Qs\%@ ROYAL
== PHARMACEUTICAL
SOCIETY OPEN BUSINESS

Minutes of Assembly Meeting held on 22" November 2023

Present: Claire Anderson (CA) - Chair, Andrew Carruthers (AC), Ciara Duffy (CD), Brendan Jiang (BJ, Alisdair Jones (AJ), Geraldine McCaffrey
(GMc), Gino Martini (GM) Tase Oputu (TO), Lynne Smith (LS), Audrey Thompson (AT), Cheryl Way (CW) — part meeting

In attendance: Paul Bennett (PB), Karen Baxter (KB), Avril Chester (ACh), Rick Russell (RR), James Davies (JD), Elen Jones (EJ), Laura Wilson (LS),
Alison Douglas (AD), Melissa Dear (MD), Liz North (LN), Parastou Donyai (PD), Aman Doll (ADoll) — Item 03 only, Katie Burlison-Rush
(KBR) — Items 03 only, Emer Bellis (EB) — Item 03 only, Tony Scully (TS) — Item 03 only, Joseph Oakley (JO) — Item 08 only

Observers: 2 Members attended as Observers
Apologies: Thorrun Govind (TG), Ruth Edwards (RE), Sorbi Khattak (SK)
Item Paper Notes and actions Action by
Item 01 CA welcomed everyone to the meeting. Apologies were received from Thorrun Govind, Ruth Edwards and
Welcome & Sorbi Khattak.
Apologies
Item 02 23/11/ASB/02 | The following items were noted:

Items for Noting a) Code of Conduct & Remit of Assembly and COG

b) Declarations of interest

c) Minutes of the Open Business Assembly Meeting 11%/12% July — noted and approved
d) National Pharmacy Board Reports

e) President’s Report

f) Treasurer’s Report
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g) 2023 Education & Standards Committee Annual Report & minutes of meeting held on 18" October
h) 2023 Science & Research Committee Annual Report

i) 2023 Panel of Fellows Annual Report & to note process for National Honours

j) 2023 Membership Committee Annual Report

k) 2023 CPA Annual Report

[) 2023 Health & Safety Annual Report

m) 2024 Effective Dates

n) FIP update

0) Inclusion & Diversity update

GM noted he was pleased to see the Society’s process for National Honours clearly set out and hoped it
might lead to more pharmacists being nominated in future.

Item 03 23/11/ASB/03a | a) EDI Strategy
Matters Arising EB, KBR & ADoll attended the meeting for this item.

RR gave a brief summary of the background to the EDI Strategy & Action Plan 2023-2025 and EB then ran
through the paper.

She explained that the internal staff EDI group had also had sight of the document and had discussed it
when it met last week. Members of the group had asked how the team were planning to act on the data it
would be collecting and requested that further details on this be provided to them at a future meeting.

EB stressed that, as the Society was not a large employer, any actions it might be able to take in this area
would inevitably have to be proportionate to its size and within the existing limited resources, but that this
did not mean that the team would not be challenging itself — rather that their work would need to be led
by the needs of all its employees as a whole, recognising that it would not be possible to focus on every
area.

LS noted the paper referenced the need to consider undertaking an EQIA impact assessment for certain
activities and asked why, if the assessment was relatively easy to complete, there was a need to have to
assess whether it was required rather than requiring its completion for all activities. EB replied that the
assessment process had already been in place for a while and had been included in the action plan
document simply to ensure it was always considered when creating new policies/processes and to increase
awareness of it.
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PB added he was very keen that the completion of EQIAs became even more firmly embedded within all
teams across the organisation and it became the norm to complete across all areas.

TO thanked EB & KBR for producing the strategy which was the most robust report on EDI she had seen
since becoming an Assembly member and noted that she had already shared a number of thoughts on the
document with them ahead of the meeting today.

She noted that some of the statements in the document were around ‘considering’ certain things and
other items were indicated as optional but felt that the wording for many of these should be firmed up as
work evolved. She additionally noted the strategy only covered 2023 — 2025 and asked what the team
planned would happen post-2025 and noted she would expect to see a focus on EDI and intention in this
area to be clearly set out in the Society’s next overarching 5 Year Strategy in 2026.

TO then asked where overall responsibility and accountability for performance against the plan sat within
the organisation and would like to see reporting/monitoring of progress on implementing the various
aspects of the plan brought back to Assembly on a regular basis going forward.

PB was pleased that TO considered the plan to be robust and explained that he himself took overall
responsibility for EDI across the organisation. He had last year delegated this responsibility internally
within the Executive team to the CEMO however, since the post holder had left the organisation,
responsibility had again reverted back to him directly. He added that all members of the Executive team
were fully engaged in this work, a monthly I&D update came to each Exec meeting and Exec members
attended the internal EDI meetings on a rotational basis. He assured members that monitoring of work
against the plan would be undertaken in the same way as all other work plans and an update would be
brought back to each Assembly meeting.

AJ noted that three of the 10 ‘pillars’ listed in the plan involved some form of training around EDI but
cautioned against falling into a false sense of security just because staff were undertaking training and
stressed it would be important to also monitor its effectiveness.

BJ noted that pillar 10 had an indicator of ‘what good would look like’ of ‘tracking’ applications from
diverse candidates but questioned whether this was really a good metric to use. He also questioned if
women and people of colour were the main areas of focus for the work as there were many different
characteristics that could actually be considered. GMC similarly noted that socio-economic diversity cut
across many characteristics and would therefore be keen to see the team undertake work in this area in
future.
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EB agreed that ‘tracking’ was probably not the best description of what should be done and it would
therefore be better to state ‘demonstrate an improvement’.

GMC asked if the team had considered use of the Welsh language in their work. She particularly noted that
should EJ, a first language Welsh speaker, leave the organisation the team might struggle to meet its legal
requirements within Wales in this area and felt it was therefore important to future-proof in some way
against this. EB had not specifically considered this when putting the document together but was aware it
was something EJ was looking to consider at some point. EJ noted that the team in the Welsh office did
always apply the Welsh language as/when required but agreed that should any future Director for Wales
not be a first language Welsh speaker the team might struggle in this regard and will therefore work with
EB to incorporate some formal principles to ensure the Society could always be compliant with the Welsh
Language Act.

b) PJ User Experience
TS joined the meeting for this item. He outlined the background to the item and gave members a live
demonstration of the new PJ app.

Members all thought the app was excellent and a great improvement on the previous version.

TS was asked if the underlying code for the app had been developed in-house and would therefore need to
be maintained by the Society. He informed members that open source code was used which will allow the
team to more closely align with the work being done by the Society’s main Tech team.

Members asked if it was possible to book-mark favourites in the app and then have this link in with an
individual’s favourites when they logged into PJ via the website. TS thought this should fully sync up across
both platforms but would need to check if this was in fact the case.

TS was asked if the app had a dark mode. He noted that dark mode was not part of the initial launch
version of the app but the team would certainly consider it going forward.

Members asked if it was possible for the app to integrate in some way articles read with the revalidation
app/cpd records. TS informed them this would technically possible but would be part of on-going work to
consider how best to integrate with other membership tools.

Members also noted it would be important to ensure there was some way to monitor take-up of the app.

Item 04 a) RPS Conference

CEO Update PB began by congratulating the team for a hugely successful and positive Conference held earlier in the
month. 630 people had attended in person (an increase of ~15% on the previous year), 214 people had
joined the event virtually, 111 posters had been presented, 29 exhibitor stands had been present and all
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feedback received to date had been positive with the conference rated either excellent or good. Members
had been particularly complimentary about the Prof John Amechie, the key note speaker.

Assembly members all felt the conference had been very successful and congratulated the team. GM
added that he had been particularly pleased to see science so well integrated into the conference and to
see so many abstracts and posters.

TO felt the record attendance had shown how grateful people were to now be able to come together again
and showed a desire for in-person attendance that she hoped could go on to be replicated at smaller
events at a more local level.

CD asked how it was decided which sessions would be streamed on-line as she noted not all of them had
been. PB noted that some presentations naturally leant themselves better to this but the team worked
with the presenters to assess. There was also a capacity issue and limitations as to how many could be
streamed but hoped the right balance had been struck and welcomed any further feedback on this outside
the meeting.

b) New Society Awards

PB was pleased to remind members of the three new awards recently announced by the Society o
recognise and celebrate outstanding contributions to the pharmacy field: The Daniel Thomas
Award, the OPERA Award, and the Barnett Award

c) Bazier
Noted that PhP had now completed the acquisition of the Bazier psychotropic drug directory and content
would be available via MedcinesComplete from January 2024.

d) Paracetamol
The President has recently issued a statement calling for the ban on multi-buy paracetamol offers.

e) Collaborative Working
PB and CA recently attended the UKCPA conference and dinner and the Society has joined forces with
them to help enhance Accreditation & Credentialling.

The organisation celebrated Black History Month and hosted a very successful Celebrating our Sisters
event coordinated by ADoll.

Teams have been working with Marie Curie to facilitate the roll out of the Daffodil Standards for
Community Pharmacy which was a fantastic example of both creating standards then supporting their roll
out.
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JD had given evidence in parliament at the Health and Social Care Select Committee’s inquiry on
pharmacy. EJ had similarly appeared at the Welsh Senedd to speak about helping the profession
to reduce its carbon emissions and LW discussed improvements for patient care with the Scottish

parliament.
Item 05 PB noted that the title of the new body had now been announced as the UK Pharmacy Professional
Future Leadership Advisory Board (UKPPLAB). He and CA had met with the four CPhOs, APTUK, PFNI and the
Professional pharmacy SPGs to raise concerns about progress on the appointment of a Chair and publication of terms of
Leadership reference for the Board. The President & CEO had also published a blog outlining these concerns and

reflecting the discussion held by Assembly at its meeting in July - this had led to an open letter by the
CPhOs being published which stressed the importance of the independence of the Board.

Sir Hugh Taylor has now been announced as the Board Chair and the Society issued a statement welcoming
both his appointment and the announcement of more detail on the composition of the Board, as well as
expressing a desire to work constructively and positively with him. PB & CA will be meeting with Sir Hugh
next week however PB noted that the Society would not be involved in any way in the appointment of the
nine independent experts who would sit on the Board (nor would any of the professional leadership bodies
or SPGs) which he felt was regrettable.

CA, as the RPS representative on the Board, would also be meeting with Sir Hugh and the other
representative Board members on 5" December but she noted that the appointed independent experts
would not be in place at that time.

Item 06 PB provided a recap of the background to the commissioning of the Review and the appointment of Firetail
Constitution & as the independent consultants to undertake the work. He reminded members that, ultimately, any
Governance recommendations from Firetail that might be agreed by Assembly but that impacted on the governance of
Review the organisation would be something the wider membership would want to express their views on and

that any that might require a change in the Society’s Charter would have to be approved by the
membership via a Special Resolution vote.

He explained that Firetail’s recommendations would be grounded in robust evidence and their research
undertaken with many different stakeholders (eg CPhOs, Board and governance committee Chairs,
Assembly Members, past office holders etc) including the recently issued survey of RPS members which
had received a good response rate.
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PB stressed the importance of engaging with members, especially elected governance members, before
any potential changes could be formally addressed and the team were currently in the process of
considering what form this engagement might best take.

LS asked how the process of engagement with members might dove-tail with the work of the UKPPLAB. PB
stressed the governance review had never been dependent on the work of the Independent Commission
and had always been planned to be undertaken at some point but had initially been delayed by the
pandemic.

Although there was a link to the wish of the IC to provide a horizontal structure for better collaboration
across the various pharmacy organisations it was for completely for RPS and its members alone to
determine what its organisational structure should be.

He noted that Firetail had spent considerable time considering the wider context of the pharmacy
landscape, including the changes with Independent Prescribing, the three National Pharmacy Board Visions
and the findings of the Chairs of the Commission on the broader leadership of the profession. Firetail had
also been provided with the findings of last year’s review of the Society’s communications processes
undertaken by Luther Pendragon.

TO asked if there was anything that might delay the Society reaching where it might need to get to in
terms of undertaking the review. PB explained that any timeline was in the Society’s own gift but that the
review itself was likely to run over the course of the coming year.

Firetail would now be taking the outputs of yesterday’s discussions with Assembly away in order to bring
back a more detailed proposal to Assembly Members early in 2024.

Item 07 23/11/ASB/07 | AD introduced the paper accompanying the 2024 Election Scheme which outlined options for re-setting
2024 Election the current imbalance that existed in the number of places for election across the three year election cycle
Scheme for all three National Boards.

She explained that, although all elected Assembly members except BJ were due to come to the end of their
Board terms of office in June next year and so would therefore be affected by any decision regarding the
2024 Election Scheme, as any change agreed at the meeting today would be to the potential detriment of
these members the conflict of interest that this created had, following a discussion between herself and
PB, been deemed to be immaterial and all AMs would therefore be able to discuss and if necessary vote on
this item.
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PB noted that the regulations in regard to the National Board elections had been changed a number of
times in the last few years because of the pandemic but felt that continuous change in this area was not
best practise.

Al agreed that change should not be undertaken more than was necessary but did feel now was the time
to correct the imbalance, rather than wait for the outcome of the Constitution & Governance Review and
any changes to the overall structure that might result from that, as any potential changes would by
necessity take a long time to enact. His preference would therefore be to re-set the cycle now in order to
build-in greater stability for the Boards rather than have to wait a further three years.

GMC noted that, although this item had been discussed at the recent National Board Chairs’ Forum, she
had since realised that the governance review would take a considerable length of time to complete and so
would be in favour of re-balancing the terms now rather than waiting. GMC asked how this might affect
the maximum three term limit that had been introduced and AD explained that the length of term received
upon election would not affect this.

Members agreed that it was important to help better ensure a degree of continuity every year and CD felt
this would also help with knowledge management and retention.

PB agreed that some degree of organisational memory was helpful but also felt there was a positive side to
re-invigorating the composition of the board and bringing fresh eyes to challenges. He felt that a good
induction onto the Boards was important to ensure that new members had sight of workstreams that were
underway and noted that the team were continually looking at the content for the Induction Days to
ensure new comers were helped but added it was important for Board members to also share their advice
with incoming members too.

Al suggested that in addition to it being productive to have all BMs present for the Induction Day, it might
be helpful to those who had been elected for the very first time to have an additional ‘on-boarding’ session
prior to this. EJ noted that the Welsh Board had done this in the summer.

Members unanimously approved that Option A detailed in the paper be implemented to allow the election
cycle to be re-balanced and the appropriate amendments required to the Regulations to be enacted and
AD will therefore ensure these are gazetted for the required 60 days [Secretary’s Note - the Election

Scheme adopted at this time will also be updated accordingly.]
AD

ACTION — AD
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Item 08 23/11/ASB/08 | a) ESC Recommendation re Faculty Scheme
Any Other JO joined the meeting for this item and members discussed the proposal in the paper from the Education
Business and Standards Committee to close the Society’s Faculty Scheme.

JO explained that the paper had been brought as a recommendation from the Committee following their
review of the Scheme against the considerable costs (currently standing at around £12k for each
candidate) and the background of Advanced Credentialling which was now in place.

TO expressed her disappointment at hearing what she felt was an allusion along the lines that RPS doesn’t
acknowledge the vast experience of pharmacists in non-patient facing roles and the amount of work they
do indirectly for patient care and safety, for example as part of an ICB, but may have misinterpreted this.
She stressed there was a very strong desire from members in these roles and believed this actually
represented a really big gap for the Society in terms of the member value proposition. She noted that
there was a huge workforce that would need to be considered who would never take up the Independent
Prescribing pathway and was therefore very disappointed to see this proposal coming to the meeting.

JO stressed that there had not been any intent to imply this but, in fact, the opposite in that because so
much of the team’s energy was currently focussed on patient facing roles as a requirement of the
Assessment and Credentialling work and there was a need to look at a mechanism for recognising other
areas of the workforce in the wider sense. However, the existing Faculty scheme wasn’t currently being
used by this cohort and was, therefore, not felt to be the best mechanism as well as being excessively
expensive.

AC agreed that simply to close the Faculty scheme without having any alternative in place would not be
acceptable and would therefore think option 4 in the paper (to close Faculty in 2025 with a 12 month
wind-down period) would be preferable.

BJ however felt that terminating the scheme going forward was not the same as saying Faculty had no
value but rather was an acknowledgement that it didn’t achieve the initial aims overall and may well have
run its course in the current pharmacy landscape which now included Credentialling. The real challenge
was therefore how best to widen this or something similar out to non-patient facing members.

JO advised members that there was a clear distinction between the Society providing ‘assurance’ (via
Assessment & Credentialling) and providing ‘recognition’ (via Faculty) but did agree there may well be
work to be done with NP on how best the Society could better recognise non-patient facing members.

GMC also expressed disappointed at the proposal and felt Faculty had been neglected over the last few
years as there had been no promotion or investment in development of the submission platform which
was now extremely difficult to use. She had been under the impression that work was planned to actually
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develop the Faculty offer but that this had been delayed due to the pandemic. She did not think it would
be possible to fully develop a viable alternative to Faculty by the end of 2024.

AT agreed with members and felt it would be a huge risk to the organisation to close off the scheme
without having something else to introduce in its place. She noted that there were currently around 450
highly motivated members of Faculty and closing the scheme would send a poor message as to how they
were valued by the Society.

CD agreed it would send a bad message and alienate many members in non-patient facing roles. She asked
JO what the alternatives, from a specific Industry perspective, were that were alluded to in the paper.

TO asked if it might be possible to incorporate the Faculty route to Fellowship into some other non-
nominated route — JO noted that most other comparable organisations did have some form of portfolio
route to Fellowship and that this might be a possibility but would need much more work to be done,
particularly in partnership with the Panel of Fellows, as RPS Fellowship at present was much more akin to
the National Honours system with potential recipients being nominated without their knowledge.

NP agreed that the team were very keen to develop other routes to Fellowship. He noted that the Society
currently ran a Qualified Persons scheme and felt that some learnings from this initiative might be
considered in order to help work up a formal alternative. CD however felt that as QPs had a legal standing
this was not necessarily a good model to use.

LS noted that if the scheme were to be continued it would clearly have an opportunity cost and asked what
the work load implications might be. JO noted that there had always been a will to think creatively in this
area but that the small team have by necessity had to prioritise the work on Credentialling. He
acknowledged that Assembly members were expressing a preference along the lines of Option 4 but noted
that this would come with a resource implication and was not within the team’s current work plan. He did
however note that budget had been included for 2024 to continue to run the scheme for another year.

AJ agreed the current system was not financially viable but that at present there was no alternative and
thought would need to be given as to how this might be resourced. He wondered if Faculty members
themselves had been asked what they thought, as well as the wider membership as had been
recommended by the LP comms review.

JO would also recommend member input from those in non-patient facing roles as to how they might like
to be recognised. Existing Faculty members and those individuals who might currently be on their pathway
to completion should also be engaged with.
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CW expressed concern about the limited resources in the areas of Education & Assessment. She also felt
the Society could do more to encourage existing Faculty members and Fellows more generally to use their
post-nominals eg by having them printed on name badges for the Conference.

Al asked members if they were content that the £60k needed to run the scheme in 2024 would also
continue. PB acknowledged the potential budget and opportunity costs re looking to develop an
alternative however believed Assembly members couldn’t really be expected to make an informed
decision without much more information. He noted that a business case mechanism already existed
whereby additional funding might be provided for in-year workstreams that had not been included in the
overall annual budget and it was therefore agreed that a formal business case needed to be created to
outline what would be needed in the longer term in terms of a timeline, resources/costs etc.

Assembly therefore rejected the recommendation of the Committee and agreed the Faculty Scheme
should not be closed until an appropriate alternative was in place. Option 1 in the paper would be pursued
for the time being and an alternative would be considered/developed going forward however PB could not
commit to this being possible by the March Assembly.

ACTION -JO
JO

The ESC would also need to be informed of the decision taken at the meeting today and members felt it
was important the Committee were made aware of the strength of feeling expressed by Assembly
members. PB noted it had been positive to see Assembly exerting its governance power in this way to fulfil
its proper responsibility and was also please that the discussion had been held in open business as part of
fulfilling the recommendations of the LP review. He felt the expertise of members of the ESC would be
helpful for the team to use as it looked to develop possible alternatives.

ACTION -JO JO

Item 11 Assembly Working Day — 26" March, Assembly Meeting — 27" March.
Date of next
meeting
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ACTION SHEET - Assembly Meeting 21 November 2023

Item Action Who by When

ltem 07 Amendments to Regulations re terms of office for 2024 elections to be gazetted AD Immediately

2024 National

Pharmacy Board

Elections

ltem 08 Alternative options to current Faculty Scheme to be produced and provided to Assembly for JO Next Assembly

Faculty Scheme decision meeting if possible
ESC to be informed of Assembly decision on future of the Scheme and the reasons behind JO Next ESC meeting

reaching this decision

12| Page




