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Please fill in your answer to the question in the space provided. 

a) What is your view of Objective 1? 

 The Pharmacy Forum NI supports the view that the Indicative Sanctions 

Guidance, should be written in such a way that all parties can understand 

its purpose and intent.  Further we welcome the intention to, “place the 

Indicative Sanctions Guidance in a broader document which clearly outlines 

and signposts the key stages of a Statutory Community Hearing and the 

position Indicative Sanctions Guidance takes in the hearing process.” (Pg.4)   
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b) Are there any additional issues the Council should consider in order to 

achieve Objective 1?  

 In the context of making the document more accessible and understandable 

to the range of stakeholders outlined in the discussion paper, including the 

public, the Council should consider an “Easy Read” version of the document 

which is accessible for individuals with learning disabilities.  Additionally, 

consideration should be given to online accessibility and versions for those 

for whom English is not their first language. 

 We would also suggest that there should be a pro-active process of 

engagement with registrants, to ensure that this important guidance is clearly 

understood. 

c) What is your view on the Council’s objective of placing greater emphasis 

on the overarching principle of the public interest within the Indicative 

Sanctions Guidance? 

 The Forum fully supports transparency in the process, prioritising patient 

safety and the requirement for a “suitable focus on public interest” (Pg.4). 

However, we note the statement that, “the Statutory Committee is entitled to 

give greater weight to the public interest than to the consequences for the 

registrant.” (Pgs. 4-5), with some concern. Specifically, we would question 

whether the case law cited, Bolton v Law Society (1993), substantiates this 

entitlement. The case law is quoted as follows, “The reputation of the 

profession is more important that the fortunes of any individual member. 

Membership of a profession brings many benefits, but that is part of the 

price”. (Pg.5) While this may illustrate the importance of public confidence in 

the profession, it does not necessarily correlate with and illustrate, the 

overarching principle of the wider public interest.   

d) Are there any additional issues the Council should consider in order to 

achieve Objective 2? 

 We would contend that guidance which will not unfairly or disproportionately 

restrict a registrants’ practice, would be in the interest of both the profession 

and the public.  
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e) Are there any additional issues the Council should consider in order to 

achieve Objective 3?  

 We broadly welcome these proposals and have no additional observations or 

issues that we wish to raise on this occasion. 

f) What is your view of the proposals outlined to provide additional guidance 

in the areas of dishonesty, duty of candour, raising concerns, sexual and 

violent misconduct? 

 With regard to dishonesty, we support the view that dishonest behaviour by 

healthcare staff is deeply damaging to public confidence and to perceptions of 

professional and personal integrity.  

 We note that the discussion paper acknowledges that it is also a “complex” 

issue. (Pg.8)  We would suggest that rather than taking an approach which 

automatically escalates the severity of cases involving “pre-meditation, 

systemic or long standing abuse or complex deceit” and appearing to lessen 

the significance of “opportunistic and one-off incidents of dishonesty” (Pg.8), 

there is a need to examine the context within which the act or acts of 

dishonesty took place, on a case by case basis and to evaluate the matter in 

a manner which is fully cognisant of all factors, including aggravating or 

mitigating circumstances.   

 In the context of sexual and violent misconduct, we support guidance which 

stipulates that where impairment has been found due to sexual misconduct, 

the Committee should automatically consider removal from the register. 

Further we agree that in cases where the Committee decides to impose a 

lesser sanction, it must provide sound reasons for doing so.  

 Further, we would suggest that the guidance should include vignettes 

illustrating misconduct which would be deemed particularly serious. For 

example, a conviction for a serious sexual offence. 

g) Are there any additional issues the Council should consider giving 

additional advice on?  Please provide reasons for your response.  
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 We would also suggest that in addition to outlining requirements under The 

Code (2016) (Pg.8), the guidance in respect of sexual and violent misconduct 

should also highlight obligations pursuant to child and adult safeguarding and 

child protection legislation in Northern Ireland.   

 The guidance should clearly outline that misconduct may have been 

committed in a number of settings. This can be, in a private, professional or 

social context. 

 The Forum also considers that there is merit in providing additional, 

supplementary guidance for registrants, in respect of maintaining clear 

professional and sexual boundaries. This guidance could, in turn, act as a 

point of reference for the Committee during their decision making process.  

 Further detail is also required in respect of the Committee’s duties, if any, to 

make recommendations as to whether a registrant should be referred to a 

barring authority. This point should be clarified in the Indicative Sanctions 

Guidance. 

 Additionally, we would suggest that guidance should be provided to the 

Committee on addressing public protection concerns in cases where a 

registrant has committed an offence which is not included on a barred list. 

h) Should the Council provide additional guidance to the Statutory Committee 

on considering Interim Restriction Orders when deciding upon sanction? 

 We have no fundamental objection to the inclusion of guidance to the 

Statutory Committee as to whether or not a period of interim suspension 

should be borne in mind at the substantive sanction stage and if so, on what 

basis.  

i) What issues, if any, do you think the Council should take into 

consideration when deciding upon the content of any such additional 

guidance?  

 The Forum is of the opinion that it is important that, as the Statutory 

Committee is independent from the Council, they should feel empowered to 

make decisions based on individual cases, whilst also taking the guidance 

into account. 


