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Introduction 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the General Pharmaceutical Council (GPhC) 

consultation on Initial Education and Training Standards for Pharmacy Technicians. 

Pharmacy Forum NI is the professional leadership body for all pharmacists registered to 

practice in Northern Ireland.  Our role is to lead, promote and support pharmacists in 

Northern Ireland. We are an arm’s length body of the Pharmaceutical Society NI and are the 

leadership body for all registrants.  

This consultation response has been shared and commented on by pharmacists from 

different backgrounds, including community, hospital and academic settings. 

General Comments 

Whilst pharmacy technicians are not currently registered in Northern Ireland, the Pharmacy 

Forum is fully supportive of the registration of technicians and the need for education and 

training standards to ensure patient safety.  The Forum Board would be keen to have such 

standards reflected in Northern Ireland.  We also appreciate that the role of pharmacy 

technicians is developing and as such, ITE standards must be reflective of practice. 

Consultation Questions 

1. IET standards for pharmacy technicians – learning outcomes: are these the right 

outcomes, at the right level? 

We agree with the four domains of study, specifically, Person-centred care; Professionalism; 

Professional Knowledge and Skills and Collaboration.  Broadly, we also agree that the 

learning outcomes are at the appropriate level.  However, there are a few exceptions in this 

regard. Namely, 1.2 (Person-centred care, Pg.19) “Optimise a person’s medication to achieve 

the best possible outcomes”. We would like to be assured as to how such knowledge could 

be consistently achieved without a clinical background?  

We would also suggest that learning outcome 1.4 “Give the person all relevant information 

in a way they can understand, so they can make informed decisions and choices” (Pg.19), 

should be reworded, to include a clause in relation to medication usage. 

It is also an issues reflected in learning outcome 3.25 (Professional knowledge and skills, 

Pg.21) “Take personal responsibility for the legal, safe and efficient supply of medicines” and 

in 3.28 “Accurately retrieve and reconcile information about a person’s medicines” (Pg.21).  
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Both of these learning outcomes impact upon responsible pharmacist legislation and 

supervision and could also be seen as encroaching on the role of the pharmacist. Arguably, 

3.27 (Pg.21) “Confirm suitability of a person’s medicines for use and ensure sufficient supply” 

and 3.32 “Receive prescriptions and check for their validity, safety and clarity, taking action 

to deal with any problem”, constitute the carrying out of clinical checks, which in turn 

requires clinical knowledge. 

It should also be noted that 3.42 (Pg.22) “Respond appropriately to medical emergencies, 

including providing first aid”, has implications, both for existing first aid arrangements and 

for the provision of training by employers. 

We note that the consultation document acknowledges that a significant number of 

learning outcomes will be similar for both pharmacists and pharmacy technicians.  However 

it is stated that there are also important differences, in both the scope and level of training 

(Pg.11). Indeed in responding to this consultation a number of pharmacists have noted the 

similarity between the stated learning outcomes and those required by individuals 

undertaking the MPharm degree. This raises the important issue of determining and clearly 

delineating the role and functions of a technician and therefore establishing an appropriate 

knowledge and skills base.  

 

2. Standards for IET course providers: are these the right standards and criteria? 

We would suggest that additional clarification is required on criteria 3.3 (Pg.24) specifically 

the requirement to have, “a learning agreement covering all the learning and training 

environments.” What is meant by this and what would this process entail, both in terms of 

content and administration? 

We can also foresee some potential difficulties with criteria 5.2 (Pg.26) “The GPhC’s 

Standards for Pharmacy Professionals must be part of all courses and used actively. This is to 

make sure that pre-registration trainee pharmacy technicians know what will be expected of 

them when they are registered”. In particular in this regard, we are concerned that a 

potential issue may arise when a pharmacy technician wants to use an accredited training 

provider but is not registered by GPhC, nor is the pharmacy where they work.  In this 

instance it is difficult to see how they could use the GPhC standards for professionals. 

In respect of Domain 7, Pre-registration trainee pharmacy technician support and the 

learning experience (Pg.28), we would seek clarification on criteria 7.5. Specifically, we 

question how the multi-disciplinary environment can be achieved in a Community Pharmacy 

setting and indeed the extent to which this training would be relevant in this context. 
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3. Now that pharmacy technicians are an established registrant group, we think that 

pre-registration trainee pharmacy technicians should be able to be supervised by 

the registrant group they intend to join.  Do you have any comments about this 

proposed change and its potential impact? 

We are of the view that there must be some quality assurance measures and additional 

accredited training should be established. Further we would suggest that the approach 

might me similar to that which is currently in place for pre-registration pharmacist tutors 

in Northern Ireland, or secondary/higher education establishments, in relation to 

teaching and tutoring individuals. It is also our opinion that there should be a minimum 

length of time for a technician to have been on the register before becoming eligible to 

train to be a tutor. Once again, this process would be equivalent to the standards 

currently in place for a pre-registration pharmacist tutor. Additionally, we would wish to 

see a process of continuing professional development for tutors. We are of the strongly 

held view that cross professional links must be protected and thought given to the 

competencies that mentor technicians would require. 

The Pharmacy Forum is also concerned that some degree of expertise and knowledge 

could be lost since the registrant group will never have the same level of expertise as 

pharmacists, particularly in teaching more complex topics, such as drug interactions and 

medicines optimisation.  There needs to be some consideration that a responsible 

pharmacist may prefer to supervise and oversee the work in practice and be 

accountable for same. 

In this context, we would welcome the provision of any examples of best practice in this 

area, from other countries.  Similarly, whether this process has been effective or is 

considered standard practice, in other professions? 

4. Do you have any comments about whether we should keep the two year work 

experience requirement or whether we should introduce a change and about any 

potential impact? 

We believe that some degree of flexibility may be appropriate.  In particular, we feel 

that there may be merit in a move towards demonstrating sustained competence over a 

specified number of tasks, rather than a specific, rigid timeframe.  This could also have 

the potential benefit of producing a workforce more agile to change. We would 

welcome any available detail on the evidence base for the two year work experience 

requirement. Has an evaluation been carried out either here or in other countries, on 

this approach rather than a shorter timeframe? Similarly, has this method been 

evaluated in other professions?  
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We would also suggest the retention of a maximum timeframe between starting a 

training course and registering as a pharmacy technician, once all learning outcomes are 

completed. 

5. We suggest that pharmacists wanting to register as pharmacy technicians should 

have to complete the same initial education and training as pre-registration 

trainee pharmacy technicians, although they could apply to have their prior 

learning and experience recognised by the course provider. Do you have any 

comments about this proposed change and its potential impact? 

We have no fundamental objections to this approach as NVQ3 is about showing 

competence as well as knowledge, so pharmacists must also be able to demonstrate 

competence. 

6. Do you have any comments about workplace training and the quality assurance of 

initial education and training? 

The Pharmacy Forum is of the opinion that there should be clear support and guidance 

available. Care should be taken however, not to add to the bureaucracy in terms of the delivery 

of training, or to the oversight by Regulator 

7. Do you think there is anything in the standards or suggested changes to the criteria 

for registration that disproportionately affects any particular group over others? 

No. 

Conclusions 

In welcoming the publication of this consultation document, the Pharmacy Forum fully 

supports the registration of technicians and acknowledges both the valuable and important 

role they play in improving the health, safety and wellbeing of patients and the wider public 

and the need for education and training standards to ensure patient safety.  It is in this 

context that we seek clarification on a number of criteria in respect of learning outcomes 

and specifically, ensuring that these are appropriate to the nature and scope of the role. 

Further, we would suggest that technicians wishing to become tutors, should be subject to 

criteria in respect of training and experience and that care should be taken to ensure that 

the specialist knowledge and skills base provided by pharmacists, are properly integrated 

into this process, to ensure a consistency of approach and that the very highest standards 

are maintained.  
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For further information about this response, please contact: 

Gillian Clifford 
Pharmacy Forum Policy Advisor 
 
Pharmacy Forum NI 
73 University Street 
Belfast  
BT7 1HL 
 
Tel: 44 (0) 28 90326927 
Fax: 44 (0) 28 90439919 
E-mail: Gillian.Clifford@psni.org.uk   
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