





that Dr Barton had retired for the reason you suggest, and it was therefore not
a conclusion it could reach or take mto account

Secondly, you claim that it was not open to the CHRE to dlsagree WIth the
Independent Panel's decision but then to refuse to refer it to the High Court.
The full reasons for the decision are available on our website. You will see
from this that the Case Meeting considered that the appropriate sanction for
Dr Barton was erasure — that is to say that the CHRE members, had they
been sitting as the GMC Independent Panel, would have decided to erase her
name from the register. However, the role of the CHRE is not to substitute its
decision for that of the Independent Panel, or even to revisit the Panel's
decision, but rather to consider whether that decision was unduly lenient in
accordance with section 29 of the Act (as interpreted by relevant case law).
In this case the CHRE decided that the tests for referral to the High Court
were not met.

We hope that this letter allows your clients further to understand the reasons
for the CHRE's dec13|on

Yours sincerely

Code A

Tim Bailey
Acting Director of Quality and Scrutiny
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