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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Hearing Tribunal held a hearing into the conduct of Robert Leslie Brandrick.  In 
attendance on behalf of the Hearing Tribunal were Judy Baker (Chair), Dean 
England, Brad Willsey and Mary Marshall (Public Member). 
 
The hearing took place on January 22, 2009 at the offices of the Alberta College of 
Pharmacists.  The hearing was held under the terms of Part 4 of the Health 
Professions Act. 
 
In attendance at the hearing were Fiona Moore representing the College, Jim 
Krempien (Complaints Director of the College) and Mr. Brandrick.  Mr. Brandrick 
affirmed that he did not wish to be represented by legal counsel.  
 
There were no objections to the composition of the Hearing Tribunal or the 
jurisdiction of the Hearing Tribunal to proceed with a hearing.  

 

II. ALLEGATIONS 
 

The Allegations, which appeared in the Notice of Hearing, are as follows:  
 
“The Hearing Tribunal will hold a Hearing to inquire into the following complaints or   
matters: 

 
1. On June 12, 2008, Linda Hagen, the ACP Registry Leader wrote to you advising that 

ACP records indicated that you had not submitted a complete application to renew 

your practice permit for the upcoming year. The letter also advised that: 

• your current practice permit would expire on June 30, 2008; 

• you had not yet met the requirements for completion of the legislation 
orientation required by June 30, 2008; and 

• unless you completed the legislation requirement and renewed your practice 
permit immediately, you would be suspended on July 1, 2008. 

2. On July 3, 2008, the Registrar of the ACP wrote to you advising that: 

• the ACP indicated that a complete application for renewal of your practice 
permit had not been received; 

• the deadline for renewal as required by the bylaws was May 31, 2008; 

• your existing practice permit expired on June 30, 2008; 
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• you were no longer authorized to engage in the restricted scope of practice of 
pharmacy in Alberta; 

• your registration was now suspended; and 

• you should contact Linda Hagen if you required clarification or to be 
reinstated.  

3. On July 5, 2008 the ACP received confirmation from Canada Post that Mr. Eberhart’s 

letter of July 3, 2008 had been received and signed for on July 5, 2008. 

4. On July 8, 2008, Toni Bos, ACP Registration Service Agent, contacted East Lake 

IDA Pharmacy regarding a pharmacy renovation application provided to the ACP by 

Mona Armanios, the pharmacy licensee which listed you as a staff pharmacist. 

Ms. Bos called the pharmacy and first spoke with you. You confirmed that you were 

aware that you had been suspended and were not able to practice as a pharmacist and 

that you were not working as a pharmacist. 

5. Ms. Bos then spoke to Ms. Armanios who was not aware that you had been 

suspended.  Ms. Bos advised Ms. Armanios to have you contact the ACP to confirm 

requirements for registration.  

6. Later on July 8, 2008, you spoke with Ms. Hagen and advised her that you were at the 

East Lake IDA Pharmacy but were not practicing pharmacy and were only doing 

inventory. You also stated to Ms. Hagen that you had faxed your registration to the 

ACP on July 6, 2008. Ms. Hagen advised you that the ACP had not received your 

renewal and that you could not practice while suspended. 

7. On July 9, 2008, you provided the renewal application, payment for the renewal was 

made and you completed the requirements for the legislative orientation and you were 

reinstated to practice. 

8. On September 11, 2008, you faxed a written response to the Complaints Director of 

the ACP in which you stated that you did not knowingly practice while suspended. 

9.  On September 17, 2008, during a meeting with the Complaints Director you stated 

that you did not open or read Mr. Eberhart’s letter of July 3, 2008 until July 7, 2008. 
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You also advised that you were not filling prescriptions on July 8, 2008 but were only 

doing inventory to prepare for the renovation inspection. When the Complaints 

Director provided you with information from the pharmacy licensee, Ms. Armanios, 

that you had performed restricted activities on July 8, 2008 by dispensing drugs to 

patients, you suggested that if nothing else you were under the indirect supervision of 

Ms. Armanios. 

10.  Contrary to the information you provided to Ms. Bos, Ms. Hagen and the Complaints 

Director, Ms. Armanios confirmed on September 17, 2008 that from July 1 to July 8, 

2008 you were employed as a practicing pharmacist and that she was unaware that 

your practice permit had been suspended. Ms. Armanios also provided confirmation 

that your had dispensed new and refill prescriptions on July 8, 2008. 

11.  On September 19, 2008, the owner of the pharmacy Mr. Maged Mikhail confirmed 

that you were scheduled to work as a pharmacist on July 8, 2008 and that you were 

asked to perform inventory during your spare time on that day. 

12. Based on these facts, it is alleged that you: 

• practiced while suspended on July 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8, 2008; 

• knew or should have known that you were practicing while suspended on July 
2, 3, 4, and 7, 2008; 

• knew you were practicing while suspended on July 8, 2008; 

• represented that you were a regulated member and in good standing while 
your practice permit was suspended to your employer, your pharmacy licensee 
and your patients at East Lake IDA from July 1 to July 8, 2008;  

• suggested to Toni Bos, an ACP representative, that you were not practicing as 
a pharmacist on July 8, 2008 when this information was untrue and suggested 
to Linda Hagen, the ACP Registry Leader, on July 8, 2008 that you were not 
practicing pharmacy but only doing inventory and that you had faxed your 
renewal forms to the ACP on July 6, 2008 when this information was untrue; 
and 

• advised the Complaints Director on September 11, 2008 that you did not 
knowingly practice while suspended and advised the Complaints Director on 
September 17, 2008 that you were not filling prescriptions on July 8, 2008 and 
were only doing inventory when this information was untrue as you were 
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aware on or before July 7, 2008 that you were suspended and  the pharmacy 
licensee provided summarized totals of the prescriptions filled by you on July 
8, 2008 and the pharmacy owner and the pharmacy licensee confirmed that 
you were scheduled to work as a pharmacist on July 8, 2008 and worked as a 
pharmacist on that date until the pharmacy licensee was advised by the ACP 
representatives that you had been suspended on July 1, 2008. 

IT IS ALLEGED THAT your conduct constitutes a breach of the following statutes, 

regulations, and standards governing the practice of pharmacy: 

• Section 117 of the Health Professions Act; 

• Section 1(1)(pp)(i), 1(1)(pp)(ii), 1(1)(pp)(iv), (1)(1)(pp)(vii)(B) and 1(1)(pp)(xii) 
of the Health Professions Act; 

• Section 1 and subsections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Standards for Pharmacist Practice; 

• Principle VI of the ACP Code of Ethics Bylaw. 
 
and that your conduct set out above and the breach of some or all of these provisions 
constitutes unprofessional conduct pursuant to the provisions of sections 1(1)(pp)(i), 
1(1)(p) (ii), 1(1)(pp)(iv), 1(1)(pp)(vii) and 1(1)(pp)(xii) of the Health Professions 
Act.” 
 
Mr. Brandrick admitted that the allegations were well founded. 

 
 

IV. EVIDENCE 
 

The evidence presented at the hearing consisted of the Notice of Hearing (exhibit 1). 
 

V. SUBMISSIONS 
 

Given the admissions by Mr. Brandrick, there were no submissions with respect to 
whether the allegations were well founded.  Counsel for the College and 
Mr. Brandrick jointly suggested that the following penalty would be appropriate: 

• Publication in the ACP News, including Mr. Brandrick’s name, 
• Costs of the hearing, 
• A fine of $1000, and 
• A reprimand by the Hearing Tribunal. 

 

VI. FINDINGS 
 

Mr. Brandrick admitted the factual allegations, and after deliberation, the Tribunal 
found that the allegations, taken as a whole, constituted unprofessional conduct.  
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VI. ORDERS 
 

After deliberation, the Tribunal agreed that the penalties suggested by Counsel for the 
College and Mr. Brandrick were appropriate.  The Tribunal took into account:  

• the seriousness of knowingly practicing without a practice permit,  
• Mr. Brandrick’s lack of truthfulness when employees of the College inquired 

about whether or not he was practicing and  
• Mr. Brandrick’s apology for his actions.   

 
Accordingly, the Tribunal makes the following orders: 
 

1. Publication by name in the ACP News, 
2. Payment of the costs of the hearing on a payment schedule to be determined by 

the College, 
3. A fine of $1000 on a payment schedule to be determined by the College, 
4. A reprimand. 
 

 
  
  
 


