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Executive Summary

The Pharmaceutical Society NI is pleased to share the outcome of its public
consultation about proposed changes to the fees charged by the Pharmaceutical
Society NI. The Pharmaceutical Society NI consulted on three main changes: an
increase to the pharmacist registration and annual retention fee amount; the
introduction of an option to pay the annual retention fee by direct debit; and changes

to the way in which registrants are notified about required payments.

The eight-week consultation, which opened on 27 January 2025 and closed on
24 March 2025, included an online survey, six online engagement events,
communication with pharmacy representative bodies, as well as verbal responses and
ad hoc emails received directly from registrants. A total of 750 responses were

received and we welcomed the level of engagement from respondents.

The consultation process also included the publication of the consultation document,
Equality Impact Assessment and Regulatory Impact Assessment on our website,

ensuring these were accessible to everyone.

The Equality Impact Assessment examined how the proposed changes might affect
different groups within the pharmacy community, identifying those groups who may be
more impacted; this assessment was a crucial part of the consultation process and
helped shape the development of the draft proposals of the consultation. By
addressing potential inequalities, the Pharmaceutical Society NI aims to maintain and

promote fairness and inclusivity in its practices.

The financial rationale for the proposed changes was explained in the consultation
document. The significant reliance by the Pharmaceutical Society NI on its income
from registrant fees supports the importance of the proposed changes in ensuring the
Pharmaceutical Society NI's financial health and its ability to continue delivering its

functions.

The Pharmaceutical Society NI will consider the actions it needs to take to secure its
continued financial sustainability and address consultation findings before making
further decisions. Where those decisions dictate change, the Pharmaceutical Society
NI will collaborate closely with the Department of Health in establishing the necessary
regulations to support a continuance of a local devolved regulator for pharmacists in

Northern Ireland.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background to the Consultation

This document presents the findings from the public consultation on fees reform
undertaken by the Pharmaceutical Society NI. The consultation document, published
on 27 January 2025, set out three proposals to amend the regulations regarding fees
(Table 1).

Table 1: Proposals Set Out in the Consultation to Amend Regulations

Regarding Fees

A proposed increase in pharmacist fees from £398 to £477.
Proposal 1:

A change to the method of notification of fees from post to
having the option to receive notification via post or email
Proposal 2: for pharmacists, Foundation Training Year (FTY)! Trainees and
those applying for the Common Registration Assessment
(CRA).2

Enabling retention fees to be collected in quarterly instalments

Proposal 3:
by direct debit.3

1.2 Consultation Approach and Number of Responses Received

The consultation took place between 27 January 2025 and 24 March 2025. The key

forms of engagement and number of responses received is set out in Table 2.

! Foundation Training Year (FTY) - FTY reference used throughout the remainder of this
document.

2 Common Registration Assessment (CRA) - CRA reference used throughout the remainder
of this document.

3 For clarity, retention fees relate to registration renewal and excludes payment of the initial

registration fee.
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Table 2: Consultation Responses Received (N=750)

On-Line Survey (Smart Survey used to gather data and SPSS

used for data analysis) 699

On-Line Events (x6) — total number of participants 31

Correspondence Received (including communication with

pharmacy representative bodies) 10
Verbal Feedback (from registrants) 10
TOTAL 750

Correspondence was issued to pharmacy representative bodies to encourage their
participation with the consultation. The consultation document, the Equality Impact
Assessment and the Regulatory Impact Assessment were published on the
Pharmaceutical Society NI website for the duration of the consultation. An in-person
face-to-face event was also planned during March 2025, but did not take place, due

to low numbers booking for this event.

Atotal of 699 responses were received to the online survey. In addition, 31 participants
attended the 6 online events, which were scheduled for a range of times to
accommodate those with variable working and lifestyle patterns and ensure everyone
had the opportunity to actively engage in discussions. Ten responses were received
by letter or email and a further ten registrants provided verbal feedback by telephone;

all 750 responses were included in the analysis contained in this Report.

The response and engagement to the consultation has been significant and is very
welcome. As a result, the Pharmaceutical Society NI has a clear and unequivocal

understanding of the views of those who responded.

The rationale for the proposals was explained within the consultation document which
outlined that the Pharmaceutical Society NI's primary source of income is derived from
the fees charged to registrants and FTY trainees, with further funding derived from
the registration of pharmacy premises and a small amount of additional revenue
generated from income on investments.* The powers to set the pharmacy premises
fee amount lies with the Department of Health under the Medicines Act 1968

4 https://psni.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/Consultation-Registration-and-Retention-Fees-for-
Pharmacists-31_01_2025_14_00.pdf
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(Medicines Act 1968) and as such the premises fees were not considered within this

consultation process.

The Pharmacy (Northern Ireland) Order 1976 gives powers to the Pharmaceutical
Society NI to levy fees, subject to Departmental oversight/approval, in relation to a
number of areas including:

= Registration;

= Retention of registration;

= Examinations; and,

= Annotation of the register.

The examination fee and the fee for annotation as an independent prescriber were not
considered in this consultation. The fees collected enable the Pharmaceutical Society
NI to carry out its core statutory duties as a regulator of pharmacists and pharmacy
premises and to fulfil professional leadership functions. These relate to, but are not
limited to, setting standards for education and training; maintaining a register of
pharmacist professionals and a register of registered pharmacy premises; setting and
monitoring professional standards; investigating complaints about pharmacists’ fithess

to practise; and the professional leadership duties assigned to the Pharmacy Forum NI.

The professional leadership activities of the Pharmacy Forum NI are included in the
Pharmacist Registration and Annual Retention fees paid by registrants. These roles
are performed by separate bodies in Great Britain; the General Pharmaceutical

Council and the Royal Pharmaceutical Society, each of which charge a separate fee.

The annual registration and retention fees, the costs of the CRA, the operating costs
to enable the registration of FTY trainees, together with the costs for the registration
and retention of pharmacy premises, are reviewed each year by the Pharmaceutical

Society NI as part of its financial considerations and setting of the required budgets.
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2. Consultation Findings

2.1  Profile of Respondents

During the consultation, a range of information was collected about respondents who
completed the online survey; this helped us to understand the responses from distinct

groups of registrants, the general public and other stakeholders.

A total of 699 respondents completed the online survey; the profile of those who

responded to the consultation is outlined in Table 3.

Table 3: Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an

organisation? (N=699)

(F) (%)
Individual 687 98.3
Organisation 12 1.7
TOTAL 699 100

Further information on the profile of the individuals who responded to the online

consultation is outlined below (Table 4).

Table 4: If you are responding as an individual which describes you BEST?

(N=687)

(F) (%)
Pharmacist 662 96.4
Pharmacy student 2 0.3
FTY Trainee 6 0.9
Community pharmacy owner 7 1.0
Member of the public 6 0.9
Other healthcare professional 3 0.4
Other 1 0.1
TOTAL 687 100
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The names of 6 of the 12 organisations who responded to the consultation are listed
below. Representatives from the remaining 6 organisations asked for their
organisational names not to be published in this report.

= Boots;

= Foy Inc Ltd;

= National Pharmacy Association (NPA);

= Pharmacy Defence Association (PDA);

= Pharmacy Forum (NI); and,

=  Community Pharmacy Northern Ireland (CPNI).

2.2 Findings: Proposal 1

Proposal 1 suggested an increase of £79 in the registration and retention fee

for registered pharmacists from £398 to £477.

Atotal of 97.5% of respondents (N=682) opposed the suggested increase. Only 1.3%
(9 respondents) strongly agreed/agreed with the proposal; 1.1% (8 respondents)

neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposal.

Table 5 outlines the proportion of responses in each category and is strong evidence
of the opposition among respondents about the proposal for an increase and the

perceived scale and impact of the increase proposed.

Table 5: Do you agree that the proposed fees for Registration and Retention

(£477) are reasonable? (N=699)

(F) (%)
Strongly Agree 3 0.4
Agree 6 0.9
Neither Agree nor Disagree 8 1.1
Disagree 101 14.4
Strongly Disagree 581 83.1
TOTAL 699 100

Comments were provided in respect of Proposal 1 by 661 respondents. Respondents

highlighted a wide range of issues to qualify their opposition.
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The analysis of these responses identified key themes related to affordability in the
context of rising costs and relatively flat incomes, comparability with the amounts
charged by other healthcare regulators, the value for money in respect of services
provided by the Pharmaceutical Society NI and a desire for transparency on how fee

income is spent.

2.2.1 Affordability

Almost all respondents strongly expressed their opposition to the level of fee increase,
notwithstanding that the fee has not increased since 2016/2017. Respondents
described the anticipated adverse impact on personal finances and the added strain
on individuals and families. It was noted that the Pharmaceutical Society NI does not
currently provide reduced rates for lower earners or for those on maternity/paternity
leave, for example, which may otherwise mitigate the impact of the fee on some

registrants.

As part of considering Proposal 1, respondents were asked if they agreed that the fee
should not be increased for FTY trainees in order to limit the impact on this group with
lower earning. Table 6 shows that over two-thirds (68.2%) of respondents (477) were
supportive of holding the FTY trainee registration fee at its current level, 13.4% (94
respondents) neither agreed nor disagreed, whilst 18.4% (128 respondents)

disagreed/strongly disagreed.

Table 6: Do you agree that Foundation Training Year (FTY) Trainees

registering with the Society should not be subjected to an increase
in fee? (N=699)

(F) (%)
Strongly Agree 339 48.5
Agree 138 19.7
Neither Agree nor Disagree 94 13.4
Disagree 43 6.2
Strongly Disagree 85 12.2
TOTAL 699 100
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The level of fee charged in proportion to the salary of pharmacists was described by
many of the respondents to the survey. Additionally, the other costs that pharmacists
must pay were highlighted, such as indemnity insurance and membership of both the
General Pharmaceutical Council and Pharmaceutical Society NI, or Pharmaceutical

Society Ireland, should individuals wish to work in nearby jurisdictions

2.2.2 Rationale for increase and comparability with other regulators

Many respondents challenged the justification for the level of increase and desired
more information on the details of the Pharmaceutical Society NI's expenditure. Some
respondents questioned the cost of maintaining its historic premises at 73 University
Street, Belfast.

Several respondents indicated that registrants believed that the overarching purpose
of the Pharmaceutical Society NI was leadership and support services for pharmacists,
which is but only one part of our functions with a large proportion of our resources
(89%) currently deployed to professional regulation. Others expressed the view that it
was unfair that registrants bore the cost of fitness to practise and public protection
functions as they did not benefit from these. As such, the Pharmaceutical Society NI
must be prepared to demonstrate that its operating model is as efficient as it can
possibly be and seek to improve its registrant experience when engaging with its
services or resources, in order to ensure that any fee increase proposed is fully
justified/defendable.

Many respondents noted a disparity in the levels of fees between the Pharmaceutical
Society NI and other health care professions’ regulators. The proposed fee was noted

to be higher than that of the General Pharmaceutical Council.

Some respondents, with dual registration, perceived a poorer quality of service
compared to the General Pharmaceutical Council and the Royal Pharmaceutical
Society. During engagement events, we explained the fixed costs all regulators incur
for governance, communication and overheads, which increase the financial burden
per registrant. We explained that larger regulators, like the Nursing and Midwifery
Council with over 840,000 registrants and the Health Care Professions Council with
280,000 registrants, benefit from cost efficiencies due to their scale, which smaller
organisations, such as the Pharmaceutical Society NI, cannot replicate with
approximately 3,000 pharmacist registrants.
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One respondent commented:

“Whilst the increase fee may seem appropriate if simply taking into account
inflationary rises, the starting place is already disproportionally high when
compared to GPhC, at £276.”

(Pharmacist)

Balancing the competing requirements to keep fees affordable and also sustain the
financial sustainability of the Pharmaceutical Society NI remains a significant
challenge. The Pharmaceutical Society NI is mindful of its duty to ensure sufficient
income to sustain the business of the organisation and operate to the required
regulatory standards set by the Professional Standards Authority. The Pharmaceutical
Society NI must ensure that it operates as efficiently as possible and, in doing so, set
fees at the minimum level which enables it to deliver against all of its statutory

obligations.

While it is acknowledged that some regulators are able to levy lower fees, it is a
fundamentally flawed model to calculate a fee amount based on a desire to maintain
an alignment of fees with others. Notably, some similarly sized regulators, like the
General Osteopathic Council, charge higher fees (£570 for those registered more than
3 years) than those currently charged by the Pharmaceutical Society NI. The General
Chiropractic Council’s current registrant fees are noted at £800 annually for each of its
3,500 registrants. Nonetheless, it is crucial to recognise the level of concern expressed
by the registrants who responded. It is acknowledged that the Pharmaceutical Society
NI must justify fully any proposed increase, recognising the impact on registrants, as
well as acknowledging that maintaining a small local regulator in Northern Ireland can
offer some important non-monetary benefits, such as, more flexible and responsive
services and stronger local influencing with the Department of Health in Northern

Ireland.

2.2.3 Value for money

In addition to comments received which directly related to Proposal 1, respondents
also highlighted a range of issues which were indirectly related to the scope of the
consultation. Many queried the merit and value of having two separate regulators for
pharmacists in the UK and suggested there was economic efficiency to be made in
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having a single regulator for pharmacists in the UK; some suggested the General

Pharmaceutical Council would be this regulator.

Some respondents suggested that they would have preferred to have an option to
receive their pharmacy leadership functions only from the Royal Pharmaceutical
Society (RPS) as they believed that the resource quality was not matched by the

service currently provided by the Pharmacy Forum NI.

Some who participated in the engagement events highlighted the performance of the
Pharmaceutical Society NI in recent Professional Standards Authority (PSA)
monitoring reviews and questioned the long-term plans associated with the current

model of retaining a small local regulator in Northern Ireland.

“In some cases, the perception has been that the Society has not always kept
pace with developments in the profession and has not always provided timely
updates to guidance and standards to reflect reforms such as those in
education and the transition towards a prescribing profession. Additionally,
contractors have reported a need for improved communication and
accessibility, and some have noted concern regarding the Society’s
performance in Professional Standards Authority (PSA) assessments.”

(Community Pharmacy NI)

The Pharmaceutical Society NI accepts the need to improve performance across a
range of its functions and to fulfil its requirements to comply with the Professional
Standards Authority standards. Some comments suggested there is a lack of
understanding about the statutory functions of the Pharmaceutical Society NI and
indeed functions which do not fall under the remit of the Pharmaceutical Society NI.
As such, we have learned there is a need to better engage with the pharmacy
profession in Northern Ireland and improve the understanding of our roles and

responsibilities.

During the interactive engagement events, we noted an appetite for improved two-way
communication between pharmacists and the Pharmaceutical Society NI. There was
a strongly expressed desire for more frequent in-person or virtual engagement and
high-quality published information regarding matters, such as, professional guidance,
performance and how fees are spent. We received welcomed suggestions on

improving our services and wish to reassure pharmacists that we are fully committed
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to continuous improvement by reviewing and enhancing the service experience and

quality across all functions.

2.2.4 Proposed Organisational Response: Proposal 1

The Pharmaceutical Society NI has committed to consider fully the views of
respondents to Proposal 1 and in doing so notes the significant strength of opposition
to the proposed fee increase. A significant challenge exists for the Council to ensure
that in exercising its powers, as provided by the Pharmacy (Northern Ireland) Order
1976, it can generate a sufficient level of income to enable the Pharmaceutical Society
NI to operate as a modern, fit-for-purpose regulator, achieving all 18 of the Standards
of Good Regulation as required of it by its own independent regulatory oversight body,
the Professional Standards Authority (PSA).>

Though it may wish to do so, the Council has not currently the required powers to
implement a more targeted and flexible fee structure across registrants which would
vary according to incomes, as suggested by many respondents. In addition, as the
total level of budget required to operate must be met, a lower fee for any group will
require an associated increase in fee for other groups. Should it choose to proceed
with Proposal 1, the Pharmaceutical Society NI will commit to demonstrating that the
level of fee increase is fully justified and will ensure improved transparency about how

this is to be spent.

The Pharmaceutical Society NI will explore options to establish a more flexible and
dynamic fee structure, addressing financial difficulties faced by specific groups of

registrants.

® Standards of Good Regulation, Professional Standards Authority (Accessed March 2025)
Our Standards | PSA
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Recommendation 1:

It is recommended that:

e The proposed fee increase is implemented. In doing so Council must recognise
the concern of registrants and set future fees at a level which secures the
financial sustainability whilst ensuring improved organisational performance.

e The Pharmaceutical Society NI will commit to enhancing transparency on how
monies are spent, noting the detail of the Annual Reports and Accounts.

e The Pharmaceutical Society NI will commit to exploring options to support the
introduction of a flexible fee structure.

2.3 Findings: Proposal 2

Proposal 2 suggests a change to the method of notification of fees from the current
method (by post) to introduce an option to receive notification via post or email. This
proposal will also apply to FTY trainees joining the register and those FTY trainees

applying for the Common Registration Assessment.

Respondents were asked, “Do you agree that we should provide a fee payment
demand/notification by email rather than post?” A total of 699 responded; as Table 7
shows, 66.8% (467 respondents) agreed/strongly agreed, 25.5% (178 respondents)
neither agreed nor disagreed, whilst only 7.6% (53 respondents) disagreed/strongly

disagreed with this proposal.

Table 7: Do you agree that we should provide a fee payment demand/

notification by email rather than post? (N=699)

(F) (%)
Strongly Agree 268 38.3
Agree 199 28.5
Neither Agree nor Disagree 178 256.5
Disagree 34 4.9
Strongly Disagree 19 2.7
No Comment 1 0.1
TOTAL 699 100
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Some registrants suggested that both email and postal reminders should be provided
to ensure that the risk of an email going into the junk/spam folder (and being missed)
would be mitigated. Another respondent indicated that their preference would be to

continue to receive the notification by post only.

“l think BOTH an email and post should be sent out to ensure nobody misses
the information. Risk of going to junk folder in email.”

(Pharmacist)

2.3.1 Proposed Organisational Response: Proposal 2

Proposal 2 does not mandate that the notification must be received by email but rather
the intention was to provide registrants with a choice in how they receive fee collection
notifications; it seeks to improve efficiency and reduce costs while respecting

individual preferences and accessibility needs.

Support for Proposal 2 is acknowledged. If implemented, clear communication with

registrants will be essential to avoid the risk of missed emails.

The Pharmaceutical Society NI should consider that there is sufficient support for
Proposal 2 to proceed with the necessary regulatory amendments to implement this

change in approach as to how fee collections are notified to registrants.

Recommendation 2:

It is recommended that:

e The Pharmaceutical Society NI proceeds with amendments to support changes
to the notification method for fees so that registrants receive their notification by
email by default.

e In order to support efficiencies, the default notification should be by email. In
doing so the Pharmaceutical Society NI should explore how any additional
notifications can be utilised for example the use of text messaging or social
media awareness.

24 Findings: Proposal 3
Proposal 3 suggested a change to the way in which fees are collected to provide the
option to pay by four quarterly instalments by direct debit. This proposal is important

to mitigate the adverse impact of the fee increase.

Page 15 of 22




Table 8 shows that 90.1% of respondents (N=630) agreed/strongly agreed with this
proposal; 7.2% (50 respondents) neither agreed nor disagreed, whilst 2.7% (19

respondents) disagreed/strongly disagreed.

Table 8: Do you agree that we should introduce the option of payment of
the Annual pharmacist’s retention fees in four instalments by

direct debit? The existing option to pay annually will remain in
place. (N=699)

(F) (%)
Strongly Agree 467 66.8
Agree 163 23.3
Neither Agree nor Disagree 50 7.2
Disagree 11 1.6
Strongly Disagree 8 1.1
TOTAL 699 100

When providing comments in support of their position, respondents indicated that
paying by direct debit would enable easier budgeting and managing personal finances.
Several responses also suggested that some employers pay the fee on behalf of
employees and as such, a direct debit arrangement may be more cumbersome in
these cases. Another respondent noted that the implementation of direct debit options

should not add any further increase to the fee.

“l agree with this proposal in principle, as long as a consequence of such
action wouldn’t lead to an increase in fees itself.”

(Pharmacist)

2.41 Proposed Organisational Response: Proposal 3

The Pharmaceutical Society NI welcomes the strong support for amending the
regulations to enable the payment of fees by direct debit as an option, for those
registrants who would wish to avail of this; this is an optional provision, and as such,
those who would wish to continue to pay the fee in full by an annual instalment would
still be able to do so.
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Recommendation 3:

It is recommended that:

e The Pharmaceutical Society NI implements the option to collect fees by four
quarterly instalments by direct debit.

2.5 Consideration of Equality Impacts

As part of the consultation, respondents were asked if they considered that the
proposals would have any negative impact upon groups of registrants under each of

the nine protected groups listed within Section 75, of the Northern Ireland Act, 1998.

. Age;

] Gender;

= Disability;

" Race/ethnicity;

= Religion or belief;

= Political opinion;

" People with/without dependants;
] Sexual orientation; and,

" Marital Status/Civil Partnership.

Table 9 shows that a sizable proportion (41.6%) (291 respondents) indicated that they
believed there would be negative impact for some or all of these groups. In addition,
those who attended the interactive online discussions also considered that there were

potential negative impacts across several of these groups.

Table 9: Do any aspects of the proposals have equality implications for

groups or individuals — comment provided? (N=699)

(F) (%)
Yes 291 41.6
No 408 58.4
TOTAL 699 100

Table 10 shows that the most frequently identified group to be adversely affected was

those with dependents with 55.0% (N=160) respondents identifying this group. This
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was followed by gender with 34.4% (N=100) identifying potential negative impacts on

women.

Table 10: Do any aspects of the proposals have equality implications for
groups or individuals based on one or more of the following

categories?(N=291) (%) [Percentages do not add to 100% as
multiple response question]

(F) (%)
People with/without dependants 160 55.0
Gender 100 34.4
Age 76 26.1
Disability 54 18.6
Marital Status/Civil Partnership 37 12.7
Political opinion 20 6.9
Religion or belief 19 6.5
Race / ethnicity 18 6.2
Sexual orientation 17 5.8
Other 117 40.2
TOTAL 291 -

Over a quarter (26.1%) of the respondents who answered this question (N=76)
indicated that the increase in fees (Proposal 1) was more likely to negatively impact
younger pharmacists who are more likely to have a lower income by virtue of their
fewer years of experience or older pharmacists who may be contemplating reducing

their hours.

Some believed that those with dependents, whether children, relatives or those with
caring responsibilities, experience overall higher living costs and may be required to
work on a part-time basis, thus experiencing a bigger impact from a proposed fee

increase.

Some respondents indicated that the impact would be greater for women who may be
taking maternity leave and have a lower salary level during that period. In relation to
impact on women, respondents also noted that women are also more likely than men

to work on a part-time basis and thus will have consequentially lower earnings and
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experience a greater impact of fee increase when compared to men; it is noted that

men taking paternity leave may be similarly impacted.

A number of respondents noted that pharmacists living with a disability may be
differentially impacted as some of this group may only be able to work on a part-time
basis and have a lower income as a result and would therefore experience a

proportionally bigger impact from any increase in fees.

A few respondents also suggested that many pharmacists are married to pharmacists
and that the combined fees are a significant additional household cost. In contrast, a
few respondents indicated that single people and single parents may be differentially

impacted by the proposals.

Though not related specifically to Section 75 groups, some respondents indicated a
feeling of discrimination compared to their counterparts in GB, in that the membership
of the Pharmacy Forum NI, which is included within the Pharmaceutical Society NI
Fee and is mandatory, meant that registrants did not have the option to progress
membership of the Royal Pharacmetuical Society (RPS) in GB, as this incurred an

additional cost.

Conversely, a few respondents noted that as the fee increase is the same across all
groups of registrants then the negative impact is not being felt disproportionately by
one group but rather felt equally across all pharmacists, regardless of their potential

protected characteristics.

A selection of the respondent comments is provided below:

“People with dependants and those who are single may be adversely affected
as income may become more stretched.”

(Pharmacist)

“l changed role to a lesser paid role and reduced my hours as a result of
having a child. The retention fee is high enough for my circumstances... an
increase of fees should not be considered unless pharmacist wages are also
increased to reflect this. | also am not able to work extra hours to

make up the additional cost of the increase in fees.”

(Pharmacist)
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“Marital status - pharmacists married to pharmacists paying almost £1k each
year to stay on the register would put a significant impact on household

incomes.”
(Pharmacist)

2.6 Proposed Organisational Response: Equality Impacts

The Equality Impact Assessment that was completed as part of the development of
these proposals considered the impacts across all nine protected groups. It highlighted
many of the potential impacts subsequently identified by respondents. This impact
largely pertained to Proposal 1, which suggests an increase in pharmacy fees. The
groups we had previously identified as most likely to be impacted were those based
on age, disability and gender. In exploring options to mitigate this impact we developed
a proposal (Proposal 3) to introduce payment in four instalments by direct debit to

mitigate the impact of the increase for the annual retention fee.

The Pharmaceutical Society NI has considered how other regulators have addressed
similar challenges in respect of the impact of fees levied on groups. It is noted that
some regulators have adopted lower income thresholds below which a discounted fee
is offered. Additionally, some regulators offer lower fees for those on maternity leave.
During our interactive engagement events it was noted that many participants
welcome such approaches. It is also important to note that potential mechanisms to
discount the fee for some members with protected characteristics may result in an
increase in fee for other groups, to ensure the total required income is generated and

such measures need to be considered fully in terms of fairness and proportionality.

The Pharmaceutical Society NI has considered the statutory powers which enable it
to set a registration and retention fee. It understands that the current powers afforded
within primary legislation are rather restricive and do not therefore permit
implementation of varied fee structure across different categories of registrants.
However, the Pharmaceutical Society NI is committed to exploring options for a more
modern and permissive primary legislative framework and enhanced authority to
Council to prescribe the fees to be charged to registrants, allowing it to be more flexible

in supporting different fee structures amongst different groups of registrants.
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Recommendation 4:

It is recommended that:

e Council notes the various responses in relation to the Equality Impact of a
potential increase in fees.

e The Pharmaceutical Society NI explores options for a varied fee structure
amongst different groups of registrants.

3. Conclusion

This consultation received considerable and welcome attention and feedback from a

range of registrants and representative bodies. It is clear the overwhelming majority of
those who responded are not in favour of a fee increase but are supportive of a direct
debit payment scheme and alternative notification methods.
The recommendations made to Council aim to balance the need for financial
sustainability and ensuring the Pharmaceutical Society NI is able to fund its
programme of work with the need to ensure that Council has taken on board the views
and opinions of registrants during the consultation processes.
In doing so the recommendations are those as detailed:
Fees
e The proposed fee increase is implemented. In doing so Council must
recognise the concern of registrants and set future fees at a level which
secures the financial viability whilst ensuring improved organisational
performance.
e The Pharmaceutical Society NI will commit to reviewing transparency on how
monies are spent, noting the detail of the Annual Reports and Accounts.
e The Pharmaceutical Society NI will commit to exploring options to support the

introduction of a flexible fee structure.

Notifications
e The Pharmaceutical Society NI proceeds with amendments to support
changes to the notification method for fees so that registrants receive their
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notification by email by default.

e In order to support efficiencies, the default notification should be by email. In
doing so the Pharmaceutical Society NI should explore how any additional
notifications can be utilised for example the use of text messaging or social

media awareness.

Direct Debits
e The Pharmaceutical Society NI implements the option to collect fees by four
quarterly instalments by direct debit.
e The Pharmaceutical Society NI should ensure there is transparency as to how
the additional operating costs of this proposal are to be distributed amongst

registrants.
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