2nd February 2007

Fees Consultation,

Health Professions Council,

Park House,

184 Kennington Road,

London, SE11 4BU

Dear HPC,

Fees Consultation – A response from Amicus.

Amicus is the third largest union in the Health Sector. It has seven professional sections: the Community Practitioners’ and Health Visitors’ Association, the Mental Health Nurses Association, the Guild of Healthcare Pharmacists, the Society of Sexual Health Advisers, the Medical Practitioners’ Union, College of Health Care Chaplains, and the Hospital Physicists’ Association, as well as other occupational groups of health professionals.  Of the professions regulated by HPC, Amicus has members of 11 of them.

We consulted widely throughout our Health Sector membership and the responses we received all expressed similar views on the proposals to raise the registration fees for HPC registrants.

The opinions of the Amicus and its members may be summarised as follows –
· “If health professionals employed in the NHS are required to have statutory regulation in order to be able to work, this is a tax on jobs.”
· “If health professionals employed in the NHS are required to have statutory regulation, the employer should pay.”
· “HPC has stated that it will raise the profile of our profession, but has failed to do so – why should we pay more.”
· “Registration is a condition of employment and therefore should be an employer rather than an employee cost.”  “We ask Amicus to campaign on our behalf and make the case with the employer’s body.”   
· “Is the Union doing anything officially about the proposed increase in HPC fees particularly in view of the fact that the thrust of the HPC Website is on their function of protecting the public, NOT doing anything much for us!”
· Other professions which are regulated, for example Teachers, have a supplement to their salary to pay registration fees or have the fee paid by central government. “Should not the Union be campaigning for such? This is yet another stealth tax for those who have to work. Compared to our previous fees there has already been an excessive increase.”
· Part time workers in Amicus are particularly penalised. There is no concession in the regulatory fee for these workers to reflect their lower earnings.  In employment law there are regulations to protect the interests of part-time workers to ensure that they are not treated less favourably than full-timers - PART-TIME WORKERS (PREVENTION OF LESS FAVOURABLE TREATMENT) REGULATIONS 2000 – we believe that the principles represented in this legislation should carry through into the statutory regulation process.
· Regulatory fees pay no attention to earning levels – e.g. Medical Physicists on Band 8 of Agenda for Change and Operating Department Practitioners on Band 5 or 6 of Agenda for Change – i.e. salaries ranging from £19,166 for Band 5 staff up to  £73,281 for anyone on Band 8.  But you are asking them all to pay the same level of regulatory fees!
To address the questions posed in the consultation –

1. Do you agree that we should set our fees to minimise cross-subsidisation between different services?

Yes, but in the broader sense as we outlined in our response to the Foster review.  We believe that there should be equity between all regulatory bodies so that we do not have some practitioners paying £1,000 and others paying £60!

2. Do you agree that we should review our fees every two years?

Fees may be reviewed as and when necessary but we still regard the fees as a tax on jobs and the responsibility of the employer.
3. Do you agree with the proposals for our fees laid out in option 1?  

No.
4. Do you agree with the proposals for our fees laid out in option 2?  

No.

5. Do you agree that we should introduce a scrutiny fee of £280 for applicants who hold an approved course and are applying to become registered for the first time two or more years after completing their course – to cover our costs in processing their applications?  

No.

6. Do you agree that we should introduce a higher readmission fee, including the first year of registration, to cover our costs in processing these applications?

Yes.

7. Do you agree that we should not charge a higher readmission fee if we receive an application within one month of a registrant being lapsed from the Register?

Yes

8. Do you agree that we should introduce a higher restoration fee, including the cost of registration, to cover our costs in processing these applications.

Are you seeking to discourage such applications?
9. Do you agree that the scrutiny fee for international and EEA applications should increase to £400 to cover the costs of processing these applications?

No.  Are you seeking to discourage such applications
10. Do you agree that the scrutiny fee for grand-parenting applications should increase to £400 to cover the costs of processing these applications?

No.

11. What are your views on the proposed amendments to our rules?

We disagree with these proposals that would place a heavy, unfair and unequal financial burden on practitioners, and we reiterate that we consider regulatory fees to be a tax on jobs; they should be the responsibility of the employer; there should be equity across all regulated health professions; that models in existence for other professional groups should be examined with a view to being adopted for health professionals.
Yours faithfully,

Carol English,
Professional Liaison Officer,
On behalf of Amicus.
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