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1. Aims and purpose of the project or policy 

This equality impact analysis (EIA) focuses on the equality and diversity implications of the draft 2020 
fees rules. To meet Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 we have due regard to each of the statutory 
objectives: 

• eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by 
or under this Act; 

• advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it; 

• foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and 
persons who do not share it.  

Conducting an analysis of the equality and diversity implications of our proposals also helps to ensure 
that we are not acting in a way that is incompatible with a Convention right1. 

The EIA aims to help ensure that our proposals do not unfairly affect groups with protected 
characteristics2.  

Assessing the equality, diversity and inclusion impact of our policy development work is about being 
proactive in facilitating opportunities for people with the widest possible range of experiences and 
perspectives to engage with and influence our values, our culture, our strategy and the work we do. We 
aim to take an inclusive approach to working with users of pharmacy services, registrants, stakeholders 
and people affected in any way by our policy decisions.  

 
1 The Human Rights Act 1998, Section 6 
2 The Equality Act 2010 prohibits direct or indirect discrimination, or harassment on the basis of a 
protected characteristic (age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy 
and maternity, race, religion and belief, sex and sexual orientation).  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1998/42/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents
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In preparing this analysis, we have considered all of the statutory objectives under Section 149 of the 
Equality Act 2010.  

At all stages of the process, we have considered how best to engage with equality groups, and equality 
and diversity issues have informed our proposals from the outset. We have sought to identify and 
mitigate any adverse impact on groups of people with a protected characteristic, including pharmacy 
owners and employers of pharmacist prescribers and pharmacy professionals, people using pharmacy 
services. We have also considered how the proposed changes can help make a positive impact on these 
groups.   

The EIA has been informed by our quantitative and qualitative analysis of responses to the consultation 
and the available data and/or evidence relating to groups of people with protected characteristics. The 
analysis is intended to assist Council in considering whether the proposals should be approved and/or 
subject to further amendment before introduction. 

Policy context 

Our role is to protect the public and give them assurance that they will receive safe and effective care 
when using pharmacy services. We are responsible for making sure we have the financial resources to 
fulfil this role and our statutory duties. 

Under the Pharmacy Order 2010 (‘the Order’), the GPhC has the authority to charge fees and change the 
level of fees for registration of pharmacy professionals and registered pharmacies and to make rules for 
fees, so that the cost of pharmacy regulation is paid by those who are regulated.   

When we change the fees we charge we are required by law to consult with the people and 
organisations that pay them. 

Based on 2018/19 figures, the cost of regulating each pharmacy premise is now £365 a year. The fees 
paid by pharmacy owners have not kept pace with the costs of regulating pharmacies. We are therefore 
proposing to increase the registration and renewal fees for premises by £103, from £262 to £365. The 
increase is based on the difference between the present fee for premises and the cost of regulating 
pharmacy premises according to our cost allocation model. 

There are no plans to increase fees for pharmacy professional as part of this consultation. However, 
over the next two years, as part of our long-term fees strategy, we will be exploring changes to our fees 
for all our registrant groups. In this consultation, we sought views on whether the areas, including those 
listed below, are appropriate areas to look at in the future: 

• setting fees for all registrant groups over a longer period; for example, by linking to inflation 
over a three-year period or setting fees to increase each year by a certain, fixed percentage 
over a three-year period 

• whether we could have more flexible fee options, including considering the cases for and 
against different fees for some registrants – for example, those on parental leave 

• different fees for premises based on their type, turnover or other size measures 

• the possibility of charging additional regulatory activities – for example, reinspection 
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2. Review of available information 

In order to assess the potential impact of these proposals from an equality, diversity and inclusion 
perspective, we considered a range of information and evidence, including those set out below. 

Legal framework 

Our powers to charge fees and change the level of fees for registrants and registered pharmacies come 
from our governing legislation, the Pharmacy Order 2010. We set out fees in our fees rules – The 
General Pharmaceutical Council (Registration and Renewal Fees) (Amendment) Rules3. 

In developing our proposals, we gave due regard to our statutory objectives under Section 149 of the 
Equality Act 2010 and we believe that the proposals align with our over-arching objective which is the 
protection of the public4. 

Consultation responses and analysis on draft 2020 fees rules 

Details of the consultation are included in section 5 of this paper. Although we sought views on the 
areas that we intend to look at as part of our long-term fees strategy, the main focus of this consultation 
centred on our proposals to increase the registration and renewal fees for premises. As part of this, we 
asked respondents to complete an equality monitoring form and to assess the type of impact the 
proposals will have on individuals or groups who share any of the protected characteristics. Please refer 
to the analysis report for further information. 

Consultation responses and analysis on draft 2019 fees rules 

In 2019 we consulted on changes to our fees for entry to and renewal of registration as a pharmacist, 
pharmacy technician and registered pharmacy. We carried out an equality impact assessment to assess 
the implications of our proposals on those with protected characteristics. In developing our proposals 
for the draft 2020 fees rules we considered the findings from the 2019 EIA and analysis.  

Analysis of Business Impact Assessment 

We commissioned consultancy firm EY to carry out a business impact assessment. This was to help us 
understand the impact of the proposed fee increase on the financial position of pharmacies and on their 
ability to keep providing safe and effective pharmacy services. The full report is available on our 
website. The findings from EY show that our suggested increase in fee levels would not have a 
significant impact on the financial performance of pharmacies. The report did highlight that the 
pharmacy sector is showing some financial fragility (a number of pharmacies are making losses). 
However, the impact of the proposed fee increase is very small in terms of present financial 
performance. 

Comparison with other regulators 

As a comparison, we also considered how other regulators have set their fees. Regulators charge 
different types of fees and have different renewal periods, so it is not always possible to make a direct 
comparison. However, even with the £103 increase, the GPhC renewal fee for premises compares 
favourably with the fees set by other regulators. 

 
3 https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/unofficial-consolidation-gphc-
registration-and-renewal-fees-rules-2015-amended-by-2019-rules.pdf  
4 The Pharmacy Order 2010, Article 6(1) 

https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/business-impact-of-pharmacy-registration-fees-registered-pharmacies-great-britain-january-2020.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/business-impact-of-pharmacy-registration-fees-registered-pharmacies-great-britain-january-2020.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/unofficial-consolidation-gphc-registration-and-renewal-fees-rules-2015-amended-by-2019-rules.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/unofficial-consolidation-gphc-registration-and-renewal-fees-rules-2015-amended-by-2019-rules.pdf
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Information considered when putting together the proposed changes to the fees rules 

When determining the fee increase for premises, we looked at the figures from 2018/19 using the cost 
allocation model, which sets out the cost of regulatory activities for each registrant group. This showed 
that the fees charged to pharmacy premises did not cover the cost of their regulation. Previously we 
have covered the rising costs of regulation from our reserves but our most recent financial review 
showed that we could not continue to cover registration and renewal fees  

Other available information and evidence considered 

As there are no plans to increase fees for pharmacy professionals as part of the 2020 fees consultation, 
the impact of the proposals on this group from an equality, diversity and inclusion perspective is limited 
compared to our previous fees consultations. However, to ensure that we considered all available and 
relevant information we looked at: 

• GPhC survey of registered pharmacy professionals 2019: Equality, Diversity and Inclusion 
report 

• ONS data - Summary of UK labour market statistics for October to December 2019, seasonally 
adjusted 

• Gender pay gap in the UK: 2019 

 

3. Additional information relevant to equality and diversity issues 

This table shows if this project or policy has any relevance to the equality and diversity issues below. If it 
is relevant to any of these issues, a full equality impact analysis will need to be carried out. 

Issue Relevant? Explanation 
 Yes No  
Age ☒ ☐ See below 
Disability  ☒ ☐ See below 
Sex ☒ ☐ See below 
Gender reassignment ☐ ☒  
Marriage or Civil 
Partnership 

☐ ☒  

Pregnancy/Maternity ☒ ☐ See below 
Race ☒ ☐ See below 
Religion or belief ☐ ☒  
Sexual orientation ☐ ☒  
Welsh Language 
Scheme 

☐ ☒  

Other identified groups ☐ ☒  
 

https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-professionals-equality-diversity-inclusion-report-december-2019.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-professionals-equality-diversity-inclusion-report-december-2019.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/uklabourmarket/december2019
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/uklabourmarket/december2019
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/bulletins/genderpaygapintheuk/2019
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4. Decision on impact  

Based on the answers above, does this project or policy require a full impact analysis? This decision 
takes into account whether this policy or project would result in a substantial change or overall impact 
for pharmacy. 

Yes ☒ No ☐ 

We marked ‘Yes’ against categories in the screening table where we believe there may be impacts on 
those who share protected characteristics.  

The potential impact of these changes, from an equality and diversity perspective, has been included in 
the full impact assessment below. 

5. Consultation and involvement 

Overview 

The consultation was open for 14 weeks, beginning on 7 January 2020 and ending on 15 April 2020. To 
make sure we heard from as many individuals and organisations as possible: 

• an online survey was available for individuals and organisations to complete during the 
consultation period. We also accepted postal and email responses. Due to the pressures caused 
by the pandemic we continued to accept email responses after this date. 

• we promoted the consultation through a press release to the pharmacy trade media, via our 
social media and through our e-bulletin Regulate 

Survey 

We received a total of 1716 written responses to our consultation. 1524 of these respondents identified 
themselves as individuals and 190 responded on behalf of an organisation.  

Of these responses, 1710 had responded to the consultation survey. The vast majority of these 
respondents completed the online version of the survey, with the remaining respondents submitting 
their response by email, using the structure of the consultation questionnaire.  

Alongside these, we received six responses from individuals and organisations writing more generally 
about their views. 

Analysis 

The full details of what we heard through our consultation are set out in our analysis report which will 
be presented to Council alongside this EIA. An overview of the impact questions are set out below.  

As part of the online survey, we asked two questions to further develop our understanding of the impact 
of our proposals. The first question was a broader one to understand impact on any issues beyond the 
protected characteristics. The second question was targeted at understanding the impact on people or 
groups who share protected characteristics, and is reported on further in section 6.  
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Table 3: Views on the impact our proposals will have on any other individuals or groups  

Q6. Do you think our proposals will have a 
positive or negative impact on any other 
individuals or groups?  

N and % 
individuals 

N and % 
organisations 

N and % 
Total 

Positive impact 80 (5%) 5 (3%) 85 (5%) 

Both positive and negative impact 217 (14%) 16 (9%) 233 (14%) 

Negative impact  590 (39%) 120 (64%) 710 (42%) 

No impact 229 (15%) 15 (8%) 244 (14%) 

Don’t know 406 (27%) 32 (17%) 438 (26%) 

Total N of responses 1,522 (100%) 188 (100%) 1,710 (100%) 

 

The largest proportion of respondents felt that our proposals would have a negative impact (42%) on 
any other individuals or groups. However, a much larger proportion of organisations (64%) felt this way 
compared to individuals (39%).  

An equal number of respondents (14%) felt that the proposals would have either no impact, or both a 
positive and negative impact on any other individuals or groups. A higher proportion of individuals (15%) 
thought that there would be no impact compared to organisations (8%). 

Many respondents (26%) did not know whether the proposals would have a positive or negative impact 
on any other individuals or groups.  

Around a third of respondents left explanatory comments to this question. The following is an analysis 
of the themes found in these comments. 

Impact on pharmacy owners  

A large number of respondents, including a similar proportion of individual and organisational 
respondents, thought that the proposals would have a negative impact on pharmacy owners. Of these, 
most respondents cited the financial burden that the proposals would have on this group as the main 
reason why the impact would be more negatively felt.  

Respondents drew attention to the current economic difficulties within the sector as a whole and the 
size of the proposed increase as amongst the main reasons why owners would be negatively impacted 
from a financial perspective. A small number of respondents also indicated that the pressure in making 
up the difference in premises fees, could adversely impact on the mental health of pharmacy owners.  

Some respondents felt that pharmacy owners would feel no substantial impact as a result of an increase 
in premises fees. They indicated that the cost was manageable and that owners would be able to absorb 
an increase in fees for premises. 

A few respondents commented on the potential impact that the setting of different fees for premises 
could have on pharmacy owners. In particular, they thought that setting premises fees based on their 
type or turnover was fair and proportionate as owners of smaller pharmacies would not be required to 
subsidise larger, more profitable pharmacies that are more expensive to regulate.  
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Impact on the public and patients  

Many respondents, including a larger number of organisational respondents than individuals, thought 
that the potential negative impact on pharmacy owners would have a knock-on effect on other groups, 
such as patients and the public. Some respondents felt that the quality of some services may be reduced 
or removed entirely as pharmacies attempt to make up the shortfall caused by increased premises’ fees. 
A few respondents indicated that those in rural or smaller communities would be impacted the most if 
services are affected, as they have access to fewer pharmacies.  

A small number of respondents felt that introducing some differential fees could have a positive impact 
on the wider public. They indicated that by linking fees to turnover, smaller pharmacies could remain 
open and serve the public as they won’t be pressured into subsidising larger, more profitable 
pharmacies. Similarly, it was noted by a few respondents that pharmacy owners may be incentivised to 
meet the standards to ward off potential extra costs related to any additional regulatory activities, such 
as reinspection. In turn, this would benefit the public as standards would be maintained.  

A few respondents thought that an increase in premises fees would benefit the wider public as it would 
allow the GPhC to carry out its regulatory function to the best of its ability.   

Impact on pharmacy professionals 

Many respondents thought that an increase in premises fees would impact negatively on pharmacy 
professionals. Some respondents felt that pharmacy professionals would be under more pressure as 
owners attempt to make up the shortfall in the fees; there was particular concerns that pharmacy 
professionals could lose their job which may have a knock-on effect on incumbent staff being 
overworked and under supported.  

A few respondents indicated that differential fees had the potential to positively impact pharmacy 
professionals, for example reduced fees for those on parental leave.  

Impact on any other individuals or groups 

Some respondents thought that the proposals would have an impact on a number of other individuals 
or groups not already identified. For example, some thought that the proposals had the potential to 
negatively impact upon locum pharmacists, low income households and multi role professionals. 
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Impact on protected characteristics 

 
Figure 1: Views of all respondents (N = 1710) on whether our proposals positively or negatively impact any individuals or 
groups sharing any of the protected characteristics in the Equality Act 2010 

From our analysis, it is unclear whether respondents were assessing the impact based on our proposals 
to increase premises fees, or whether they were responding to our plans to explore changes to the fees 
we set for all registrant groups. 

Apart from age, and pregnancy and maternity, the majority of respondents felt that the proposals would 
not have an impact on people sharing protected characteristics. Regarding disability an equal number of 
respondents felt that the proposals would have a negative impact or no impact.  

Age was viewed as a protected characteristic that respondents felt would have the biggest negative 
impact (35%), followed by disability (30%).  

The impact questions asked in the consultation were broad. And from the detailed comments received 
we have incorporated them in the relevant equality areas in section 6 below.  
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6. Full impact analysis 

We have used the data we gathered through our online survey to carry out a full impact analysis. 
Respondents were asked to assess the impact a proposed increase in premises fees would have on 
those with protected characteristics. A breakdown of the key themes to emerge for each of the relevant 
equality areas are outlined below. 

Although we also asked for views on the areas we should be looking at for the next stages of our long-
term fees strategy, we did not include any formal proposals as part of this consultation. Therefore, any 
comments we received in relation to this will not be included as part of this EIA but instead will be 
assessed at a later stage once our proposals are fully developed and consulted upon.  

The fees that we set for registered pharmacy premises are paid by pharmacy owners, so our proposals 
will undoubtedly impact this group the hardest. Based on our 2019 survey of pharmacy professionals, 
we know that many independent pharmacies are owned by registrants with protected characteristics. 
However, owners of pharmacies can range from a single pharmacist, a partnership consisting entirely of 
pharmacists, or by a body corporate (usually a limited company). As a result, it is not a straightforward 
task to assess how our proposals will impact on pharmacy owners who share one or more of the 
protected characteristics since they may be employed by the NHS or by a private company.   

When assessing the impact of the proposals, many respondents speculated how owners would attempt 
to counterbalance an increase in premises fees and the wider impact that this could have on some 
individuals or groups who share any of the protected characteristics. This is outlined below in each of 
the relevant equality areas.   

Age 
Different age groups have distinct healthcare needs and concerns. As part of our research and 
engagement activity, we sought to assess the impact of our proposals on people of different ages.  

Our premises fees are the same for pharmacy owners of all ages, so there is unlikely to be an age group 
that is more disadvantaged/advantaged than another. This was reflected in the feedback that we 
received. However, our 2019 survey of pharmacy professionals showed that those aged 65 and above 
were more likely to be business owners than other age groups5.  

A few respondents to our online survey said that in some extreme circumstances, owners who are in the 
upper age bracket and close to retirement may decide from a business perspective to cut their losses 
and close the premises, rather than face the prospect of paying more in premises fees.  

On a similar note, one respondent indicated that in the long-term, younger people may be put-off from 
the prospect of owning a pharmacy based on the increasing fees and costs required. It was also 
suggested that older owners of independent pharmacies would be among those worse-off, compared to 
those who are younger and more employable and able to find other sources of income to offset an 
increase in fees.  

Respondents also raised concerns about the potential knock-on effect the closure of pharmacies due to 
an increase in premises fees could have on those most vulnerable in society, such as the elderly. In 
contrast, some respondents felt that the proposed increase in premises fees was manageable and that 
there would be no discernible impact on those with protected characteristics. They drew attention to 

 
5 https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-
professionals-main-report-2019.pdf 

https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-professionals-equality-diversity-inclusion-report-december-2019.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-professionals-main-report-2019.pdf
https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-2019-survey-pharmacy-professionals-main-report-2019.pdf
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the financial reserves that owners, particularly multiples, have at their disposal. Our business impact 
assessment that we commissioned prior to the consultation also showed that our suggested increase in 
fee levels would not have a significant impact on the financial performance of pharmacies.   

What we will do: We are committed to exploring options to develop a more flexible set of fee 
arrangements in the future. This exploration will take place as part of our comprehensive review of costs 
and fees and inform any future proposals on fees.  

Disability 
Our fees are the same for pharmacy owners whether they have a disability or not. Government statistics 
show that people with disabilities are more likely to be in part time work than people without 
disabilities. It was noted by a few respondents to the consultation that owners with disabilities may be 
impacted disproportionately by our fees owing to the increased costs associated with their disability.  

One respondent went on to say that being disabled always carries an extra cost to perform the same 
activities in daily living, including running a business. They felt that they would be at a financial 
disadvantage in any structure unless specific provision is made to alleviate any extra costs that can be 
demonstrated. 

People with disabilities face many barriers in accessing healthcare. As part of the feedback we have 
sought to assess the impact of our proposals on people with disabilities. On this, a few respondents 
thought that those with disabilities and who require pharmacy services would be negatively impacted if 
some owners decided to close or reduce some services to offset an increase in premises fees.  

What we will do: We are aware that with limited data we cannot fully assess whether our proposals are 
likely to have differing impacts in relation to disability. Whilst we have noted the concerns, a large 
number of comments said that there would no negative effects on the group, or that they could not 
foresee any potential negative impacts on people with disability. We do not envisage any other 
significant equalities impact of the proposals in relation to disability but will continue to monitor any 
issues raised with us about the impact of our proposals on those people with a disability. 

Gender (Sex) 
Our fees are the same for registrants no matter their sex or gender identity. Our 2019 survey of 
registered pharmacy professionals shows that females make up a larger proportion of all pharmacists 
compared to males (62% compared to 38%). However, our data suggests that a much larger proportion 
of male pharmacists were business owners in their main job than females (13% compared with 2%). The 
underrepresentation of female pharmacy owners was noted by some respondents who felt an increase 
in premises fees could amplify these differences. 

As well as being a male dominated industry, some respondents felt that there were noticeable 
disparities in the earning potential of female owners compared to their male counterparts. The latest 
ONS data that shows the gender pay gap for full-time employees as being 8.9%6. It was suggested that 
differences in gender pay could be exacerbated if an increase in premises fees came into effect.  

 
6 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/bu
lletins/genderpaygapintheuk/2019#the-gender-pay-gap  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/bulletins/genderpaygapintheuk/2019#the-gender-pay-gap
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/bulletins/genderpaygapintheuk/2019#the-gender-pay-gap


Analysis of the effects on equality  Page 11 of 17 

A few respondents thought that owners who were on maternity leave or pregnant would be negatively 
impacted as an increase in premises fees would increase the level of stress and financial burden at a 
time of vulnerability.  

What we will do: We are committed to exploring the feasibility of differential fees in the future. This 
work will take place as part of our comprehensive review of costs and fees and inform any future fees 
consultation.  

Gender reassignment 
Our premises fees are the same for all pharmacy owners. We do not anticipate, nor have any evidence 
or information to suggest, any disproportionate impact an increase in premises fees may have in 
relation to gender reassignment. 

Marriage or Civil Partnership 
Our premises fees are the same for all pharmacy owners. We do not anticipate, nor have any evidence 
or information to suggest, any disproportionate impact an increase in premises fees may have in 
relation to marriage or civil partnership. 

Pregnancy/maternity 
Please refer to section on gender (sex) as the issues brought up during the consultation are similar for 
both protected characteristics. 

Race 
Respondents to our consultation believed that a large number of pharmacy owners were from diverse 
backgrounds. They felt that this needed to be accounted for when developing our proposals. Indeed, 
our 2019 survey of registered pharmacy professionals showed that those from Black, Asian and Mixed 
backgrounds were more likely to be business owners than those from White backgrounds.  

Several respondents felt that race was strongly linked to socio-economic status and indicated that 
owners from Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic backgrounds earned less than their White counterparts, 
despite being more likely to be pharmacy owners. Therefore, there was a belief amongst some 
respondents that an increase in fees for premises may proportionately disadvantage owners from BAME 
backgrounds.   

What we will do: We are committed to promoting equality, valuing diversity and being inclusive in all 
our work as a health professions regulator, a public service provider and an employer. As part of this, we 
aim to ensure that our fees do not negatively impact people based on their race. Although we do not 
envisage any significant equalities impact of the proposals in relation to race we will take on board the 
feedback received when developing our long-term fees strategy.  

Religion or belief 
Our premises fees are the same for all pharmacy owners. We do not anticipate, nor have any evidence 
or information to suggest, any disproportionate impact an increase in premises fees may have in 
relation to religion or belief. 

Sexual orientation 
Our premises fees are the same for all pharmacy owners. We do not anticipate, nor have any evidence 
or information to suggest, any disproportionate impact an increase in premises fees may have in 
relation to sexual orientation. 
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Welsh language scheme 
The proposed changes do not raise any new issues or impacts in relation to the Welsh language scheme. 
Our current scheme (as published on our website here) sets out how we support and facilitate the 
needs of those who prefer to communicate in Welsh. 

Other potential issues and impacts  
Through our consultation exercise, we heard from stakeholders on a number of broader equality, 
diversity and inclusion aspects to the proposals, including: 

• Some respondents thought that the proposals had the potential to negatively impact upon 
locum pharmacists and low-income households if premises fees were increased. 

• A large number of respondents indicated that those who owned small pharmacies with a low 
turnover would be the worst off. 

• Many respondents drew attention to the context in which the proposed increase would take 
place, citing ongoing issues such as the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, cuts to funding, static 
or decreasing salaries and increasing workplace pressures. 

• Many respondents felt that pharmacy owners may look to reduce staffing and the amount of 
services it offers if premises fees were increased. It was suggested that this would impact 
everyone, not just those with protected characteristics. 

7. Action needed as a result of the analysis  

Our Council will consider this EIA when making a decision on what action to take. We will also consider 
the impacts raised by survey respondents during the consultation as we begin work on the next stages 
of the long-term fees strategy. As part of this we will look at the feasibility of differential fees for 
individuals and premises.  

8. Monitoring and review 

a) How will the implementation of the proposal be monitored and by whom? 
This analysis is intended to assist Council in considering whether an increase in premises fees should be 
approved. 

Once the premises fees have been approved and implemented, we will continue to gather feedback and 
data on all our fees as part of the wider review of our long-term fees strategy. We will continue to 
monitor any other equality concerns that emerge and how we will mitigate against them. 

In our feedback we heard from some respondents who were concerned about the possible closures of 
pharmacies or the reduction of services if owners are unable to pay an increase in premises fees, and 
the impact that this could have on the wider public including those with protected characteristics. 
Although our business impact assessment addresses these issues, we will continue to monitor 
developments to understand the full impact of our proposals from a financial perspective and the 
knock-on effect this could potentially have.  

b) How will the results of monitoring be used to develop this proposal and its practices? 
We will monitor feedback during implementation to ensure that no new negative impacts have been 
identified.  

https://www.pharmacyregulation.org/sites/default/files/document/gphc-welsh-language-scheme-1-2.pdf
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The results of our monitoring activity will be used to develop further proposals for our long-term fees 
strategy.  

We will continue to work with the GPhC’s Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) Leadership group to 
update and review this Impact Assessment, as and when appropriate. 

c) What is the timetable for monitoring, including key dates? 
The rules which the Council is asked to make, in relation to premises fees, would come into force in April 
2021. We review our fees annually; any proposed changes are subject to full consultation. 

9. Summary of the analysis of the effects on equality 

This section sets out what action will be taken as a result of the analysis. 
No impact identified: no change to the policy or project ☐ 
Equality impact identified: continue the policy ☒ 
Equality and/or Welsh language impact identified: adjust the policy and continue  ☐ 
Equality and/or Welsh language impact identified: stop and remove the policy ☐ 

The reasons for this decision are: 
Pending Council’s decision, we will continue to monitor the effects on equality once the premises fees 
for registered pharmacies is set and implemented. We recognise that the impact of our fees more 
generally may be greater on some individuals or groups who share protected characteristics, including 
those mentioned in this paper. Factors that affect income such as socio-economic status and managing 
costs related to their protected characteristic are important areas that we will assess when we modify 
the premises fees and when we explore the feasibility of more flexible fee arrangements in the future.  

We will also consider the potential knock-on effect that an increase in premises fees could have on any 
individuals or groups with protected characteristics, that are not immediately obvious. This was raised 
frequently as part of this consultation. 

Going forward, our premises fees are the same for all pharmacy owners and therefore we believe there 
is unlikely to be an individual or group with protected characteristics that will be significantly 
disadvantaged as a result of our proposals. However, where we have identified possible areas of 
inequality such as those relating to age, disability, gender (sex), pregnancy/maternity, and race we will 
carefully monitor these areas during implementation. They will also be taken into consideration when 
developing the next stages of our long-term fees strategy.  

We are committed to promoting equality, valuing diversity and being inclusive in all our work as a health 
professions regulator, a public service provider and an employer. 
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10. Appendix 1: Equality Monitoring 

 

What is your sex? Please tick one box  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Male   
 

45.39% 394 

2 Female   
 

45.74% 397 

3 Other   
 

0.12% 1 

4 Prefer not to say   
 

8.76% 76 

Analysis Mean: 1.72 Std. Deviation: 0.85 Satisfaction Rate: 24.08 

Variance: 0.73 Std. Error: 0.03   
 

answered 868 

skipped 36 

Figure 1: Sex of respondents 
 

Does your gender identity match your sex as registered at birth? Please tick one box  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Yes   
 

89.92% 776 

2 No   
 

0.58% 5 

3 Prefer not to say   
 

9.50% 82 

Analysis Mean: 1.2 Std. Deviation: 0.59 Satisfaction Rate: 9.79 

Variance: 0.35 Std. Error: 0.02   
 

answered 863 

skipped 41 

Figure 2: Gender identity of respondents 
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What is your sexual orientation? Please tick one box  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Heterosexual/straight   
 

83.26% 716 

2 Gay woman/lesbian   
 

0.58% 5 

3 Gay man   
 

0.81% 7 

4 Bisexual   
 

1.16% 10 

5 Other   
 

0.70% 6 

6 Prefer not to say   
 

13.49% 116 

Analysis Mean: 1.76 Std. Deviation: 1.75 Satisfaction Rate: 15.19 

Variance: 3.05 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 860 

skipped 44 

Figure 3: Sexual orientation of respondents 

 

Do you consider yourself disabled? Please tick one box Disability is defined in the Equality Act 
2010 as 'physical or mental impairment, which has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on a 
person’s ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities'.  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Yes   
 

3.35% 29 

2 No   
 

86.13% 745 

3 Prefer not to say   
 

10.52% 91 

Analysis Mean: 2.07 Std. Deviation: 0.37 Satisfaction Rate: 53.58 

Variance: 0.13 Std. Error: 0.01   
 

answered 865 

skipped 39 

Figure 4: Disability of respondents 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Analysis of the effects on equality  Page 16 of 17 

What is your age? Please tick one box  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Less than 16 years    0.00% 0 

2 16-24 years   
 

3.34% 29 

3 25-34 years   
 

18.92% 164 

4 35-44 years   
 

23.18% 201 

5 45-54 years   
 

22.03% 191 

6 55-64 years   
 

17.42% 151 

7 65+ years   
 

5.31% 46 

8 Prefer not to say   
 

9.80% 85 

Analysis Mean: 4.86 Std. Deviation: 1.59 Satisfaction Rate: 55.2 

Variance: 2.54 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 867 

skipped 37 

Figure 5: Age of respondents 

 

What is your religion? Please tick one box  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Buddhist   
 

0.70% 6 

2 Christian   
 

31.81% 271 

3 Hindu   
 

11.03% 94 

4 Jewish   
 

1.41% 12 

5 Muslim   
 

15.02% 128 

6 Sikh   
 

3.76% 32 

7 None   
 

17.49% 149 

8 Prefer not to say   
 

15.38% 131 

9 Other   
 

3.40% 29 

Analysis Mean: 4.77 Std. Deviation: 2.46 Satisfaction Rate: 47.1 

Variance: 6.04 Std. Error: 0.08   
 

answered 852 

skipped 52 

Figure 6: Religion of respondents 
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What is your race/ethnicity? Please tick on box Choose the option that best describes your ethnic 
group/cultural background.  

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 British   
 

39.39% 338 

2 Irish   
 

1.52% 13 

3 Gypsy or Irish traveller    0.00% 0 

4 Other white background (please fill in 
the box at the end of this section)   

 

6.53% 56 

5 Caribbean    0.00% 0 

6 African   
 

5.24% 45 

7 Other black background (please fill in 
the box at the end of this section)    0.00% 0 

8 White and Black Caribbean    0.00% 0 

9 White and Black African    0.00% 0 

10 White and Asian   
 

0.35% 3 

11 Other mixed background (please fill in 
the box at the end of this section)   

 

0.35% 3 

12 Indian   
 

19.58% 168 

13 Pakistani   
 

6.29% 54 

14 Bangladeshi   
 

1.17% 10 

15 Chinese   
 

2.33% 20 

16 Other Asian background (please fill in 
the box at the end of this section)   

 

1.52% 13 

17 Arab   
 

2.21% 19 

18 Other ethnic group background (please 
fill in the box at the end of this section)   

 

1.52% 13 

19 Prefer not to say   
 

12.00% 103 

Analysis Mean: 10.68 Std. Deviation: 8.65 Satisfaction Rate: 40.35 

Variance: 74.87 Std. Error: 0.3   
 

answered 858 

skipped 46 

Figure 7: Race/ethnicity of respondents 
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