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Appeals Circulars 2025

	Number
	Date Circulated
	Appellant
	Documents circulated

	A01 25
	13 February 2024
	Quarterly Appeal Circular Q4 2024
	Learning points from recent appeals in the fourth quarter of 2024:
· When considering applications relating to vulnerable witnesses: Professional Standards Authority Council for Health and Social Care v General Pharmaceutical Council and another [2024] EWHC 3335 (Admin)
· Reminder on submission: Professional Standards Authority Council for Health and Social Care v General Pharmaceutical Council and another [2024] EWHC 3335 (Admin)
· Registrant expectations of closed cases: Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care v General Pharmaceutical Council & Anor [2024] EWHC 3005 (Admin)
· Useful learning points related to fact finding: Evboren v The Nursing and Midwifery Council [2024] EWHC 2975 (Admin) & Juchi v Nursing & Midwifery Council [2024] EWHC 2825 (Admin) 


	A02 25
	6 March 2025
	General Medical Council & Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care v Dugboyele [2024] EWHC 2651
	Learning points

· [bookmark: _Hlk143176384][bookmark: _Ref185869199]A finding of impairment may follow even where there has been adequate remediation and adequate reduction of future risk of repetition. In cases where there is a low risk of repetition, the tribunal must give proper consideration to all three limbs of the overarching objective[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  (1) Protecting, promoting and maintaining the health, safety and well-being of the public. (2) Promoting and maintaining public confidence in the profession. (3)  Promoting and maintaining proper professional standards and conduct.] 


· In cases of sexual harassment:

· it is no less sexual harassment simply because the registrant had no intention to take matters further.
· the tribunal must consider whether a finding of no impairment would leave the public with a sense that doctors can "get away with" years of sexually harassing their colleagues and/or that sexual harassment is not treated with sufficient seriousness by the tribunal.

· In the unusual case where a party cites principles from the Sanctions Guidance (‘SG’) at impairment stage (ie in sexual misconduct cases where the SG underlines the serious nature of sexual harassment, sexual misconduct and abuse of power), the tribunal should properly consider these submissions and address them in their reasoning so that it is sufficiently clear from the tribunal’s reasons why the submissions on the SG failed, notwithstanding the fact that the sanctions stage has not yet been reached. 


	A03 25
	11 March 2025
	GDC v Aga 
	Learning points
· A direction for suspension and an order for immediate suspension are distinct; the former is a direction, and the latter is an order.
· There is no provision for an immediate order of suspension to be ‘set off’ against the substantive sanction of suspension. A substantive order therefore runs consecutively to an immediate order, as opposed to concurrently 
· Background on the high court appeal, GDC appealing this decision, Grounds of Appeal to the Court of Appeal, and judgement of the Court of Appeal

	AO4 25
	28 April 2025
	Quarterly Appeal Circular Q1 2025
	Learning points from recent appeals in the first quarter of 2025:
· Facts:
· Hindle v The Nursing and Midwifery Council [2025] EWHC 373 (Admin) 
·  Demanya v The General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 247 (Admin)
· Dr ABC v The General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 242 (Admin)
· Impairment & Sanction:
· Benn v The General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 87 (Admin)
·  Adebayo v The Nursing and Midwifery Council [2025] EWHC 315 (Admin)
·  Sengupta v General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 123 (Admin)
· Demanya v The General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 247 (Admin). 
· The Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, R (on the application of) v Police Misconduct Tribunal [2025] EWHC 93 (Admin) and O'Connor, R (on the application of) v Panel Chair (Police Misconduct Panel) [2025] EWCA Civ 27
· O'Connor, R (on the application of) v Tribunal Chair (Police Misconduct Tribunal) [2025] EWCA Civ 27
· Review hearings:
· Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care v Health and Care Professions Council & Anor [2025] EWHC 164 (Admin)
· Myhill v General Medical Council [2025] EWHC 474 (Admin)

	AO5 25
	14 May 2025
	Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care v The General Medical Council (Garrard) [2025] EWHC 318 (Admin)

	[bookmark: _Hlk143092298]Learning points
· There are two ways in which evidence from one allegation may be cross admissible in respect of another allegation (‘grounds for cross admissibility’). These are where the evidence:

· 1) establishes propensity to commit that type of conduct and/or
· 2) rebuts coincidence

· The tribunal needs to decide upon which ground(s) it is being asked to cross admit the evidence and advise itself accordingly. To avoid confusion, it should not advise itself on the other ground if only one ground is applicable. 

· In making a direction on cross admissibility on either ground, the tribunal must ensure that there’s “a sufficient connection and similarity between the facts of the allegations” but be cautious that they do not elevate this test to a higher threshold. 

· In making a direction on cross admissibility on the ground of propensity in a case where there are two or more allegations, the tribunal needs to be satisfied to the required standard that the one allegation took place before relying on evidence in respect of the that allegation to deduce propensity from the other allegation.

·  In making a direction on cross admissibility on the ground of rebutting coincidence, the tribunal must:
· clearly articulate the principle that it is not necessary to find evidence of one complainant proved before relying on that evidence in support of the other complainant;
· consider all the incidents together, holistically rather than sequentially;
· advise itself that it must exclude collusion or contamination as an explanation for the similarity of the complainants’ evidence (where such an explanation is raised[footnoteRef:2]) before it can assess the force of the argument that the allegations are unlikely to be coincidence. Once excluded, it must acknowledge that the fact of two complainants making such allegations reduces the likelihood of there being an innocent explanation for them. [2:  The wording within the brackets has been inserted by the Tribunal Development Section, as it would not be necessary for the tribunal to need to explore collusion or contamination where it has not been raised. ] 



	A06/25
	1 September 2025
	Quarterly Appeals Circular Q2 2025
	Learning points from recent appeals

	A07/25
	13 October 2025
	Quarterly Appeals Circular Q3 2025
	Learning points from recent appeals
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