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HEARING HEARD IN PUBLIC 

 

TAHIR, Fizan 

Registration No: 81954 

PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 2016 

Outcome: Order of Conditions with a review. Immediate order imposed. 

 

Fizan TAHIR, a dentist registered as of 65 Heston Road, Hounslow TW5 0QW; BDS Manc 2003, 
was summoned to appear before the Professional Conduct Committee on 18 January 2016 for an 
inquiry into the following charge: 

Charge (as amended on 18 January 2016)   

“That being a registered dentist:  

1. Between February 2012 and November 2013 you purchased counterfeit dental 
equipment for supply to the Tooth Booth Practices. 

2. Between February 2012 and November 2013 you purchased non-compliant dental 
equipment for supply to Tooth Booth Practices. 

3. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 1 above was: 

a) Financially motivated; 

b) Misleading; 

c) Dishonest, in that you knew that you were purchasing counterfeit dental 
equipment with the intention that they be supplied to the Tooth Booth Practices. 

4. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 2 above was: 

a) Financially motivated; 

b) Misleading; 

c) Dishonest, in that you knew that you were purchasing non-compliant dental 
equipment with the intention that they be supplied to the Tooth Booth Practices. 

5.   Between 2012 and 2014 you permitted the use of counterfeit dental equipment at the 
Tooth Booth Practices. 

6.  Between 2012 and 2014 you permitted the use of non-compliant dental equipment at 
the Tooth Booth Practices. 

7. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 5 above was: 

a) Financially motivated; 

b) Misleading; 

c) Dishonest, in that you knew that you were permitting the use of counterfeit dental 
equipment at the Tooth Booth Practices. 
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8. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 6 above was: 

a) Financially motivated; 

b) Misleading; 

c) Dishonest, in that you knew that you were permitting the use of non- compliant 
dental equipment at the Tooth Booth Practices. 

9. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 5 above put patients and staff at risk, in that they 
could have been harmed by the use of the counterfeit dental equipment. 

10. Your conduct in relation to paragraph 6 above put patients and staff at risk, in that they 
could have been harmed by the use of the non-compliant dental equipment. 

11. On 31 October 2013 a counterfeit NSK handpiece that you purchased fell apart whilst 
being used on a patient. 

12. Your conduct in respect of paragraph 11 had put the patient at risk of harm. 

AND, by reason of the facts stated, your fitness to practise as a dentist is impaired by reason 
of your misconduct.” 

 

On 21 January 2016 the Chairman made the following statement regarding the finding of facts: 

“Mr Tahir, 

At the outset of the hearing Mr Corrie, on behalf of the General Dental Council (GDC), made 
an application to amend the wording of sub-head of charge 8.c) by replacing the word 
“complainant” with the word “compliant”.  Mr Morris did not object to this application on your 
behalf.  The Committee acceded to the application. 

Mr Morris then made the admissions to the heads of charge, on your behalf, which are 
reflected below.  

The allegations in this case primarily relate to your purchase of counterfeit and non-
compliant dental equipment, and the subsequent use of this equipment at Tooth Booth 
Practices. It is alleged that your conduct in this purchase and permitting the use of the 
equipment was financially motivated, misleading and dishonest. It is also alleged that 
permitting the use of this equipment put patients and staff at risk. It is alleged that on 31 
October 2013 a counterfeit NSK handpiece that you purchased fell apart whilst being used 
on a patient, and your conduct in purchasing this handpiece had put the patient at risk of 
harm.  

The Committee has carefully considered all the documentary and oral evidence presented to 
it in this case.  It has taken account of the submissions made by Mr Corrie on behalf of the 
GDC and those made by Mr Morris on your behalf.  It has accepted the advice of the Legal 
Adviser. 

The Committee has reminded itself that the burden of proof lies with the GDC and that you 
are not required to disprove any of the charges.  Further, the Committee notes that the 
standard of proof is the civil standard, namely the balance of probabilities. This means that 
the facts will only be proved if the Committee’s finding is that it is more likely than not that 
the incidents occurred as alleged. The Committee has considered each head and sub-head 
of charge separately.  
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Witnesses 

The Committee heard oral evidence from Witness 1, Associate Dentist, who previously 
worked at one of the Tooth Booth Practices. The Committee considered her to be a credible 
and well measured witness who gave her account of events to the best of her knowledge. 
There appeared to be no malice or disingenuous motive for giving her evidence. However, 
the Committee also noted a period of time has passed since the events under consideration, 
and aspects of her oral recollection differed from the other documentary evidence. The 
Committee considered that in respect to the timings of certain events her recollection was 
vague, and it had to approach her evidence with caution. It also noted her evidence of the 
Practice Manager’s responses during relevant conversations was a hearsay account. It 
therefore accorded appropriate weight to these conversations where this evidence was in 
conflict with other evidence. 

The Committee heard oral evidence from Witness 2, Investigating Officer employed by the 
Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency (MHRA). The Committee found him 
to be a credible and consistent witness and accepted his evidence that the equipment in 
question was counterfeit and non-compliant, although he did not demonstrate a detailed 
knowledge of the press releases issued by the MHRA regarding these issues.   

The Committee received a written report and heard oral evidence from Professor Stuart 
Morganstein, Dental Surgeon, expert witness called on behalf of the GDC. Overall the 
Committee accepted his evidence in respect of the risk of harm from using counterfeit and 
non-compliant equipment. However, the Committee found his assessment of the relevant 
information that was disseminated to some practitioners during the material times to be 
incorrect, in that he referred to the press releases issued August 2012 and October 2013 as 
‘medical alerts’.   

The Committee received a written statement and heard oral evidence from you. The 
Committee found you to be credible and consistent, but the answers you gave sometimes 
lacked detail. Overall the Committee has accepted the majority of your evidence but has 
approached some aspects of it with caution. In particular, your account of the MHRA visit in 
February 2014 did not accord with the account of Witness A and Witness 2.  

The Committee heard oral evidence and received written statements from 4 witnesses called 
by the defence, namely Witness A, Practice Manager at the Datchet and Wokingham Tooth 
Booth group practices; Witness B, Practice Manager at the Epping Tooth Booth practice; 
Witness C, a General Dental Practitioner who worked as an Associate for the Uxbridge 
Tooth Booth practice between April 2011 and March 2014 and Witness D, a sole trader in 
the business of selling, distributing, servicing and repairing dental equipment for Tooth Booth 
group during the material time. The Committee found all the witnesses to be credible and 
reliable and acknowledged that they attended in order to assist the Committee within the 
limits of their knowledge and memory. 

I will now announce the Committee’s findings in relation to each head of charge:  

1. Admitted and Found Proved 

2. Admitted and Found Proved 

3a. Found Proved  

The Committee heard evidence from you that during the period 2011 to 
2014 your business expanded from 2 practices to 14 practices. This was a 
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significant growth over a short period of time, with only yourself and your co-
director responsible for the running of the company. The Committee noted 
you had initially tendered for the provision of equipment in 2011, and over 
the course of the following years gradually included the purchasing of 
equipment through the eBay website at a significantly lower cost to that 
offered through the tender process. The Committee noted you bought in bulk 
in larger and larger amounts, often using the ‘auction’ option to bid for lower 
prices. The Committee is satisfied that this pattern of purchasing suggests 
on the balance of probabilities that you were financially motivated. The 
Committee considered the attraction of the cost savings blinded you to other 
considerations, and noted that you appeared to take no additional steps to 
verify the manufacturing standards of the products being purchased or test 
their quality.  

3b. Found Proved 

The Committee noted you did not make an admission that your conduct in 
purchasing counterfeit dental equipment for supply to the Tooth Booth 
Practices was misleading, although you had made admissions that similar 
conduct in permitting its use was misleading. Similarly, you made 
admissions that the purchase and permitting the use of non-compliant dental 
equipment was misleading. These admissions were made on the basis that 
the misleading conduct didn’t require a culpable state of mind.  

The Committee determined that the purchase of counterfeit dental 
equipment for supply to Tooth Booth Practices is misleading, in that the 
dentists at your practices received equipment that was represented to be a 
genuine product, which in fact they was not. Whilst the remaining heads of 
charge relating to misleading conduct are admitted, the Committee 
considered the same reasoning applies.  

3c. Found Not Proved 

The Committee first reminded itself that the wording of the charge was that 
your conduct was dishonest, in that you knew you were purchasing 
counterfeit dental equipment.  

In its deliberations the Committee considered the character evidence 
submitted attesting to your honesty and integrity. It has considered the case 
of Re H [1996] AC 563 and noted that for serious charges, such as 
dishonesty, there must be cogent evidence that establishes the likelihood of 
a matter occurring on the balance of probabilities.  

The Committee was referred to the case of R v Ghosh [1982] Q.B. 1053  
and the two part test which it must apply when reaching its decision on this 
charge. First is the objective test; whether according to the ordinary 
standards of a reasonable and honest person what was done by you was 
dishonest. If it was dishonest by those standards then secondly, the 
subjective test should be applied and the Committee had to consider 
whether you must have realised that what you were doing was, by the above 
standards, dishonest.   

You stated you attributed the low cost of the items purchased through eBay 

http://login.westlaw.co.uk/maf/wluk/app/document?src=doc&linktype=ref&&context=79&crumb-action=replace&docguid=I472988A0E42811DA8FC2A0F0355337E9
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to the “competition in the market and the cheaper overseas labour and 
production costs. Some of the very low prices were obtained following a 
successful bid in an online auction.” 

Whilst the Committee considered this explanation demonstrates a profound 
level of naivety that it would not have expected to see in an intelligent, well-
educated and competent businessman running a group of 14 practices, it is 
not satisfied that the low cost of the product necessarily put you on notice 
that the products were counterfeit or non-compliant.  

The Committee considered that it would have been incumbent on you as the 
person responsible for the procurement of safe and compliant equipment to 
undertake more rigorous checks of the items you were purchasing, both 
prior to purchase and on receipt of the equipment. However, the Committee 
accepted your submission that you were reassured by the CE reference 
contained in the description of the items, on pictures of the packaging or on 
pictures of the items themselves. You stated that it did not occur to you that 
items advertised with CE references could be counterfeit or non-compliant. 
Whilst this again demonstrates a level of naivety, the Committee cannot be 
satisfied that on the balance of probabilities you knew that the equipment 
being purchased was counterfeit or non-compliant.  

In doing so, the Committee accepted your evidence that you were not aware 
of the MHRA press releases of 30 August 2012 and 7 October 2013 relating 
to counterfeit or non-compliant dental equipment. It noted you were not a 
member of the British Dental Association (BDA) and did not receive copies 
of the British Dental Journal (BDJ) which carried this release.  

It was submitted by the GDC that irrespective of your knowledge at the time 
of the initial purchases, that you developed the requisite knowledge between 
September 2013 – November 2013 as a result of an email written by 
Witness 1 and/or an incident on 31 October 2013, and continued to 
purchase and permit the use of the relevant equipment after this time.  

The Committee was provided with documentary evidence of the email of 2 
September 2013 being forwarded to the “Tooth Booth” email address and 
addressed to you. You confirmed only yourself and your co-director had 
access to this email account. You confirmed the email was opened, however 
you have stated that you are “sure I didn’t see this”. You stated in oral 
evidence that your co-director had also stated he did not read this email, and 
you could offer no explanation as to how the email therefore appeared as 
‘read’. The Committee considered on the balance of probabilities that the 
contents of the email must have been brought to your attention. However, 
the Committee has also previously accepted your submission that you 
believed the CE markings meant the equipment was safe to use. The 
Committee was not satisfied that the evidence establishes that in reading 
this email you developed the knowledge that the equipment purchased and 
being used was counterfeit or non-compliant. Although the concerns raised 
would have put a reasonable person on notice that further consideration 
should be given to the issues, the Committee did not consider the requisite 
level of knowledge had been reached.  
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In respect of the 31 October 2013 event, the Committee has not been 
provided with any documentary evidence that the circumstances of this 
incident were brought to your attention. Witness 1 told the Committee she 
informed the Practice Manager of the incident, and was told by her that you 
and your co-director had been informed. The Committee noted this is 
hearsay evidence of the Practice Manager’s account of the communication 
between yourself and the Practice Manager, and it did not afford it significant 
weight. In doing so it took into account the discrepancies in Witness 1’s 
account of the time the Practice Manager was informed, and the 
documentary evidence that was provided that demonstrated she was on 
holiday or on sick leave from the afternoon of 5 September 2013 to 11 
November 2013. It also took into account the evidence of Witness A and 
Witness B, Practice Managers for Tooth Booth practices. They both stated 
during the period November 2013 to February 2014 that there was no 
discussion in group-wide practice management meetings of this incident. 
The Committee is not satisfied the evidence establishes on the balance of 
probabilities that you were informed of this incident prior to February 2014.  

The Committee determined that the requisite objective and subjective 
knowledge had not been established on the balance of probabilities. It 
therefore found this sub-head not proved.  

4a. Found Proved  

The Committee found this proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3a 
above.  

4b. Admitted and Found Proved 

4c. Found Not Proved 

The Committee found this not proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3c 
above.  

5. Admitted and Found Proved 

6. Admitted and Found Proved 

7a. Found Proved 

The Committee found this proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3a 
above.  

7b. Admitted and Found Proved 

7c. Found Not Proved 

The Committee found this not proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3c 
above.  

8a. Found Proved 

The Committee found this proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3a 
above.  

8b. Admitted and Found Proved 
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8c. Found Not Proved 

The Committee found this not proved for the reasons set out in relation to 3c 
above.  

9. Admitted and Found Proved 

10. Admitted and Found Proved 

11. Found Proved 

The Committee found Witness 1’s account of the incident which occurred on 
31 October 2013 to be credible and truthful. The event would have been 
memorable to Witness 1, in that it was out of the ordinary course of practice 
and occurred at an early stage of her career. The Committee is satisfied that 
on her evidence, an incident did occur which involved the handpiece she 
was using malfunctioning whilst the patient was in the chair. The Committee 
does not consider the exact details of how that handpiece malfunctioned to 
be pertinent to the charge, and accepts that it malfunctioned to the extent it 
‘fell apart’ in or near the patient’s mouth.  

12. Found Proved 

Having found that a counterfeit NSK handpiece you purchased fell apart 
whilst being used on a patient, the Committee considered whether your 
conduct in this respect put the patient at risk of harm.  

The Committee noted you had not implemented any processes of checking 
and testing equipment on receipt to ensure the equipment was compliant 
and safe. Whilst noting that there is an inherent risk in the use of any dental 
equipment, the Committee considered that there is a potential for an 
increased risk of harm from the use of counterfeit equipment. The 
Committee took into account the evidence of the GDC Expert, who identified 
a number of risks which resulted from the use of counterfeit equipment 
which may be of an inferior quality. These include penetrating wounds 
created by high speed particles from the disintegrating handpiece, surface 
stripping or abrading of tissue and risk of infection from the penetration of 
small fragments. The Committee accepted there were also additional risks to 
staff.  

 

We move to Stage Two.” 

 

On 22 January 2016 the Chairman announced the determination as follows: 

“Mr Tahir, 

The Committee has considered all the evidence presented to it, including an additional 
Defence Witness Statement of Witness H, Operations Manager at the Tooth Booth Group. 
The Committee heard submissions from Mr Corrie on behalf of the General Dental Council 
(GDC) and from Mr Morris on your behalf. It accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. In its 
deliberations the Committee has had regard to the GDC’s Guidance for the Practice 
Committees, including Indicative Sanctions Guidance (October 2015). 
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Facts  

The facts found proved in this case relate to your purchase of counterfeit and non-compliant 
equipment for supply to various dental practices owned by your business Tooth Booth. The 
Committee found that your conduct in this purchase and supply was financially motivated 
and misleading, and put patients and staff at risk of harm. It was found proved that there had 
been one particular incident involving a counterfeit NSK handpiece which fell apart whilst 
being used on a patient and put that patient at risk of harm.  

Misconduct 

The Committee first considered whether the facts found proved amount to misconduct. In 
considering this matter the Committee exercised its own independent judgement. 

The Committee had regard to the relevant professional standards in force at the time. This 
included the following paragraphs of the GDC’s Standards for Dental Professionals (May 
2005): 

1  Put patients’ interests first and act to protect them 

1.1  Put patients’ interests before your own or those of any colleague, organisation or 
business. 

5  Maintain your professional knowledge and competence 

5.3  Find out about current best practice in the fields in which you work. Provide a 
good standard of care based on available up-to-date evidence and reliable 
guidance. 

5.4  Find out about laws and regulations which affect your work, premises, equipment 
and business, and follow them. 

This also included the following paragraphs of the GDC’s Standards for the Dental Team 
(September 2013) in place during a proportion of your conduct in purchase and supply of 
counterfeit and non-compliant equipment, and during the incident which occurred on 31 
October 2013: 

1.3.2  You must make sure you do not bring the profession into disrepute. 

1.5  You must treat patients in a hygienic and safe environment. 

1.5.4 You must record all patient safety incidents and report them promptly to the 
appropriate national body. 

1.7.1 You must always put your patients’ interests before any financial, personal or 
other gain. 

1.9  You must find out about, and follow, laws and regulations affecting your work. 

7.3  You must update and develop your professional knowledge and skills throughout 
your working life. 

8.1  You must always put patients’ safety first. 

8.2  You must act promptly if patients or colleagues are at risk and take measures to 
protect them. 
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8.4  You must make sure if you employ, manage or lead a team, that there is an 
effective procedure in place for raising concerns, that the procedure is readily 
available to all staff and that it is followed at all times. 

9.1  You must ensure that your conduct, both at work and in your personal life, 
justifies patients’ trust in you and the public’s trust in the dental profession. 

The Committee noted that it had not been provided with any specific laws and regulations 
that would have directly regulated your procurement and use of dental equipment during this 
time. It was provided with the Medical Devices Regulations 2002 which provides that 
medical devices meet certain requirements before use. However the Committee accepted 
Mr Morris’s submission that these regulations did not apply to the end-user, and were 
instead regulations that needed to be adhered to by manufacturers and suppliers.  

Notwithstanding this, the Committee noted the Standards in place at the time are clear in 
respect of your obligations in regard to patient safety. It was incumbent on you to ensure 
your patients’ interests always came before any financial, personal or other gain. It was a 
clear breach of the Standards identified as the person responsible for procurement to not 
have had a system in place which ensured that medical equipment being purchased was 
genuine and compliant. The Committee found that you had been financially motivated in 
your bulk purchase of counterfeit and non-compliant equipment over a number of years, and 
did not have your patients’ and staff’s best interests at the forefront of your mind. 
Consequently you failed to undertake further investigations at the time of purchase into the 
manufacturing standards and provenance of the equipment that the Committee considers a 
reasonable practitioner would have undertaken.  

Further, you failed to have adequate systems in place at the time of receipt of the equipment 
to ensure that the equipment was genuine, compliant and safe to use. This equipment was 
distributed across your business, which at the time consisted of 14 practices, approximately 
50-55 dentists, other members of the dental team, and a significant number of patients. The 
Committee accepted Professor Morganstein’s expert evidence that non-compliant and 
counterfeit equipment carries an increased risk of harm to both patients and staff. The 
Committee therefore noted that the risk of harm caused by your conduct in this case was 
significant, widespread and had the potential to affect your patients and colleagues. This risk 
of harm was realised in the incident of 31 October 2013, during which a counterfeit 
handpiece you purchased fell apart whilst being used on a patient.  

You accepted that your conduct amounted to serious misconduct. The Committee was of the 
view that your conduct was a significant departure from the standards expected of a 
registered dentist and would be viewed as “deplorable” by fellow professionals. The 
Committee was satisfied that the facts admitted and found proved amounted to misconduct.  

Impairment 

The Committee next considered whether your fitness to practise is currently impaired by 
reason of your misconduct. In doing so, it has exercised its own independent judgement. It 
has borne in mind that its duty is to protect the public interest, which includes the protection 
of patients, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and the declaring and 
upholding of proper standards of conduct and behaviour. 

The Committee noted that the facts admitted and found proved are capable of being 
remedied, in that appropriate practices and procedures can be put in place to ensure 
equipment purchased is compliant and genuine. The Committee took into account the 
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statement of Witness H and evidence submitted by you of your remediation. It noted you 
have implemented a new inventory system and “Use of Dental Equipment” policy, detailed in 
Witness H’s statement. Witness H has been appointed as the Dental Equipment 
Procurement Lead, and states he undertakes additional checks to ensure your suppliers 
hold a licence to supply and distribute medical devices within the UK and EU. The 
Committee was also provided with a template proforma Inventory Equipment Register, which 
Witness H states is currently in use in Tooth Booth practices. However the Committee was 
not provided with any examples of complete forms in order to demonstrate how your 
improved procedures have been adopted. The Committee, whilst satisfied you have taken 
significant steps to address the deficiencies in this matter, could not be reassured that your 
remediation had been fully implemented into practice.  

The Committee noted you have demonstrated a level of insight into your conduct. It noted 
that following the MHRA visit in February you took immediate action, including removing all 
equipment not bought from UK approved companies and replacing it with equipment you 
ensured met the Medical Devices Regulations. You have told the Committee you were 
shocked once you realised what had occurred. However, whilst the Committee appreciates 
you have demonstrated your regret about your actions, it was not satisfied you fully 
appreciated the potential risks to patient and staff safety that may have resulted from your 
purchase and distribution of counterfeit and non-compliant equipment. In particular, you 
appeared reluctant in your oral evidence to accept that the incident of 31 October 2013 could 
have caused serious harm to the patient from the equipment malfunctioning. The Committee 
considers it would have been assisted by further reflection on this matter. Accordingly, noting 
that your remediation is not yet fully complete and that it cannot be satisfied you have 
demonstrated full insight into this matter, the Committee considers that there is a possibility 
of a risk of repetition. 

The Committee also considered the wider public interest, in particular the need to declare 
and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour and maintain public confidence in the 
dental profession. There is a strong public interest in the circumstances of this case, as the 
public have a legitimate expectation that any individual responsible for the running of a 
number of dental practices would not engage in conduct that may put patients and staff at 
risk of harm. The failures identified are so serious that the public interest would be 
significantly undermined if a finding of impairment was not made.  

Having regard to all of these matters, including the wider public interest, the Committee 
determined that your fitness to practise is currently impaired by reason of your misconduct.  

Sanction  

The Committee then determined what sanction, if any, would be appropriate in light of the 
findings that it has made. The Committee recognises that the purpose of a sanction is not to 
be punitive, although it may have a punitive effect, but is concerned with protecting the 
public and the public interest from those who are not fit to practise. The Committee applied 
the principle of proportionality, balancing the public interest with your own interests. The 
Committee has considered the range of sanctions available to it, starting with the least 
serious. 

In light of the findings made against you, in particular the significant and widespread risk to 
patient and staff safety that your conduct created, the Committee decided that it would be 
wholly inappropriate to conclude this case with no action. 
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It next considered the issuing of a reprimand, and took into account the factors identified in 
the Indicative Sanctions Guidance which should be present for a reprimand to be 
appropriate. It noted that the conduct was not an isolated incident, and had instead occurred 
over a couple of years and exposed a large number of individuals to risk. Whilst the 
Committee found that the behaviour was not deliberate, it did consider it fell far short of what 
would be expected from a competent practitioner. Further, although the Committee noted 
you have taken valuable steps towards full remediation, it had determined that the 
improvements which you have implemented have not yet demonstrated their full effect. 
Accordingly, given the Committee determined there remains risks arising from your 
incomplete remediation, the Committee considered that a reprimand would have the effect of 
undermining public confidence in the profession and fail to provide necessary safeguards for 
public protection.  

The Committee considered whether to impose conditions on your registration. It took into 
account that any conditions imposed would have to be clear, workable, measurable and 
proportionate to the identified impairment. In the light of its decision that your failings are 
remediable and in view of the remediation you have undertaken so far, the Committee 
concluded that it could formulate conditions that would be targeted towards the remaining 
deficiencies in your practice. The Committee considered that the suspension of your 
registration would be disproportionate in the circumstances of this case. A period of 
conditions would protect the public adequately, satisfy the public interest, and enable you to 
complete your remediation.  

The following conditions are set out as they will appear against your name in the Dentists 
Register: 

1. He must notify the GDC promptly of any professional appointment he accepts and 
provide the contact details of his employer or any organisation for which he is 
contracted to provide dental services; 

2. He must inform the GDC of any formal disciplinary proceedings taken against him, 
from the date of this determination; 

3. He must inform the GDC if he applies for dental employment outside the UK. 

4. a.  He shall carry out an audit of the Inventory Equipment Registers across all Tooth   
Booth practices every three months.  

b.  He must provide a copy of these audits to the GDC following their completion.  

5. He must inform promptly the following parties that his registration is subject to the 
conditions, listed at (1) to (4), above: 

 Any organisation or person employing or contracting with him to undertake dental 
work  

 Any locum agency or out-of-hours service he is registered with or applies to be 
registered with (at the time of application) 

 Any prospective employer (at the time of application) 

6. He must permit the GDC to disclose the above conditions, (1) to (4), to any person 
requesting information about his registration status. 
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The Committee determined that an order of conditions should be imposed for a period of 6 
months. A Committee will review your case at a resumed hearing to be held shortly before 
the end of the period of conditional registration.  

The Committee now invites submissions as to whether the conditions should be imposed on 
your registration immediately, pending the taking effect of its substantive determination.  

Immediate Order 

The Committee heard submissions from Mr Corrie on behalf of the GDC that an immediate 
order of conditions was necessary for the protection of the public. Mr Morris, on your behalf, 
did not object.   

In the circumstances of the case the Committee determined that an immediate order was 
necessary for the protection of the public.  

The effect of the foregoing determination and this order is that your registration is subject to 
the conditions immediately to cover the appeal period.  If you do not appeal, the substantive 
direction for conditions will take effect 28 days from the date when notice is deemed to have 
been served upon you and will continue for a period of 6 months. 

Should you exercise your right of appeal, this immediate order for conditions will remain in 
place until the resolution of any appeal.  

That concludes this case.” 

 


