmers does not consider he should have to complete an Annual Return
and only agreed to do so, in his words, “reluctantly.”

In such circumstances, the Committee consider his behaviour to be fundamentally incompatible with
being a Registered Farrier and that therefore the only appropriate and proportionate sanction was that
of removal from the Register.

The Committee was aware of the harsh impact upon Mr Chalmers of such a sanction, but was of the
view that the need to protect the public’s confidence in the profession of Farriers, outweighed his
interests. The Committee considered it was necessary to send out a clear message to the profession
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and the public that carrying out farriery whilst unregistered will not be tolerated and that Farriers must
comply with their professional obligations to complete Annual Returns.

5.25 Accordingly, the Committee directs the Registrar to remove Mr Chalmers name from the Register.

5.26 This Order will take effect 28 days after formal notice has been given, to reflect the period during which
an appeal against the Order may be made.

Disciplinary Committee

17 November 2023
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